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I. FOOD AVAILABILITY IN SUB-SAHARA AFRICA

1. Food Availability

World food production increased approximately 2.5% in 1978. All

of the major developing country regions exceeded this rate, except Africa,
where the growth in output was much smaller. Per capita food production
in the developing countries remained unchanged in 1978, Analyzing the
past 15 years shows that all the major developing country regions have

increased their per capita levels by an average of ]15%, except Africa,

where per capita production has decreased by 10%. Africa's population
growth rate (2.9%) is predicted to remain above its cereal production
growth rate (1.8%). The situation will not improve without significant
outside developmental assistance to help Africa solve its food problem.
The assistance must be forthcoming before the problems reaches crisis

proportions.

2. Food for Development

Because of the increasing magnitude of the food problem, the Africa

Bureau is re-exawining its use of PL 480 in order to transform it into a
more effective development resource. As a starting point, the Bureau is

conducting this study on food needs and food for development opportunities

in sub-Saharan Africa. This study is predicated on the seriousness of the
emerging food deficit in Africa. We are concerned that available resources
be programmed to meet identifiable food needs, that programs attack the

cause of the need, that they contribute toward equitable growth and meet
basic human needs. The study draws heavily on data and repoits from UN/FAO,
USDA, World Bank, IMF, IDA, and AID. Using this informat.n, we have devised
a Food Aid Prioritv (FAP) procedﬁre which identifies and ranks countries.
Sever 11l areas which were closely examined were a country's specific food
grain needs, effectiveness in managing the food and financial sectors of

its economy, commitment toward equitable growth and its contributing

capabilities for developing and managing foud for development program.

The decade of the seventie- clearly demonstrated that food availability

is the most critical issue for most sub-Sahara African countries. The majority



have as a priority goal food self-sufficiency or at a minimum food self-
reliance. The U.S., through the Congressional Mandate and AID policy
directives, has as the highest priority in foreign assistance "food and
nutrition". Emphasis is also placed on food availability through in-

creased production, improved distribution systems and facilities, and

equitable marketing and pricing policies.

The Africa Bureau has long “een a proponent of food for develop-

mental purposes. However, circumstances have resulted in large-scale

relief feeding programming with very little attention given to development.
Widespread and prolonged drought, civil disturbance, floods, war and poverty
have resulted in emergency programming year after year, with what may be
termed food for survival rather than food for development. Title I programs
also have been approved for reasons other than development (i.e. foreign
policy considerations). Experience has resulted in a reactive rather

than an active attitude toward food aid programming. There is a response
(reactive) to a circumstance where many times the proper action (active)

at a prior time would have attacked the cause for need and possibly could
have helped prevent the circumstance. The Bureau is committed to food for
development. A first result of this committment is this major study on

food availability and food assistance programs in sub-Sahara Africa.

3. Purpose and Orgunization of the Food for Development Study

The study is designed to yield data for use by policy and program
managers in making decisions on a variety of related subjects. It is
primarily directed toward food assistance and specifically the use of PL
480 resources in development. It does not take into account disaster
or humanitarian relief. Basic components of the study are:
i. An overview of PL 480 with background information
on program emphasis and program levels for the
period FY 75-FY 79, and projected levels for the
period FY 80-FY 85. No attempts are made to
justify or support budget levels and types of food
aid programs discussed in the FY 80 Congressional
Presentation or the FY 82 Country Development

Strategy Statements



ii.

iii.

iv.
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An assessment of food assistance programs for the
decade of the 1970s. This includes the types of
programs authorized, the effectiveness of the im-
plementation, an evaluation of the strengths and
weaknesses. and for future programming purposes,

the applicability of lessons learned.

A c untry situation summary which takes into account

a variety of intornationally accepted base-line data,
reports, and stulies for each country resulting in

a rank order for food assistauce planning purroses.

This ranking relies heavily on the individual

country's percentage food deficit, the overall finan-
cial performance, per capita gross national product,
agricultural policy performance, and commitment to
development. The primary purpose of this section is

to provide policy and program planners a point of ref-
erence. The aim is to aid in determining the most
appropriate type, size, and priority of food aid program
for a recipient country based on the legislative man--
dates of the country's need for outside assistance and
its ability to effectively utilize the food aid. The
premis is Food For Development. It does not take into
account issues such as political expediency or foreign
policy. It does not take into account the desire to
respond to short-term disaster relief and target human-
itarian supplemental feeding activities. What thig section

does provide is a rationale for selecting the instruments

(titles of PL 480) through which to deiiver or program
food for development. Included are alternatives or
fall-back positions.

A nutrition country profile which focuses on the effects
of the food gap on the people, particularly the poorest
of the poor. The data will include specific information

on the nutritional well-being of the most vulnerable group.,



II. THE BACKGROUND OF P.L. 480 IN AFRICA

l. Stated Purpose of P.L. 480

Public Law 480 (PL 480) has as its specific purpose: 'To increase the

consumption of United States agricultural commodities in foreign countries,
to improve relations of the United States and for other purposes'. Section
2 states: '"The Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of the United
States to expand interrational trade; to develop and expand export markets
for United States agricultural commoc_.cies; to use the abundant agricultural
productivity of the United States to combat hunger and malnutrition and to
encourage economic development in the developing couniries, with particular
emphasis on assistance to those countries that are determined to improve
their own agricultural production; and to promote in other ways the foreign

policy of the United States'".

PL 480 resources have been programmed to assist African countries

(a) to meet shortfalls in the domestic commercial market food grain re-
quirements; (b) to furnish industrial commodicies such as raw cotton to
industry; (c) to develop and implement supplemental feeding programs for
target or at-risk groups of children; {(d) to provide partial payments

of wages in kind for individuals engaged ir self-help economic and/or
community development activities; (e) to establish food grain reserves

or tuffer stocks as a part of grain stabilization; and (f) when conditions
warrant, to help meet the supplemental feeding requirements for peoples ad-
versely affected by drought, flood, famine, war, civil strife, etc. To

the extent practicable, PL 480 resources are programmed to complement other
AID resources by being integrated at both the planning

and project level. Consistent with the legislation, it is the Africa Bureau
policy that the availability of PL 480 coumodities in recipient countries
be used constructively. These must not provide an easy alternative to the
development and implementation of sound policies and programs which address
the cause for the need for PL 480 support. In keeping with the self-help
provisions of the law, recipient governments are expected to design and im-
plement activities which improve the lives of the poorest of their people

and the capacity of these people to participate in the development of their

country.



4, Conclusion
This study and its findings are not intended to preclude flexi-
bility in the decision-making process. However, as indicated above,
there are several essential elements that must be considered in any policy
or program decision. More and better information is needed in order to
program food for development,-in order to respond to the needs of the poor,
in order to compete for and allocate scarce resources, The needs are

far, far greater than most responsible persons realize.
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2. Concessional Sales - Title I:
2.1 General Role of Title I

Title I is the authority to " . . . negotiate and carry out agree-
ments with friendly countries to provide for the sale of agricultural com-
modities for dollars on credit terms . . ." The Act requirés that in ex-
ercising Title I the following items, among other must be considered:
-" take into account efforts of friendly countries to help
themselves toward a greater degree of self-reliance . . .;
—-take reasonable precautions to safeguard usual marketings
of the U.S. and to assure that sales under this title will
not unduly disrupt world prices . . . or normal patterums of
commercial trade with friendly countries;
-make sales agreements only with those ~ountries which . .
(are) friendly to the U.S.;
-give special consideration to the development and expansion of
foreign markets for U.S. agricultural commodities . . .;
-obtain commitments from purchasing countries that will prevent
resale or trans-shipment to otler countries . . . commodities

purchased under this title . N

2.2 Title I and Economic Development

Title I agreements must include a provision which ensures that

the proceeds from the sale of commodities in the recipient country are
used for economic development purposes which directly improve the lives

of the poorest people and their capacity to participate in the development
of their country. Greatest emphasis is to be placed on programs of agri-
cultural development, rural development, nutrition, and population plan-

ning.

The Self-Help Requirement provision of Title I requires that

before enteriung into sales agreements, consideration must be given to
what self-help measures are being undertaken to increase the per capita
production and improve the means for storage and distribution of agricul-

tural commodities. Measures include, but are not limited to:
-devoting land resources to the production of needed food
rather than production of non-food crops.

—training and instructing farmers in agricultural methods and



techniques.

~constructing adequate storare facilities.

~improving marketing and distribution systems.
—-policies to insure adequate incentives to producers.

-institutions for adaptive agricultural research.

3. Loan Forgiveness - Title III:

3.1 General Role of Title IIL

The legislation states: '"The overall goal of assistanée under

this title shall be to increase the access of the poor in the recipient
country to be a growing and improving food supply through activities de-
signed to improve the production, protection, and utilization of food and
to increase the well being of the poor in the rural sector of the recipient
country". The incentive for Title III is ". . . (to permit) the funds
accruing from the local sales of such commodities to be applied against

the repayment obligation of governments receiving concessional financing
under this Act." The Act requires that beginning in FY 80, and each fis-
cal year thereafter, not less than 15% of the aggregate of all agreements

entered into under Title I for that year shall be used for Title III pur-

poses.

3.2 General Eligibility Requirements for Title III

To be eligible for Title III, a country must qualify for assis-
tance under Title I and have a per capita income of $580 or less (FY 79).

Additionally, the country must: (a) need the external resources to
improve its food production, marketing, distribution and storage systems;
(b) be able to use effectively the resources made available by the sale

of the commodifies for the agreed upon development effort; and (c) indicate

a willingness to improve its food production, marketing, distribution and

storage systems.

To be considered for Title III assistance a country, if necessary

with U.S. assistance, must develop a multiyear use plan which includes:

(a) the annual value or amount of commodities required; (b) the annual
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plan for the use of the commodities or local currency generated; (c)

the specific nature and magnitude of the problems to be addressed; (d)

the relationship among the projects, activities or programs to be supported;
and (e) how the assistance under Title III will be integrated into and

complement the country's development plan and donor assistance.

4. Grant Programs - Title II

4.1 General Role of Title IT

Section 201 provides in part that commodities may be furnished
" . . to meet famine or other urgent or extraordinary relief require-

ments; to combat malnutrition, especially in children; to promote economic
and community development in friendly developing areas; and for needy
persons and non-profit school lunch and pre-school feeding programs outside

the United States."

Section 206 provides that: "Except to meet famine or other extra-

ordinary relief requirements, no assistance under this title shall be
provided under an Aagreement permitting generation of foreign currency
proceeds unless (1) the country receiving the assistance is undertaking
self-help measures in accordance with section 109 of this Act, (2) the
specific uses to which the foreign currencies are to be put are set forth in
a written agreement between the United States and the recipient country,

and (3) such agreement provides that the currencies will be used for in-
creasing the effectiveness of the programs of food distribution and in-
creasing the avaiability of food commodities provided under this title to

the neediest individuals in recipient countries."

4,2 Title II Programming Organizations

Title II commodities have been furnished to sub-Sahara Africa

under government-to-government arrangements, through U.S. non-profit
voluntary agencies such as Catholic Relief Service (CRS) and Cooperative
Americans for Relief Everywhere (CARE), and through multilateral organiza-
tions such as UNICEF and World Food Program (WFP) . Programs have concen-

trated on supplemental feeding for victims of disaster or emergency
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conditions, rehabilitation and/or resettlement of displaced persons, small-
scale self-help development activities through food-for-work activities,
nutrition activities primarily through maternal child health centers, and

some other child feeding programs such as primary school lunch support.

There have been several special programs such as grain stabilization and
grain reserves. This type of program has been approved for Chad and
Tanzania. The special feature included the pre-positioning of foods stocks
and allowing Title II commodities to be sold in the local markets

(i.e. currency generation).

It is Bureau policy, to the extent possible to use the Title II resource
for developmental purposes with emphasis on improving the well-being of

the rural poor, particularly the malnourished child. One of the primary
concerns is the problem of creating dependence on grant food rather than

using grant foods to alleviate the cause for need for grant supplemental

food programs. This and other concerns remain visable as programs are
designed. Where possible, Title II resources are to be supportive of

other AID interests.

5. Conclusion
This summarizes the instruments currently in use in Africa. Attached are a
series of self-explanatory tables which set forth the history of food
assistancu programs, current status, and projections through Fiscal Year
(FY) 1985. The Tables are as follows:
Table 1. PL 480 Program Levels, FY 75-Fy 78,
Table 2. PL 480 Program Levels, FY 79-FY 80 and

Table 3. PL 480 Program Levels, FY 81-FY 85,



Country

Angola
Title I
Ticle II

Benin
Title I
Title II

Botswana
Title I
Title II

Burundi
Title I
Title 1II

Caz=eroon
Title I
Title II

Cape Verde
Title I
Title II1

P.L. 480 PROGRAM LEVELS

TABLE 1

FY 1975-Fy 1978
(Millions $)

0.5

2.6

0.7

0.7

0.1

Central African Enmpire

Title I
Title II

Chad
Title 1
Title II

Congo, Republic of

Title 1
Title II

Djibouti
Title I
Title II

Ethiopia

Title I
Title II

1/

0.3

0.3

0.7

5.2

='Includes Transitional Quarter

FY 761/

0.6

2.9

1.5

2.2

2.1

0.4

0.9

0.7

NS

FY 717

0.2

0.6

2.5

1.0

0.6

3.2

0.1

5.3

0.8

4.6

o

0.5

0.8

2.8

1.8

1.3

2.1

0.3

4.4

0.6

3.8



TABLZ 1

Country FY 75
Gabon

Title I -

Title IX 0.2
Gambia, The

Title I -

Title II 1.0
Ghana

Title 1 -

Title II 2.8
Guinea

Title I 8.6

Title I1 2.4
Guinea-Bissau

Title I -

Title II -
Ivory Coast

Title 1 -

Title II 1.2
Kenya

Title I -

Title II 1.0
Lesotho

Title I -

Title II 3.6
Libaria

Title I -

Title II 1.1
Madagascar

Title I -

Title II 0.2
Malawi

Title I -

Title II 0.4
Mali

Title 1 -

Title II 8.9

1
-/Includes Transitional Quarter

¥Y 77

!




TABLE 1

Countgz B = 761/
Mauritania

Title I - R

Title II 2.4 1
Mauritius ‘

Title I B B

Title II 2.2 0.8
Mozambique

Title I - N

Title II - 0.8
Niger

Title I - R

Title II 7.8 4.2
Nigeria '

Title T - X

Title II 2.3 0.4
Rwanda

Title I - i

Title II 2.1 1.5
Sao Tome & Principe

Title I - -

Title II - -
Senegal

Title I - K

Title IT 2.1 2.7
Seychelles '

Title I - i

Title II 0.2 0-1
Sierra Leone

Title I - N

Title II 2.2 3+0
Somali Republic

Title I - i

Title II 4.6 2:3
Sudan

Title I - K

Title II 8.2 1.6

l!IncludeS Transitional Quarter



TABLE 1

Countzz

Swaziland
Title I
Title II

Tanzania
Title I
Title II

Togo
Title I
Title II

Uganda
Title I
Title II

Upper Volta
Title I
Title II

Zaire
Title I
Title II

Zambia
Title I
Title II

Portuguese Africa

Title I
Title II

CWAR
Title I
Title II

Total
Title I
Title II

l/Includes Transitional Quarter

0.1

107.6
16.2
91.4

114.7
27.6
87.1

114.4
42.3
72,1

142.5

57.3
85.2

SOURCE{!) U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants and Assistance From International

Organizations ~ Obligations and Loan Authorizations

September 30, 1977

(2) Congressional Presentation, Fiscal Year 1980-~Main Volume.

July 1, 1945 -

N



Title Title
11

FY 80 (est.)

Total

Title
11

FY 79 (actual)
Title

Table 2
480 PROGRAM LEVELS

FY 1979-FY1980
(Millions)

Total

e

P.L.

Countr

989575432484 Oy O ~r 62265624281112061340
003301020006 o 10 | 37010020302060227025

—
~ ~ ~ ~
0l kﬁ, .mw ol
N ~N O ® O S ar~o o
NG T I T Y - R
— —
S~
¥e]| b_

.D .D

003304020006 1 O~v0wO _0701003380203034707:}
- — — NN

N

«

186158 L [=a B | o~ 1136112113710101053357
* e o L] . o L] .

1022120/4.009_OS_0015020110801060151022

[=Ne) 0 O N~ O
1T ow eyttt 1 HOO L
- - N

18615821 O~ o~ O~ O MO A ANHFAFEANHOAHOHNNMO NS

10221204 _009-0560015020113301060&61020&

3}
-
—
0
=
o )
[ (%
o M~ o~
[=1 3]
[ -] [=1
— o 0 g
n o o 3 -
o = [ o )
-~ & n o c
U U — 0 W - © ) < w 0
o < 15} - [} o~ 0 D v o o)
© (=3 — o~ Mm O Q £ oo )] — 2 o o
£ C U~ PR (LS O W @ o o = e o e
o oY o> o o] o I =9 o o o Lo & 8.0 © O o O - — o
- o 320N ~ H OO0 0O EH @ U U >N U . B2 e E NOH 0. g
Ord M 3 U VLDTO WO OO0CC G H ™0 UM O A @O0 C U U tdd NN O
SntrmPnamnihbmaiionsbdlluuzgaonYemdang
M U 0 3 g J.C OO0 M ddad.C 335> 0 -~ m m m (3] m O~ 32 @ O Vi O 3 3 8 O
MAMOLOLOOLDOODLUAROOVOOUOH Y34 = TEZanNn NN BHH



Table 2, page 2

FY 79 (actual) FY 80 (est.)
Title Title Title Title
Country Total I I1 Total I II
Uganda - - - 12.15/ 10.05/ 2.1
Upper Volta 8.6 - 8.6 10.5%/ - 10.5¥
Zaire 21.2 17.0 4.2 15.7 15.7 ~
Zambia 11.5 10.0 i.5 18.9 12.5 6.4
Budgeted 182.2 92.6
Against Reserve 43.6 28.1
TOTALS 169.8 82.7 87.1 225.8 120.7 105.1

a/ Part of this figure used for grain management project,

b/ This figure includes Title I, programmed as Title III, which is
carried against the Title I reserve until receipt of program
proposal.

¢/ This figure is carried against Title I reserve.

SOURCE: Congressional Presentation
Fiscal Year 1981 - Draft from Food for Peace
Figures include World Food Program (WF?)
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Country

Benin

Botswana

Burundi

Cameroon

Cape Verdeg/

Central African Republic
Chad

Congo

Djibouti

Ethiopia

Gambia

Ghanaél

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Kenya

Lesotho

Liberia

Madagascar

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania?/

Mauritius

Mozambique

Namib

Nigené?

Rwanda

Senegall/
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Somalia

TABLE 3
P.L. 480 PROGRAM LEVELS
BUDGET PROJECTIONS FY 1981-FY 1985
(Millions $)

FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984
Title Title Title Title Title Title Title
I 11 I 11 I I1I I
- 1.1 - 0.6 - 0.6 -
- 2.2 - 2.0 - 1.0 -
- 3.5 - 5.3 - 5.8 -
- 0.9 - 0.6 - 0.6 -
2.7 - - - - - -
- 0.3 - - - - -

- 1.7 - 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.8
- 0.4 - - - - -
- - - 2.0 - 2.0 -
-~ 3.0 6.0 14.6 6.0 13.6 6.0
- 1.1 - - - - -
10.0 5.0 20.0 5.9 15.0 6.1 5.0
7.0 0.1 8.0 - 8.0 - 9.0
- 0.5 - - - - -
13.8 3.4 10.7 4.0 12.2 5.0 13.6
6.6 - 6.0 - 5.5 -
- 0.2 2.2 - 2.2 - -
3.0 - 2.0 - 2.0 -
- 0.5 - - - - -
2.7 1.3 3.5 - 3.5 - 3.5
- 0.6 - 0.8 - 0.5 -
5.0 3.1 5.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0
- - 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 2.0
- 3.1 2.1 0.7 2.1 0.7 -
- 2.6 - 2.5 - 2.5 -
7.0 6.1 8.0 5.0 8.0 5.0 8.0
- 0.2 - 0.1 - 0.1 -
1.3 2.4 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8
15.0 2.5 6.0 2.0 4.0 1.5 -

OO O
[« e NV, B«



Table 3, page 2

Country

Sudanil
Swaziland
Tanzania3.
Togo

Upper Volta4d/
Zaire

Zambia

Totals

GRAND TOTAL

FY 1981
Title Title
I I1
29.0 4.9

- 0.6
5.0 7.1
- 6.6
- 11.5
10.0 -
10.0 -

1/ Title I to be programmed as Title III
2/ Title I to be programmed as Title III or Title II-206
3/ Title I with possibility of being programmed as Title III
4/ All or part to be programmed as Title II, Section 206

FY 1982
Title Title
I IT
30.0 -

- 2.5

- 1.0

- 3.5

17.5 -

10.0 0.5

132.8 70.3
203.1

SOURCE: Country Development Strategy Statements for FY 1981
PDC/FFP Budget Tables
USAID's Planning discussions
Figures include World Food Program (WFP)

W\

FY 1983
Title Title
T 1T
25.0 -

- 2.0

- 0.8

- 3.7

15.0 -

8.0 0.2

116.6 67.5
184.1

FY 1984
Title Title
I 11
25.0 -

- 1.6

- 0.8

- 4.0

12.5 -

6.0 -

95.2 60.0
155.2

FY 1985
Title Title
I 1T
20,0 -
- ?

- 0.8

- 4.2

10.0 -

6.0 -

81.9 59.5
141.5
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III. AN ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS OF FOOD ASSISTANCE
TO SUB-SAHARA AFRICA DURING THE DECADE OF THE SEVENTIES 1

1. Historical Perspective

1.1. Unique Character of the the African Situation

Since the enactment of P.L. 480 in 1954, the countrles of Sub-

Sahara Africa have been recipients of a variety of food assistance programs
under this act. However, the pattern of program selection has differed in
Africa from that in other geographic areas. At the time of the passage of
P.L. 480, most of the continent of Africa was comprised of colonies of Euro-
pean nations. In other geographic areas, the former colonies had acquired
independence earlier and were functioning countries while African
countries were still suffering from numerous aspects

of colonial rule. Among these were a shortage of educated and trained per-
sonnel, limited infrastructure, heavy demands on small budgets, poor quality
of statistical data, and political instability. In addition, there were
few AID Missions in the emerging countries and the U.S. Embassies were small

and oriented towards political objectives.

1.2. Development of Food Deficits and Food Aid

Although prioi to World War II Africa had been a good exporting

region, by the late fifties and early sixties, as the countries obtained in-
dependence, food shortages were beginning to develop because of the loss of
experienced expatriate agricultural managers, a reduction

of production requisites such as fertilizers and herbicides, and changing

weather patterns. In response to requests from the host governments, the U.S.

l/ This section was prepared by Edwin K. Fox who is on loan' to the
Africa Bureau from PDC/PMS. During his research, he visited with

the various PVO's discussed in this section.
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began to respond with food assistance. Because of the previously discussed
deficiencies of the host governments, in the early stages it did not appear
that the more complicated requirements of sales agreements would be appropriate
in most countries. Therefore, most of the food assistance was on a grant

basis either through voluntary agency programs, or, to a lesser extent,

through govermment-to-government arrangements. Meanwhile, in other geo-
graphic areas, because of the stronger capabilities of the host governments
concessional sales agreements were becoming the more frequently used vehicles.
While some aspects of development were being included in the agreements

through the self-help requirements, in Africa the food assistance was for

the most part confined to use as political and humanitarian aid.

2. Decade o:. the Seventies

With the advent of the seventies, the overall social, economic
political, and geographical parameters in Africa had not changed appreciably.
It is within this context, that food policy programs were designed and im-

plemented.

This section discusses the market price stabilization programs
aborted by extensive drought, the changing nature of food assistance programs
for both public and private organizations, constraints to food assistance,
both by program and organization type, and program management.

2.1. Market Stabilization Programs

One of the more innovative programs launched establlished a Re-

gilonal Grain Stabilization Program in Senegal, Mali, Upper Volta, and Niger.
The program was designed to reduce the rather violent market price fluctua-
tions in the local markets through a buffer stock. The huffer stock was

to operate through sales of grain furnished by the U.S. on a grant basis

under Title II during periods of shortage and purchases of grain on the local
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markets during periods of surplus., As a result of a more stabilized market
price, both consumers and producers would benefit. However, before the
program became fully operational, the Sahel drought intervened

and the grain reserve was used and depleted for emergency purposes.

2.2 Changing Nature of Food Aid Programs

As the severity of the drought intensified, U.S. food aid was

increasingly supplied ou a grant basis through the medium of government-to-
government arrangements. To a limited extent, the commodities were sold in
the urban markets and the currencies generated used by the host governments

for previously agreed upon activities related to food.

Concurrent with the increased emphasis upon government-to-

government grant food aid, the private voluntary organizations (PV0Os) con-
tinued to operate their humanitarian programs. These PV0O programs were
primarily directed toward the fields of Maternal Child Health (MCH), School
Feeding (SF), and Food for Work (FFW). The static nature of these programs

in terms of recipient levels is indicated in Table 1.

Table 1

Title II Recipients in Sub-Sahara Africa (Millions)

Total SF FFW MCH Disaster
1970%* 10.5 1.2 2.5 .8 5.9%%%
1971% 11.7 1.4 1.2 1.3 7 h%kkk
1972% 10.4 1.2 5.5%% 1.6 1.9
1973% 8.9 1.4 1.9 1.6 2.0
1974% 7.2 1.4 1.1 1.6 3.1
1975 10.7 1.3 1.8 1.7 5.5
1976 5.4 1.2 .8 1.5 1.7
1977 7.3 1.2 .7 1.4 2.9
1978 11.6 1.2 .9 1.7 7.1

Figures Based on Annual Reports to Congress

* Recipients for Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia Deducted
%% TIncludes Emergency Programs

*%%* Tncludes 3.0 Recipients in Nigeria

*%%% Includes 3.0 Recipients in Nigeria
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Table 2 shows the distribution of Title II funds by region worldwide. Again,
Africa has, by far, the largest decrease in funding in both relative

(percentage) and absolute (total) terms.
Table 2.
Title II World Wide Summary
(in Millions of Dollars)

1979 1980 (est.) 1981 (proj.)
Asia 192.8 181.5 212.5
Africa 87.1 105.1 86.1
Near East 56.2 48.9 63.2
L.A. 63.3 66.5 69.7

2.3. Constraints to Food Aid Use by PVO's

The private voluntary organizations (PVO's) in Sub-Saharan Africa each have
a number of limited advantages and face a variety of constraints. This
section discusses the recent history of the three basic PVO program types
(MCH, SF, and FFW) and the different PVO's involved, as well as the factors

which constrain both the programs and agencies.

2,3.1. Constraints to Program Types

The Naternal Child Health and School Feeding programs have been noteworthy
for their stability in numbers of recipients from 1970 to 1978 as indicated
in Table 1. Program sjze tends to be a function of government-provided
support for storage space, logistics, and the managerial capabilities of

counterpart org-uizations.

In contrast, the Food for Work programs have declined in the number of

recipients reached by about 600% from 1972 to 1978. The PVO's indicate that ome

difficulty in undertaking Sub-Saharan Food for Work projects is competition



with the World Food Program. While the U.S. provides only a limited range of
commodities, including processed cereals, vegetable oil, and non-fat dry
milk, the World Food Program offers a much wider range, including sugar,
butter oil, tinned meat and fish, cheese, tea, and coffee. In addition,
programming procedures for a World Food Project ase simpler than those for

a U.S.-sponsored Food for Work project. After a project agreement is finalized,
the commodities are provided to the host government with minimal consequent
monitoring by the World Food Program. Furthermore, all agencies face an
inhibiting legacy of the colonial period. During the period of colonial rule
in Africa, food was often given in payment for work. As a consequence, an
unpleasant association has developed in the minds of many Africans and Food

For Work programs are viewed with distaste and suspicion.

2.3.2. Constraints to Organization

Unlike other regions of the world in which a number of private voluntary
organizations operate, only the Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and Concerned
Americans for Relief Everywhere (CARE) operate in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Furthermore, CARE operations are limited to Chad.

CARE's limited activity is a function of several factors. Most importantly,
CARE requires host governments to sustain the full cost of supporting their
operations in a recipient activity. The absence of this support is a
reflection of either the low priority accorded to food assistance programs
by host governments, or the unavailability of budget resources for that
purpose. In the recent past, CARE terminated a program in Sierra Leone
because of government failure to fulfill it. support obligations. An

earlier program in Liberia was phased out for the same reason. CARE in Chad
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receives considerablz support from the USAID Mission. CARE indicates that

a second contributing factor to the limited CARE involvement in Sub-Saharan
Africa is World Bank's and other donors' activities which do not leave many
opportunities for CARE to operate within its program context. A third
constraint toward expanded program involvement faces CARE. In each country,
CARE must identify an a)propriate counterpart organization; usually one of
several government entities. In contrast, the Catholic Relief Service does
not face this constraint because local church organizations serve as
counterparts. However, this convenient arrangement is not without its short-
comings, Often the Indigenous organizations have policy and program objective

which are not fully in line with those of the national government.

CARE's future plans entail negotiation of agreements in several countries.
If expectations are realized, Maternal Child Health, School Feeding, and
Food For Work projects would be developed. CARE anticipates considerable
investment of their own resources to support the programs for the first two
years. As a result, the host governments would have ample opportunity to
organize and operationalize their own support functions. Ideally, CARE
would like to negotiate about three agreements a year to reach a total of

twenty country programs.

2.3.3. Summary

In summary, the private voluntary organizations in Africa each have their
limited advantages and constraints. Program management is addressed in the

following section.
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2.4, Program Management

Program management has been a consistent problem in the Sub-Sahara countries.
Establishment of AID offices and posting of Food For Peace Officers has
improved the situation to some extent. However, in order to attain a satis-
factory level of program management, AID offices and missions must place
increased emphasis on the use of food assistance. As part of this process,
it is important that broader recognition be accorded to the private volun-

tary organizations and their unique capabilities.

It should be candidly noted that the Catholic Relief Services has experienced

its share of management problems. In the past, there has been a shortage of

personnel with proper training and experience,

In the past several years, however, Catholic Relief Service has shown a
gradual improvement in their level of managenent performance. In this

view, Catholic Relief Services is displaying considerable initiative through

usage of an increased number of nutritionists and technical specialists in

its programs.

There is a final aspect of the voluntary agency programs that should be
mentioned. Increasing African nationalism has brought with it expanded
resentment against foreign organizations working in the countries. This

could cause additional opera 1g problems, if not complete withdrawal, in

the future.

3. Analysis of Food Assistance Programs

The following section examines P.L. 480 country recipients, Sub-Saharan
food needs, and Titles I, II, and III program allocations and constraints

for the decade of the seventies.
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3.1. P.L. 480 Country Recipients

Of the twenty-nine countries in the world designated by the United Nations

as "least developed", eighteen are in Sub-Saharan Africa. All of these
countries are currently receiving food assistance of some type under P.L. 480.
In addition, twenty-four other countries are recipients of food aid. There-
fore, the only Sub-Saharan countries not receiving U.S. food aid are:
Republic of South Africa, Rhodesia, Gabon, Nigeria, and Equatorial

Guinea. Table 3 presents the food aid programs of each country.

Table 3

African Countries Receiving Assistance under PL 480
During FY 1979

Countries Identified as LDCs by the U.N.

1. Benin (CRS, WFP) 10. Malawi (WFP)

2. Botswana (WFP) 11. Mali (WFP)

3. Burundi (CRS, WFP) 12, Niger (WFP)

4. Central African Rep. (WFP) 13. Rwanda (CRS, WFP)

5. Chad (CARE, WFP) 14, Somalia (Title 1, WFP)

6. Ethiopia (CRS, WFP) 15. Sudan (Title I, CRS, WFP)
7. Gambia (CRS, WFP) 16. Uganda (CRS)

8. Guinea (Title I) 17. Tanzania (CRS, G-to-G) WFP)
9. Lesotho (CRS, WFP) 18. Upper Volta (WFP)

Other Countries Receiving Food Assistance

1. Angola (UNICEF) 12. Mauritania (CRS, WFP)

2. Cape Verde (Title I, G-to-G, WFP) 13. Mauritius (Title I, WFP)

3. Cameroon (CRS, WFP) 14. Mozambique (Title I, WFP, G-to-G
4. Congo (WFP) 15. San Tome and Principe (WFP)

5. Djibouti (G-to-G) 16. Senegal (CRS, WFP)

6. Ghana (CRS, WFP, Title I) 17. Seychelles (CRS)

7. Guinea-Bissau (WFP) 18. Sierra Leone (Title I, CRS, WFP)
8. 1Ivory Coast (WFP) 19. Swaziland (WFP)

9. Keaya (CRS) 20. Togo (CRS, WFP)

10. Liberia (WFP) 21. Upper Volta (CRS, WFP)

11. Madagascar (CRS, WFP) 22. Zaire (Title I, WFP)

23. Zambia (Title I, WFP)
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3.2, Food Need

Aithough there 1is serious paucity of nutritional data on the Sub-Saharan coun-
tries no question exists regarding the prevalence of malnutrition in the
region. Meanwhile, individual country statistics indicate that there are food
supply gaps which are not being closed. On a regional basis, the food gap has
increased over recent years. According to available statistics, the cereal
gap in the period 1961-1965 was 5,629,000 MT of wheat equivalent. For the
period of 15/6-78, the gap had increased to 12,886,000 MTs During the period
1960-75, the growth rate for the production of cereals was an unimpressive

1.8 percent. Meanwhile, the rate of population growth is projected to increase
from 2.6 percent during the period from 1960-65 to 2.9 percent during the
period from 1975-1990. Therefore, while it cannot be said that African food
needs are being ignored, the question can be posed whether the U.S. is

furnishing enough assistance and whether it is of the appropriate kind.
3.3. Title I-11II

3.3.1. Program Allocation in Sub—-Saharan Africa

During the first half of the Decade of the Seventies, Title I programs were at
a modest level as well as limited to only a few countries. However, the second
half of the Seventies saw a considerable increase in the number of countries
receiving agreements. Further, the African tctal value of agreements and
percentage of the world-wide total expanded significantly. Table 4 below

indicates this increased programming.



1971

Title I Agreements in Sub-Sahara Africa
(in Millions of Dollars)

1972

Table 4

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
Ethiopia 3.6
Ghana 13.4 10.5 10.0 10.0
Guinea 4.3 5.0 .5 4.6 6.3 9.1 7.9 3.0 5.5 6.0 6.0
Liberia 1.0 1.6
Madagascar 1.4 1.4
Mauritius 2.8 2.8
Mozambique 5.0
Sierra Leone .8 1.3 L.3 1.2 1.
Somalia 7.0 10.7 11.7
Sudan 2.5 3.2 4.8 10.3 20.0 20.0
Tanzania 8.0 4.5 7.6 6.5
Zaire 2.2 2.9 13.0 13.5 18.0 17.0 15.7
Zambia 1.6 4.6 8.5 10.0 10.0
Total 18.7 18.5 2.1 10.0 9.5 17.1 30.¢ 34.8 57.1 78.8 84.1
World-Wide
Total Title I 732.1 [ 875.7 [1077.7| 757.1| 494.3] 972.2 | 1032.8|762.5 {814.0] 785.0 | 785.0
Africa percent
of Total 2.5 2.1 .019 1.3 1.9 1.8 3.2 4.6 7 10 10. 7

Figures taken from Annual Reports and FY 1980 CP.

..'28'[..
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It would be encouraging to assume that the increase in the number of

countries receiving programs beginning in 1977 was the result of a process of
natural selection. However, one must remember that the increase followed the
change in the legislation requiring that 75 percent of the food aid programmed
must go to countries which meet the International Development Association
poverty criteria. In the early 1970s, heavy food assistance was being pro-
grammed to South East Asian countries which did not meet those legislative
rcquirements, and it was necessary to change the programming pattern to

qualifying countries.

3.3.2. Program Constraints

Titles I and III program implementation capacity has been most seriously
constrained by the limited expertise of both the recipient nations and USAID.
For example, although it is one of the more advanced countries in the area,

the recent Title III submission states, "While Senegal has developed some
indigenous technical and administrative expertise, it still lacks the necessary
personnel, particularly at the middle level, to carry out its development

program."

From the USAID side, only a thin layer of personnel existed at both embassies
and missions, who were available for the preparation of necessary documenta-
tion for justification of Title I programs. The submitted proposals were
often inadequate in depth and detail to justify programs. Proposals further
suffered from lack of quality in program justifications and timeliness in
proposal submissions. For cxample, in responsc to a request from PDC/FFP

for justifications for the division of the Title I reserve held for FY '79,

the Asia Bureau submitted a two page explanation for inecreasing a program in



-20~

one country. The Africa Bureau submitted one sentence each for six different
countries. In fact, at times AFR has defaulted in its program responsibili-
ties and deferred to the decisions and judgments of other offices in State
and AID. However, in all fairness, the consensus is that there has been

some overall improvement in the Africa Bureau's performance in this area in
recent years. Certainly, the justification for the Title III program in
Senegal is one of the most comprehensive and thoroughly prepared documents

produced for a Title III program in any geographic region in AID.

A shortage of reliable data presents a constraint toward satisfactory program
Planning for Title I and Title II. Multi-year projections of food require-
ments to establish a base for a Title III agreement also provides an inhibiting

factor. Projection difficulties are particularly serious in the Sahelian

zone where the variations of weather are extreme.

3.3.3. Title I-III Summary

In summary, the Sub-Sahara Africa region has not been a strong contender
for Title I and Title III agreements. For the most part, the region has
been the residual recipient of program levels in the allocation process,
after security assistance countries and perennial recipient ( client )
countries have been accommodated. Finally, to a large extent, the African
recipients have been selected on political grounds without any real regard

for development objectives.

3.4, Title II

3.4.1. Prograr Allocations in the Sahel

There is a strong sentiment that the most appropriate type of food assistance

for the Sahelian countries and the smaller countries of Africa is a Title II
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grant program with provision for the sale of commoditias. It is believed
that a Title I/Title III sales agreement is too complicated for these
governments to handle with their limited management skills. A

straight Title I is particularly inappropriate because it increases the
external debt burden, which 1is usually strained to begin with. In additionm,

there 1s less bureacratic delay in the implementation of a Title II grant.

3.4.2. Program Constraints

In addition to U.S. and African administrative constraints, legal provi-

sions further inhibit Title II food aid programs. Title II grants for

sales under Section 206 of P.L. 480 are limited by provisions of the law.
According to the statute, not less than 1,300,000 metric tons,of the 1,600,000
metric ton minimum that must be distributed under Title I1 are required to

be distributed through the non-profit voluntary agencies and the World Food
Program. The remaining 300,000 metric tons are available for emergencies, a
contingency reserve, and use under Section 206. The Office of Food For

Peace indicates that only an approximate 50,000 metric tons would be available
for the latter use. In addition, under current legislation, currencies
derived from sales can only be used for increasing both the effectiveness of
food programs and the availability of food provided under Title II to the

neediest individuals.

The Cape Verde Islands case provides a good example of the effect induced
by legal constraints. Prior to a 1977 legislative change in P.L. 480, it
was possible to adopt a program under Section 206 that could attain develop-
ment objectives. Such a development-oriented program was implemented in

the Cape Verde Islands. The islands of Cape Verde are rocky, mountainous,

and have a paucity of top soil. A large proportion of cultivation is done
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on hillsides and in pockets of soil that are deposited in ravines. Rain-
fall, when it does occur, tends to be torrential, so that waters rush down
the hillsides and through the ravines, washing the iop soil down to the sea.
The Government of Cape Verde has a program to build stone catchment dams in
the ravines to arrest the flow of water and trap the top soil. 1In 1977, Cape
Verde was in the throes of a severe drought that had begun several years
previously. Production of corn was down, foreign exchange holdings were low,
and the ability to absorb international indebtedness was poor. A direct
Food for Work grant was inappropriate because there is a strong bias in

the country that payment in food has a colonialist imprint., Therefore, a
Title II program was instituted under Section 206 through which the commodi-
ties were sold and the currency proceeds were used in payment to workers in

the government's water management control program.

3.4.3. Importance of Food for Development

Due to a variety of geographical demographic, economic, political, and tech-
nological factors, Sub-Saharan Africa will most likely be subjected to food
shortages and emergencies in the future. Under these circumstances, it is
imperative that food aid be focused not just upon humanitarian relief, which
merely serves to perpetuate the problem. Instead, food aid must be utilized
for the purpose of economic development. In particular, programming should
be oriented toward easing the binding constraints to African food production.
Only with a predominant economic development focus can food aid provide other

than short-term, perpetual humanitarian relief for political purpose.
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3.4.4. Private Voluntary Organizations

A peculiarly African situation emerges concerning the role and effectiveness
of the private voluntary organizations with Title II programs. The Maternal
Child Health program has received the greatest attention, because the
recipients most vulnerable to the damages of malnutrition, the age group of
0-3 years, are in this group. However, due to the lack of trained personnel
and an effective delivery system of feeding centers, the Maternal Child
Health program can only be implemented through take-home feeding and not
through on-site feeding. In this process, the food taken home is shared
with the rest of the family. As a result, the targeted reciplents receive

only a partial benefit.

The second of the three basic private voluntary organization program types

- the School Feeding program, provides an excellent opportunity to efficiently
utilize scarce resources. Although the School Feeding Program is not the
highest priority among competing alternatives, the existing delivery system
of the schools represents a cost-effective means by which to reach primary
school students, It is expected that nutrition studies will chow a

fairly high level of both first and second degree malnutrition among these

students.

The third of the three basic private voluntary organization program types,
Food For Work, is constrained in its effectiveness by uniqueness of the
African situation. Food For Work has most successfully been applied in
public works projects conducted in countries with large population concentra-
tions, such as in South Asia. In contrast, the Sub-Saharan countries have

neither a tradition for public works projects implemented through cooperative
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efforts, nor large population concentrations. Thus, Sub-Saharan Food For
Work projects may be most effective with small-scale village projects

responding to local needs.

As discussed in Section III 2.3.1. African Food For Work projects have
suffered somewhat from competition with the World Food Program. Although
the World Food Program has the commodity advantage, the effectiveness of
even their programs is hampered by the lack of indigenous personnel to
provide the necessary management. Poor logistical systems and inadequate

storage facilities also limit the efficacy of World Food Project Programs.

3.5. Summary of the Food Assistance Programs Analysis

In summary, this section has analyzed food assistance programs of the
seventies in terms of program constraints for Titles I, II, and III, examined
program allocations, considered the role of private voluntary organizations,
and emphasized the importance of a food for devedopment food aid approach.
The following section examines food assistance for the next decade. Program
allocations, procedures, and private voluntary organizations receive

attention for Titles I, II, and III.

4. A Perspective for Food Assistance for the Eighties

Section III,4. examines food assistance for the decade of the eighties;

the previous section analyzed food assistance for the past decade. First,
program country allocations and program procedures recommendations for
Titles I and IIT will receive attention. Second, program country alloca-
tions, program procedures recommendations, and the role of private voluntary

organizations for Title II will be examined.

For all Titles, if the Africa Bureau is to obtain a higher percentage of
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food assistance and to achieve a more effective use of food for development,
a broader base of interest by program planners and a stronger commitment

by all to the use of food aid is required.

4,1, Titles I and III

4,1.1. Program Country Allocations

In chapter V of this study, the Sub-Saharan African countries are ranked
according to their Food Aid Priority (FAP) and classified according to their
recommended program type. Of the forty-three countries eligible for food
assistance, only fourteen are considered appropriate for Titlgs I and III.
Deficiencies in country development provide the rationale for this small

proportion of total country allocation to Titles I and III.

The levelsof Title I and Title III programs arecontrolled by ceilings

imposed by the Office of Management and Budget. The Africa Bureau must

compete with the other Bureaus for its share in the allocation process.
Accordingly, the success of the Africa Bureau depends upon several factors,
including the quality, integrity , and timing of the submissions. The

quality factor 1s least under Bureau control and most subject to long time-lags.
This could be improved through improved statistics. Improved statistics
could be obtained through inclusion into each Title I agreement of a self -

help obligation by which to strengthen the statistical capacity of the

recipient government. A similar requirement should be included as a project

or sub-project under any Title III agreement.
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4.1.2, Program Procedures Recommendations

A number of recommendations follow to improve the efficacy
of the Title I and Title III programs:

(1) The Bureau should consider designation of a Food For Development
Officer(s). This officer(s) would assist the Missions in preparation of
submissions. The recently prepared proposals for Title III programs in
Senegal and the Sudan could serve as models. In addition, this officer

would also serve as a clearing house for other submissions.

(ii) Title III legislation requires that annual reviews be conducted
in each recipient country. The AFR Evaluation Office should use these
reviews as a vehicle to synthesize the collective experience gained in the

Africa region for future programming guidance.

(iii) Waivers should be applied that permit U.S. finance of ocean freight
and inland transportation costs for shipments under Title III to landlocked
countries. With eighteen of the twenty-eight RLDC's in Africa, a significant
number of these countries have substantial budgetary limitations in providing
the required financing. Section 304(d) of P.L. 480 specifies that a
Presidential waiver may be obtained that would permit U.S. financing of
transportation. The Bureau has already expressed its position that the
exercise of waivers for ocean freight and overland transportation should be
standard procedure for agreements with the RLDC's. However, no waivess

of any type have thus far been approved by the Office of Tood For Peace.

(iv) Waivers should also be applied for the numerous program documenta-
tion requirements for Title III. Waiver authorities exist that relate to

the formulation of multi-year plans and their integration with other forms
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of development assistance. Again, the Office of Food For Peace has yet to

approve waivers of any type.

4,2, Title IT

4,2.1. Program Country Allocations

Fourteen countries are categorized under Title II by the Food Aid

Priority procedure of African countries. These Title II sales wonld be
made under Section 206 of P.L. 480. As previously indicated, the Office of
Food for Peace has estimated that about 50,000 metric tons of commodities
could be available in this category, barring an unexpectedly high level of
emergencies -~ the highest priority of assistance. The estimate of need for

Title II sales in Africa for Fiscal Year 1981 alone is 67,203 metric tons.,

Given this situation, the Africa Bureau has proposed that an amendment to
Section 206 of P.L. 480 be sponsored. Not less than 100,000 metric tons of
commodities would be made available annually for development activities con-
sistent with the intent of Title III under this proposed amendment. First
claimants would be the RLDCs. Such an amendment would be consistent with

the fifteen percent miniium of Title I set aside for Title TIT. This amendment
would provide a means through which Food For Development could be programmed

to these RLDCs that do not have the capacity to implement Title III agrecements.
One emphasis of this program is to bring the Title II Section 206 countries

up to the level at which they can effectively manage Title III agreements.
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4.2.2. Program Procedures

AID Missions should make a greater effort to assure that as much complimentarity
exists as is possible between regular Title II programs and regular AID activities.
This cannot be accomplished merely through review of the AERs, but must be

an on-going, year-round exercise.

4.2.3. Future Role of Private Voluntary Organizations

Additional room for expansion of private voluntary activities still exists in

Sub Saharan Africa. CARE should be encouraged to increase its programming.

Maternal Child Health programs should generally continue to receive higher
priority than School Feeding efforts. If Maternal Child Health program
management capability has reached its operational limit and there is still room
for expansion of School Feeding programs, then comsideration should be given to
an increase in recipients. However, School Feeding should not be increased

due to greater ease in implementation. Instead, expanded efforts should be
given to improve the efficiency of Maternal Child Health programs if the

efforts are sufficiently warranted.

4.3. Summary of Food Assistance for the Eighties

A number of recommendations have been given for food assistance in the
upcoming decade. Program country allocations and programming procedures for

all titles received attention, as well as the role of private voluntary

organizations for Title II programming.

5. Summary of Food Aid Considerations for the Seventies

After a review of P.L. 480 history in Sub-Saharan African countries, con-
straints to food aid programming by private voluntary agencies was considered.

Three program types and their constraints were examined: Maternal Child
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Health; School Feeding; and Food for Work. Salient inhibiting factors for
all three were found to include limitations of storage, space, logistic; and
managerial capabilities. Furthermore, Food for Work was found to face an
inhibiting colonial legacy as well as commodity competition by the World
Food Program . Only two food aid private voluntary organizations operate

in Sub-Saharan Africa, the Catholic Relief Services and CARE. CARE was
found to suffer from restrictive programming requirements and competition
from other donors. Program management for all agencies concerned in food

aid suffers from managerial limitations.

The third section examined food assistance programs by country recipients,
frod need, and by title. Country recipients were found to strongly require
food assistance. Titles I and III program implementation are both most
seriously affected by the limited expertise of both the recipient nations
and USAID. It was emphasized that Title I and Title III programs in Sub-
Saharan A:rica tend to be politically allocated and are residual recipients.
TitleIII programming was found to be constrained by the lack of waivers for

Gcean and inland freight transport and legal documentation requirements as

well as by administrative limitations.

In the fourth section, food assistance for the eighties was examined. Country
program allocations by Title type were considered. Four recommendations were
then made that directly attack the program constraints. Finally, it was

noted that there is additional potential for private voluntary agencies in

Sub-Saharan Africa.
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IV. COUNTRY SITUATION ANALYSIS (MACRO)

1. Country Situation Summaries

The country analyses provide a statistical and analytical basis for making
informed food for development decisions on a country-specific basis. The
Country Situation Summaries (CSS) are divided into two categories. The
first category is a set of two page working tables which summarizes each
country's statistics. The second category is the working notes, con-
densed from IMF, World Bank, AID and other country reports. These work-
ing notes furnish highlights condensed from various sources which provide
clarification of the working table statistics and information about areas
of concern not currently quantified. Both catepories are explained in
greater detail below. The two page working tables for each country are
included in this report (see Appendix I). The working notes are kept

in AFR/DR/ARD offices in Washington.

2. Working Tables

2.1 Organization

The two page working tables for each country in this report are divided
into four major sections: (i) general overview; (ii) financial re-
lations (internal and external); (iii) food situation; and (iv) food

aid history. The variables in each section are defined and their sources

documented below.

2.2 General Overview

The first of the four major working table sections provides a general
overview. In turn, two sub-sections comprise general overview, pop-
ulation and gross national product, both of which are presented in the

firct page of the tables.

2.2.1. Population

The 1978 population estimates, both totals and growth rates, are from the

World Bank Atlas, 1978. Growth rates calculated for one time period, 1967~

1977, are in real terms and were computed using the least squared method

of linear regression analysis. The other years were taken from earlier

WB documents.
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2.2.2. Gross National Product (GNP)

GNP measures the total domestic and foreign output claimed by the resi-
dents of a country. It is comprised of Gross Domestic Product (GDP)

plus income accruing to residents from abroad (such as investment
receipts and worker's remittances), less the income earned in the domestic
economy accruing to persons abroad. Recall that GDP measures the total
final output of goods and services produced within the country measured

by market prices. GNP per capita and real rates of growth are both

taken from the World Bank Atlas, 1978.

2.3 Financial Relations

The second of the four major sections of each country's two page working
tables is financial relations, both external and internal. A number of
components comprise the financial relation variable, all of which appear

on the first page of the tables.
2.3.1 Inflation

In general, inflation is an increase in the overall price level. Inflation
is measured by the movement of the consumer price index, extracted from the

monthly IMF International Financial Statistics of March, 1979.

2.3.2. 1otal Reserve Position

Total reserve position comprises the sum of a country's holding of gold,
SDR's reserve position of IMF members, and holding of foreign exchange.

This infor ..c.on is extracted from the monthly IMF International Financial

Statistics of March, 1979.

2.3.3. Import Coverage

Import coverage entails the ration of reserves to imports computed in weeks.

This information is obtained from the Report Assessing Global Food Production

and Needs (referqed to as The Global Assessment)l of March, 1979.

1/ Prepared by the Foreign Demand and Competition Division of the ESCS/
USDA.
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2.3.4. Debt Service Ratio

Debt service is the sum of interest payments and repayments of principal on
external public and publicly guaranteed debt. The ratio of debt service to
exports of goods and services is a commonly used rule of thumb assessment

of debt servicing capacity. The source is The Global Assessment.

2.3.5. Total External Debt

Total external debt repesents the amount of public and publicly guaranteed
loans which have becn dispersed net of cancelled loan commitments and re-

payments of capital. The source i1s The Global Assessment, 1979.

2.3.6. Estimated Debt Service Payments

Estimated debt service payments are the principal interest payments on out-
standing debt for the years 1977 - 1980. These estimates are obtained from
World Debt Tables, 1978, 1979, World Bank, as well as monthly supplements.

2.3.7. Current Account Balance

Current account balance is the difference between exports of goods and ser-
vices plus inflows of unrequited transfers and import of goods and services
plus unrequited transfers to the rest of the world. The balance data are

obtained from The Global Assessment of March 31, 1979.

2.3.8. Other Donor Assistance

This category entails the economic programs of other countries, including
assistance from international agencies and official development. The Con-

gressional Presentation 1980, Africa Annex provides the requisite information.

Note that the donation from the countries are not included in the 19 totals.

2.4. Food Situation

The third of the four major sections of each country's two page working tables
is the food situation in each country. The food situation variable is further
divided into a number of components, all of which appear on the second page

of the working tables,

2.4.1. Caloric Consumption

Caloric consumption is the average caloric consumption per day assuming uni-
form consumption by the country's population. 1In particular, this category
considers the quantity of food available for human use measured in calories

per capita per day. Further, measurement is made at the retail level after

2/ Though published by F.D.C., U.S.D.A., the information is received
from the World Bank.
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provision 1is made for seed and industrial purposes, and quantities lost
in collection, processing, and marketing. Since caloric consumption is
estimated for a uniform distribution of a country's population, no pro-
visions are made for differential rates of caloric consumption by social
class, age, sex, occupation, rural or urban location, and other facrtors
which would influence differential food intake. The source of information

is The Global Assessment of 1979, USDA, although the statistics are orig-

inally from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(FAO) and the World Health Organization (WHO).

2.4.2. Recommended FAQ Intake

The reconnmended FAO caloric intake deficit is the daily deviation in con-
sumption below the minimum. This minimum incorporates such factors as
body size, climate influences, age and sex distribution, and other FAO

criteria. The source is The Global Assessment of 1979.

2.4.3. Intake as Percentage of Recommended Minimum

Intake as percentage of recommended minimum is the average 1976-1978 intake
of food caloric as a percentage of the recommended minimum allowance. A
country falling below 85 percent has a poor nutritional stacus. The source is

The Global Assessment of 1979.

2.4.4. Unmet Food Needs

Unmet food needs measures national per capita food supply in metric tons in
wheat equivalence. Either a uniform or skewed distributional measure can

be used. Uniform unmet food needs provides a per capita measure of food
supply that does not consider any special demographic characteristics of the
population -- it assumes that each person consumes exactly the same amount

of food with equal accessibility to supplies of food. In contrast, the
skewed measure explicity accounts for such demographic factors as age and

and sex distribution,socio-economic class, and other demographic characteris-
tics of the population. The exact factors considered depend upon the type,

quantity, and quality of information available. The skewed measure of

unmet food needs clearly provides a better indicator of need. The Global
Assessment of 1979 provides the requisite information.
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2.4.5. Food Production Indices

Food production index numbers measure the relative level of the aggregate
volume of agricultural production for each year in comparison to the base
period of 1969-1971. These indices are based upon the sum of price-weighted
quantities of different agricultural commodities produced after deduction

of quantities used as seed or feed. The FAD monthly bulletin of statistics,

provides the data.

2.4.6. Selected Food Production and Net Food Imports

The selected food production and net imports provides cereal production and

net import data relative to crops harvested for grain purposes only. Cereal
crops harvested for hay, green feed, and silage, or used for grazing are
therefore excluded. Other crops are chosen for their suitability of pro<uction
and their wide availability in sub-Saharan Africa. The FAO production

yearbook served as the primary source, supplemented by mrnthly supplements.

2.5. PL 480 History

The fourth of th- four major working table sections for each country is the
history of PL 480 food aid. Two sub-sections comprise PL 480 history, the
first of which is past programming of Titles I, IT, and III. The second

sub-section is components of programming, which includes private voluntary
organizations, multilaterals, and government assistance. Both of these two
sub-sections are on page two of the working tables. All measurements are

either in metric tons (MT) or thousands of dollars (000$). Several sources

were consulted: Food for Peace Annual Reports; Africa CP 1980; and

vther Food for Peace documents.
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V. FOOD AID PRIORITY RANKING PROCEDURE

1. Introduction
1.1 Statement of Purpose

The country Food Aid Priority (FAP) procedure was developed to rank
all Sub-Saharan countries in terms of food aid priority and suggest
likely P.L. 480 categories (Titles) for them. Presidential and
Congressional legislative directives provide the rationale. These
directives state that foreign assistance will be directed toward
countries which need outside assistance and which will "make the most
effective use of such assistance to help the poor to a better life".
In this FAP procedure, humanitarian/

disaster relief programs are not directly included. Instead Food for
Development programs are the primary emphasis. The countries are
examined and ranked strictly along socio-economic development
criteria. Political and forcign policy considerations do not enter
the analysis. Policy-makers will address those considerations and

modify the conclusions of this analysis accordingly.

An implicit assumption in this analysis is that all countries have
viable food for devclopment projects. The rcality of the situation
(i.e., no visable known projects) enters the analysis when the
actual budget requests arc made. This assumption is necessary to

place all countries on an equal basis for food for development

considerations.
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1.2, Organization

The Food Priority (FAP) procedurel/is divided into four sections:

(1) country food aid ranking; (ii) country categorization by PL 480
title; (iii) merging of ranking and categorization; and (iv) decisions
and allocation of food aid. The first of these four sections (V.2.)
ranks the countries in terms of their effectiveness and relative

need. This ranking lists the countries in terms of food aid priority.
The second of these four sections (V.3.) analyzes the capacity of

the countries to effectively utilize the Food for Development aid.

From these results, the countries are classified according to which
Title would best correspond to their abilities. The results would

also indicate under which Titles the Sub=Sarghap countries tend to fall.
The third of these four sections (V.4.) combines the findings of the
first two in order to indicate the category (Title) to which the higher
priority countries correspond. The fourth of these four sections (V.5.)
treats the factors external to this study which determines the actual
allocation of food aid among countries. The absolute size of the food
aid needed is dealt with as an allocation issue. Again, recommendations

are made entirely on socio-economic development considerations.

1 /The rationale and methodology are similar to the Indicative Planning
Allocation (IPA) procedure developed by AID to allocate the budget.

See (9) and (10).
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2. Country Food Aid Rankings

2.1. Statement of Purpose and Organization

This section describes the procedure for determining the Food Aid
Priority (FAP) ranking for the Sub-Sahara countries. The discussion
includes the definitions of the variables constructed and a description
of the data used to measure need and effectiveness. Also presented is
the importance attached to these variables by policy-makers; the

manner in which the variables are combined into a single country measure;
and what the results do and do not show. First, the variables repre-
senting the need for outside assistance are examined. Second, the
effectiveness variables are presented. Finally, the procedure for

combining the need and effectiveness variables is explained.

2.2. Need Variables

Two variables were selected to reflect need for foreign assistance.
They are: (1) relative size of the food gap, which represents the
extent of the food problem; and (ii) per capita Gross National Product,
which represents the total pool of resources potentially available to

address the situation.l/

1/For further information regarding this variable, see the Country
Situation Summaries section, or Sections IV. 2.4.4. to 2.4.4.
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2.2.1. Relative Food Gap

The food gap measure is actual average caloric consumption as a per-
centage of FAO recommended minimum, assuming a uniform consumption
distribution.l/ Using this relative measure, two countries with different
levels of absolute food gap, but the same percentage food gap, would
receive the same priority ranking, all other things equal. Absolute
size of the food gap was not used, because the purpose of this section
is not to allocate food aid, but to establish priorities. For treat-
ment of absolute food gap size see V.4. below. Thus, with this relative
measure, the smaller the size of the relative food gap, the lower
relative priority for food aid. With this variable, countries with a
larger relative food gap are viewed as having more of a need than those

with a smaller food gap.

2.2.2. Per Capita GNP

The per capita Gross National Product (GNP) is representative of

need in that it "reflects the domestic resources available to a country
to cope with poverty'" (5, p. 3 section 2). Although other variables
were examined, per capita GNP will be used until more information is
available,. Consistently, countries with a high per capita GNP figure
would be viewed as having less of a need than low per capita GNP

countries.

1/0thers in AID have been examining this issue, but nothing concrete
has been concluded.
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The two need variables would not be good indicators if one need variable
were already adequately incorporated in the other. Theoretically, given
that these are less developed economies and much occurs outside the
monetized sector, the food gap and per capita GNP measures do not seem

in conflict. In fact, their correlation is an acceptable 74 percent.

Table 1 summarizes the need variables.
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Table 1 - Need Variables

Variable

Relative size of food gap

Per capita Gross National

Product

Measurel/
Actual average caloric consumption as
a percentage of FAO recommended
minimum average daily caloric consump-
tion, assuming a uniform consumption

distribution. Units = %.

World Bank estimates, units = US §.

1/A11 quantitative measures were taken from the Country Situation
Summaries. See the Summaries for the sources.
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2.3 Effectiveness Variables

2.3.1. Rationale

The three variables selected to indicate effectiveness are (i) financial
policy performance; (ii) agricultural policy performance; and (iii)
commitment toward equitable growth. As these three effectiveness vari-

ables are subjective in nature the selection requires an explanation.

Theoretically, the commitment toward equitable growth variable should
adequately account for both financial and agricultural policy performance.
Currently, this variable represents a ..."general informal appraisal by
Program Policy Coordination (PPC) staff and the regional bureaus..."

(5,p. 4). This generation of commitment values 1is "explicitly provisory",
and a more systematic procedure is planned in the future. Additional
information provided by the 102(d) exercise will be incorporatedl/. As
the current commitment measure is suspect, and because of the importance
of a country's financial and agricultural policy in PL 480 matters, the

commitment toward equitable growth variable was divided into two additional

variables: financial and agricultural policy performance.

A conceptual presentation and discussion of the current situation is
given by Figure 1.(A) of Appendix II, while the theoretical ideal is

presented in Figure B. (B).

1/See (3) and (2 for further details.
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Figure 1. Procedure Rationale Linkagesl/

Key i .
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country priority value
for food aid
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alleviate /N
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ﬁ\ - ‘
relative commitment ;oo
size of 102(d) criteria&f — e m e e e -
the food
gap

per capita Gross
National Product

1/The hypothesized relationship between the variables is not intended
to be exclusive. The relationships shown here reflect those which are
assumed to dominate.
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2.3.2, Financial Policy Performance

The financial policy performance variable was constructed to reflect a
country's financial responsibility, both domestic and international.
Financial responsibility entails such factors as a favorable debt service
ratio, satisfactory balance of payments, stability and strength of currency,
maintenance of international agreements (especially recent IMF agreements),
and the requisite supportive fiscal and monetary actions. TFor example,

two countries may both receive windfall returns from an export commodity
with a history of widely fluctuating world prices, such as natural rubber
or cocoa. A country with a poor financial policy per formance might subse-
quently utilize the export carnings to purchase nonproductive imported
luxury consumption goods. After the windfall gains have been exhausted,
this country subsequently borrows heavily from the international private
capital markets in order to gustain the initial expansionary aggregate
demand. In contrast, a more financially responsible country would display
satisfactory financial responsibility in their external financial relation-

ships and keep the economy under sound financial control.

The variable was constructed so as not to disceriminate against those
countries which have recently improved their performance relative to
those countries which have had satisfactory long-term performance. The
short-term performance of a country weights more heavily than does its

long-term history. Thus, a country with a history of serious financial
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problems, whose newly formed government has adopted austere fiscal and
monetary measures, could receive the same financial policy rating as one
who has had a satisfactory firancial history over a longer period of
time. With this approach, the correlation between effectiveness and
resource availability will not be biased against recently formed govern-
ments. The same analysis applies to countries which might have different
balance of payments histories. The standards used to rate countries are
based heavily upon the International Monetary Fund (IMF) country reports.
Although the IMF does not publish a set of standards, their reports
provide a detailed analysis of country's activities, and provides an
appraisal of the situation. The absolute level of financial resources
which could be directed toward food aid is not included in this variable.
A later section incorporates this absolute level. The countries were
assigned a performance rating with a corresponding numerical value of:
POOR = 1; FAIR = 2; and GOOD = 3. Appendix III explains in greater

detail the process by which a country is assigned a rating.

2.3.3. Agricultural Policy Performance

The agricultural policy performance variable was coustructed to reflect

the measures that a country has actually taken toward its food economy,
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The procedure considered the available reports and studies on each country
to determine if there was a constructive and organized rationale
explaining its actual performance. Factors such as price policy,
extension and research efforts, availability of seeds and fertilizer,
rural road construction, credit policy, and other related items were

examined.

Ratings of negative, indifferent, and positive were attached to the
variable, with a corresponding numerical scale from 1 to 3. A
country with a positive rating could include one which explicitly
states a goal of food self-sufficiency through domestic production,
but actually has policies which favor export crop production to
finance imports, including foodstuffs and self-reliance. On the other
hand, a country pursuing an agricultural policy which places severe
strains on the other sectors of the economy would receive an indifferent
rating. In order to receive a negative rating, a country must
currently pursue policies which diminish the supply of food. As with
the financial performance variable, the agricultural policy variable
favors a country's recent performance. The same rationale applies

to both. In addition, the country's rating was biased upward to
reduce the probability of a Type I error.l/ This upward bias reflects

the possibility that a country does have a constructive rationale

l/For review, Type I error is the error incurred by rejecting the
rating when the rating is accurate while the Type II error is the
error incurred by accepting the rating when it is inaccurate. The
two types of error are inversely related.
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for its program, even though it cannot be deduced from the information
currently available. Appendix IV explains in greater detail the means

by which a country was assigned to a particular rating.

2.3.4. Equitable Growth Commitment

The third and final variable included to indicate a country's effectiveness
or effective use of foreign assistance is commitment toward equitable
growth. This variable provides an appraisal of a country's overall

policy with respect to equitable growth as delineated in the foreign assist-
ance legislation. As previously mentioned, the commitment variable was
calculated by AID during the indicative planning process.g/ Since the
final criteria to calculate the 102(d) are still being researched, the
ranking decided by PPC and the regional bureaus are preliminary. The
completeness of the final 102(d) criteria may influence the structure of
this procedure.l/

The commitment ratings are poor, indifferent, fair, and good. A numerical
scale of 1 to 4 was attached to this rating. Appendix V describes the

factors considered in the Agency's decision.

2/These results helped determine the Agency's future budget allocations.
For background and reports, see (9), (3), (12), and (10).

3/Completeness is defined here as being representative of the theoretical
ideal described in Figure 1 (b) of Appendix IT.



Table 2 - Effectiveness Variables

Variable

Financial Performance

Agricultural Policy

Commitment Toward
Equitable Crowth

-47-

Measure

(1)

(ii)

(1)

(ii)

(1)

(11)

Source: reference readings, and Country

Summary Statements

Unit: scale (1 to 3), rating:

fair, good

poor,

Source: reference readings, and Country

Summary Statements.

Unit: scale (1 to 3), rating:

indifferent, positive

Source: AID, IPA, Report (9)

Unit: scale (1 to 4), rating:

indifferent, fair, good.

negative,

poor,



~48-

2.4. Summary of Need and Effectiveness Variables

To summarize, the two need variables provide a measure of the (uniform)

food gap and per capita Gross National Product. The three effectiveness

varjables include financial policy performance, agricultural policy per-
formance, and commitment. Figure 1 diagrams the relationships of all the
variables and how they relate to need, effectiveness, and finally the
country food aid priority ranking. With the variables explained, the

ranking formula can be presented.

2.5. Relative Ranking in the Food Aid Priority Procedure

2.5.1. Food Aid Priority Formula

To compare countries, the variables are combined into a single measure
of a country's need and effectiveness. The same general methodology
used in the IPA process is used here. The following relationship is
used to calculate the measure on country food aid priority value:
FPV = (FG)3 (s-t [PcY])D (FN)c (AP)d (cM)®, where: FPV =
country's food aid priority value;

FG = country's food supply as percent of recommended minimum

(uniform distribution) need;

PCY = country's per capita Gross National Product (nced);

FN = country's financial policy performance (effectiveness);
AP = country's agricultural policy performance (effectiveness);
CM = country's commitment toward equitable growth (effectiveness);

a, b, ¢, d, e, s, and t = policy weights decided by policy makers.
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2.5.2 Rationale and Values Given to FPV Relationship and Policy Weights

A country's food aid priority value (FPV) is a measure of the effects from

the two need and three effectiveness variables. Several formulations are
possible for the FPV relationship. However, the AID rationale for this
particular form was accepted because it best expressed policy-makers'
decision criteria. The implications of this specific function form are
discussed in Appendix VI; the multiplicative function in part I of that
appendix and the use of exponents instead of simple coefficients as
policy weights in part IT of Appendix VI. Appendix VIII analyzes the
effect upon the Food Aid Priority country rankings of a different functional
form than the one actually adopted. The relat£;nship for per capita GNP
utilized is:

(s-t(PCY))P.
Again, secveral different forms are possible. However, during the IPA
process, AlD decided that a linear relationship was most appropriate.
Thus s is the vertical intercept and t the slope of this linear function.
Appendix VII explains the logic of this specific functional form.l/
The exponents 4, b, ¢, d, and ¢ as well as the coefficients s and t are
policy welghts which reflect the importance that policyr-makers attached to
the different variables. The greater the importance attached to a variable

by a policy-maker, the larger the absolute value of the policy weight.

l/The appendices draw heavily from work done by Michael Crosswell, 1TA/EA/PP
in source (5). They were only slightly modified by the authors. Note that
because of this formulaticn, the exponent b is no longer negative,
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Exponents b, ¢, d, and e are positive, reflecting, for example, that the

higher the commitment value, the higher the food aid priority value.

The value of the uniform food gap exponent a was set at -1. The size of
the food gap is an importnat criteria for food aid assistance. For
example, the smaller the food gap (or inversely, the larger the food
supply of the recommended minimum), the lower the need for food aid. Sece
Section 3 of Appendix VI for a more detailed and extensive discussion of
this policy weight. The exponent for per capita GNP, b, was placed at 1,

1/

because linearizing the variable was considered a sufficient adjustment.=

The commitment toward equitable growth exponent e was given a value of 0.5
to reflect the impertance that policy-makers felt this variable deserved.g/
The overriding reasons were the subjective and qualitative nature of this
variable.3/ The effect was to reduce the range of this variable from

(1 to 4) to (1 to 2). This reduction diminishes the likelihood of a country
arbitrarily receiving a strong penalty or reward in its relative food aid
priority ranking. The same rationale was used to set the values of the
financial policy performance exponent ¢ and the agricultural policy per-
formance exponent d as well. However, the range of these variables was

reduced from (1 to 3) to (1 to 1.73). Values for the vertical intercept s

1/From discussions with Michael Crosswell who worked closely on the IPA mcdel.

2/The policy-maker who made the decision in the IPA process was Acting AID
Administrator, Robert H. Nooter.

3/See (9, p. 4) for the discussion of weighting this variable.
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and slope t of the linear per capita GNP relationship were calculated by
the same procedure used in the IPA. Again, for a more detailed discussion,
see appendix VII. Appendix VIII presents the results of a sensitivity

analysis in which different values are used for the policy weights.

2.5.3 Data

Table #1 of Appendix I contains the data used in the Food Aid Priority
(FAP) procedures. Those countries which did not receive a commitment
rating from USAID arbitrarily received a 2 or indifferent rating for

the purpose of this analysis. As a result, the countries were nelcher
penalized nor rewarded. Countries without available data for several of

the FAP variables were eliminated from the ranking procedure.l/

2.5.4 Country Rankings

Caiculating the Food Aid Priority Value (FPV) provides the singla measure
which can be used for comparison between countries. The resulting rankings
of countries from the suggested highest to lowest food aid priorities are
presented in Table 3. Appendix VIII presents a sensitivity analysis of Food
Aid Priority rankirgs. The effect of changes in policy weights, data,

and functional form upon the FAP country rankings are analyzed.

l/In countries eliminated owing to insufficient data are Djibouti, Gabon,
Mauritius, Sai Tome, Principe, and the Seychelles. These countries have
been eliminated from all discussions and tables to follow.
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Table 3

Countries Ranked by Their FAP Values

Rank Country Rank Country

1 Ethiopia 20 Togo

2 Upper Volta 21 Madagascar
3 Somalia 22 Zaire

4 Niger 23 Cameroon

5 Chad 24 Guinea

6 Rwanda 25 Sierra Leone
7 Tanzania 26 Mauritania
8 Mali 27 Ghana

9 Cape Verde 28 Nigeria

10 Burundi 29 Uganda

11 Guinea-Bissau 30 Benin

12 Kenya 31 Angola

13 Malawi 32 Sudan

14 Gambia 33 Liberia

15 Lesotho 34 Senegal

16 Botswana 35 Zambia

17 Central African Republic 36 Congo

18 Mozambique 37 Swaziland
19 Comoros Islands 38 Ivory Coast
3. Contributing Capabilities Analysis

J.1 Statement of Purpose and Organization

“alculating the FAP ranking is only the first step in the procedure. The
next step presents the Titles and the available terms or criteria under

each Title as they relate to the rankings in this study.

3.2 The PL 480 Titles (Categories)

PL 430 assistance is intended to encourage economic development, particularly

In countries determined to improve their own agricultural production. It
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is further intended to make up for food deficits which occur in the local

market places.

There are two major aspects of terms in food aid for the purposes of
this study. Concessionality of the terms of the actual commodity transfer
and where commodity sales are allowed, the stiffness of regulations of

the uses of local currency generated by these sales. '

The terms of commodity transfer are conceived here to lie on a continuum
of concessionality which ranges from hard to soft. This concept is illus-
trated in figure 2 below with commercial markets at one end and Title II

humanitarian relief programs at the other.

Figure 2. Relationship of the Various Types of Commodity Transfer

Mechanismsl/
hard soft
- | | | |
T T ‘ T 1
Commercial Commodity Title I Title III Title II
Markets Credit Programs Programs Programs
Corporation(CCC)
Agreements

Each of these larger categories caun be broken down further into the sub-

continuum of terms of food aid shown in figure 3.

1/The spaces between categories are drawn equidistant for schematic
purposes only.



Figure 3. Criteria under the PL 480 Titles
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l
I
l
|
l

-forgiveness of Title I
loan

-multi-year program

-additionality require-
ment

-extensive reporting &
ducumentation

-recipient country pays
ocean transport

-no UMR waiver

TITLE

III

-forgiveness of Title
I loan

-multi-year program

-addition,lity waived

~less reporting and
documentation

~U.3. pays ocean
transport

~UMR waiver

1/This will vary depending on whether the line of credit is from a foreign or domestic bank.

TITLE II

Section 206

-criteria under
revision, essentially
Title III with softer
conditions and less
binding structures on
use of foreign currency

-multi-year

~-transport costs paid by
u.S.

I
l

Humanitarian

-assistance through
PVO's, WFP & host gov't
-includes school
feeding, mother &

child care, etc.

-disaster, emergencies
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To put this second breakdown into the larger context, the strictest or
hardest criteria for a Title I agreement would be the most lax offered
under a CCC agreement. For the purposes of classification in this study,
countries which qualify for Title I programs are considered here to receive
the softest terms possible for Title I. This involves waivers on specific

harder requirements.

For Title III, on the other hand, the assumption here is that the entire
range of options under Title III are available. The specific package
recommended in this study depends on the specific country situation.

Some countries receive waivers on specific criteria while others do not.

As seen on the continuum, Title III has generally softer terms for
commodity transfers than does Title I. These softer criteria include the
loan forgiveness provision and the multi-year program option which reduce
the foreign exchange burden and the uncertainty of future food supplies for
the recipilent countries. On the other hand, Title III has stiffer require-
wents for uses of local currency generated by commodity sales than does
Title I. Title II 1is viewed for the purposes of this study as having two

major sub-categories: The Section 206 grouping and the general humanitarian

grouping.

Title II, Section 206 involves commodity sales and incorporates a stated

focus on development planning as does Title III. However, the advantages to
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3.3 Eligibility Criteria Design

This section develops criteria for assessing eligibility of African
countries for specific Titles of food aid. The criteria presented here are
to be used in conjunction with additional policy-level inputs and in-field
research components to determine final judgements of eligibility by the
Africa Bureau. This is therefore a preliminary analysis. However, few

substantial changes are expected as a result of these additional inputs.

3.3.2 Principles of Criteria Design

The general principle behind the U.S. food aid program is to minimize the
role of the U.S. Government. The approach seeks, therefore, to encourage
the involvement of the recipient country to manage and finance food aid
programs. In those countries where adequately trained manpower does not
exist to meet these responsibilities, it is the aim of the U.S. Government
to help train personnel to take over management of food aid as rapidly as
possible.

By stressing more host country involvement, food aid will be made attractive

to only those countries which need it. It will be less attractive to

those that do not.

The level of U.S. Government. involvement in food aid are measured in
dollars and administrative costs per unit. The PL 480 Titles ranked by

level of USG involvement are from the least with Title I to the most with
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Title II. The inverse is expected for the involvement of the recipient

governments. These relationship: are summarized in figure 4 below.

Figure 4. Principles Used in Establishing Country's Food Aid Recelving

Capabilities
Title I Title III Title II
(Sec. 206 Type) (Humanitarian Type)
hard ———==———ememm terms of food aid agreements—e—=———mcmma————_ soft
low == USG involvement ($US & administrative cost/unit)-high
high ~—==—=——-- Recipient Government involvement ($US & administrative
costs/unit) ——————au-o low

3.3.3 The Four Types of Eligibility Criteria

Four types of eligibility criteria for the different categories of food aid
were developed in this study. The first criterion evaluates the management
capacity of the country. This was further divided into government planning/
design and implementation capabilities. Planning/design includes the
capacity to design projects, negotiate the agreements, and plan the overall
program. Implementation stresses government ability to implement the

logistics of commodity transportation and carrying the project to completion.

The second eligibility criterion for the different categories (Titles) of food

aid reflects the transportation capacity of a country. This includes both
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external and internal structure. External structure was included to take
account of differences in facilities available to countries which are

land locked and countries with operating ocean ports. Internal structure
considers such factors as roads, waterways, and railways, as well as ihe

availability of vehicles.

The third eligibility criterion considers the institutional strength of the
implementing organization. This is examined because some countries have
the management capability, although the laws of the country may effectively
render the Ministry powerless. Also analyzed in this division was the
country's ability to actually finance the food aid and related costs.(These
costs include such additional expenditures as transportation and increased

institutional costs of monitoring.)

The fourth eligibility criterion involves an assessment of domestic

commodity storage capabilities.

3.3.4 Criteria Ratings and Sources

All four of these divisions are given one of the following ratings:

(1) good: possessing the capacity to accomplish the task adequately;

(2) fair: possessing the capacity to accomplish the task
marginally; and

(3) poor: not possessing the capacity to accomplish the task.
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Country ratings for these criteria were determined through analysis of
the country working paper summaries. The summaries are part of the

country situation analyses presented earlier.—}/

3.4. Country Category (Title) Classification: First Choice

Having established the preliminary criterion for assessment of a
country's capacity to manage and absorb food for development effectively,
the ratings were divided across the various titles. TFor example, to be
considered for a Title I program, necessary but not sufficient conditions,
include the presence of a good planning/design and implementation capa-
bility. Table 5 summarizes the association between the level of

competence required by each point and the various Titles.

l/ For a review of the sources included in this work see Chapter IV,
above.
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Table 5 - Preliminary Contributing Capabilities Analysis

Contributing
Capability

Management

(i) Planning/Design
(ii) Implementation

Transportation Structure
(internal & external)

(1) Vehicles(trucks, etc.)
(ii) lanes(roads, etc.)

Institutional Strength
(1) implementing Ministry
(ii) absolute ability to
pay (financial aspect)

Storage Capabilities

Title Title
I 111
G G

G G/F

G G/F

G/F F

G F/F

G F/F

G G

]
]

el
it

e~
1]

(206 Type)

G/G
G/T

G/F

Good, country has the capacity to do the task adequately

Fair, country has the capacity to do the task marginally

Title
11

(humanitarian)

F/P

F/P

Poor, country does not have the capacity to do the task marginally
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The procedure for assigning ratings was to examinme the CDSS and related reports
to be able to answer the points in Table 5. For the purposes of this pre-
liminary analysis of a country's capabilities to handle food aid, the four
topic areas: management, transportation, institutional strength and

storage capabilities were allotted equal importance. A slaightly heavier
weighting was used for management in those cases where a country was
borderline between two Titles. This points to a shortcoming of the present
analysis. The current ratings are based on historical information even
though the current situation may have changed. When a country requests

a food for development program, a new assessment will have to be completed

in order to judge whether the suggested form of food aid remains appropriate.
0f course, once the field analysis component has been added to the

individual country assessments, AID will be in a better position to make

more accurate recommendations.

Before the results are presented, it should be stated again that this

step only provides the first choice of the type of food aid recommended.

The second and third choices are discussed later. Table 6 presents these
first choice results. The majority of the countries fall under the Title
IT category. However many countries show potential as Title II - Section 206
ald recipients. The second largest groupings of countries is under Title III

and the least fall under Title I,
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Table 6 - Type of Food Aid Recommended, First Choice*
(based on historical information)

Concessionality of Food Aid

HARDG - - - - - -=-=-=-=- = -====--<-~=-----5 »SOFT
Title I Title III Title II
(Section 206) (Humanitarian)#*#*
Ivory Coast Botswana Central African Republic  Angola
Kenya Cameroon Congo Benin
Nigeria Ethiopia Gambia Burundi
Guinea Ghana Cape Verde
Lesotho Madagascar Chad
Liberia Mali Comoros Islands
Malawi Mozambique Guinea-Bissau
Senegal Niger Mauritania
Swaziland Rwanda Uganda
Tanzania Sierra Leone Zaire
Togo Somalia
Sudan
Upper Volta
Zambia
3 11 14 10

* Countries are listed alphabetically under each Title.

**The countries on this list have been evaluated as unprepared to undertake
Food for Development as discussed in this paper. However they still have a
defined food need. These countries have thus been designated eligible for
Title II - humanitarian food aid. At the time when Programmers consider
Food Assistance, prevailing circumstances may warrant inserting criteria
which may move a country from this category to another.

NOTE: Countries excluded due to lack of data are again Djibouti, Gabon,
Mauritius, Sao Tome and Principe, and the Seychelles.
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3.5 Country Category (Title): Next Best Choice

3.5.1 Explanation of Choices

As there are limited resources available under the various titles,
selection of only a first or best Title choice for a country is insuffici-
ent. If for some reason the first choice is unavailable a fall back or
next best choice of Title should be available for each country. Criteria
used for next best choices were ability to pay and management capability.

The progression from first choice of Title to next best is indicated

below:
Next Best Choices
First Choice Second Third
A, I ITI II1-206
B. I1I IT-206 I
Cc. 11-206 II-Humanitarian ITT
D. II-Humanitarian I11-206 Nothing

The availability of Waivers under each Title and overlapping
criteria allow for flexibility in adjusting second best choices to
country situations. In Case A, the progression is from hard to soft,
Case B also shows the same progression: hard to soft, if the most

lenient criteria are invoked for Title I.
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The same hard to soft movement is desired in line C. The
Title II, Humanitarian suggested in line C, column 2 would be on the
hardest terms-requiring a development component. This Title II -
Humanitarian type would resemble Section 206 as closely as possible.
The Title III recommended in the third column in line C would represent
the softest criteria including waivers for payment of transport, re-
quirements for a national development plan and reporting.

In case D, the change is from Humanitarian type to Section 206
type food aid under Title II. The conditions under Section 206 in this

case would be the softest terms, possibly including some direct distribution.

3.5.2 Types of Food Aid Recommended: Second and Third Choices
1/

Table 7 presents the results of this food aid ranking.=

1/ Again, countries not included due to lack of data are Djibouti,
Gabon, Mauritius, Sao Tome and Principe, and the Seychelles.
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Table 7 - Types of Food Aid Recommended: First, Second & Third Choices*
(Based on Historical Information)

Country First Second Third
1, Angola II-H II-S -
2. Benin IT-H II-S -
3. Botswana ITI II-S I
4. Burundi II-R II-S -
5. Cameroon ITI II-S I
6. Cape Verde II-R II-S I
7. Central African Republic II-S II-R III
8. Chad II-R II-S -
9. Comoros Islands II-R II-S -
10. Congo II-S II-R I1T
11, Ethiopia III II-S I
12, Gambia II-S II-R III
13. Ghana II-S II-R III
14, Cuinea III II-S I
15, Guinea-Bissau II-R II-S -
16. 1Ivory Coast I III II-S
17. Kenya I III II-S
18. Lesotho ITI II-S I
19, Liberia IIT 1I1-S I
20. Madagascar II-S II-R III
21, Malawi III II-S I
22, Mali I1-S II-R ITT
23. Mauritania II-R II-S -
24, Mozambique II-S ITI I
25. Niger II-S IT-R ITT
26, Nigeria I ITI II-S
27. Rwanda II-S IT-R III
28. Senegal ITI II-S I
29, Sierra Leone II-S II-R ITI
30. Somalia II-S II-R III
1]. Sudan II-S II-R III
32, Swaziland IIT II-S I
33. Tanzania III II-S I
34. ‘Togo ITI II-S I
35. Uganda TI-R IT-S -
36. Upper Volta II-S II-R ITI
37. Zaire II-R II-S -
38. Zambia I1I-S II-R ITI

*Countries listed alphabetically

Key: I = Title I
IT1 = Title III
II-5 = Title II - Section 206

II-H Title TI-Humanitarian
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3.6. Summary of Contributing Capability Analysis

This step of the FAP procedure has sorted the countries according
to the type of food aid they could most effectively manage. Most of the
countries evaluated fell within the Title II continum. This includes
both Section 206 programs and humanitarian programs. The second largest
number of countries fell under Title III. Only three countries were
evaluated as being fully capable of handling and managing a Title I
effectively. In the next step (Section 4) these results will be combined

with those of the country food aid priority ranking.

4. Combining FAP Rankings with Preliminary National Contributing

Capabilities Analysis

4.1. Statement of Purpose

As discussed above (V.l.l), the country Food Aid Priority (FAP)
procedure was developed to rank all sub-Saharan African countries in
terms of food aid priority and suggest P.L. 480 categories or Titles
for them. This process has four steps. The first step provides a
country FAP ranking, and the second step categorizes countries by P.L.
480 title. The third step of four, discussed in this section, combines
the findings of the first two steps in ovrder to indicate the category
or Title under which the higher priority countries tend to fall.l/
The procedure simply takes the results from Table 6 and ranks the

2/

countries in terms of their FAP.=

1/1f conversely, all the countries had been ranked under each Title, it
would have been impossible to determine which countries have a higher
food aid priority, irrespective of the type of food aid. This method
would have limited the uuefulness in arcuing for a change in the
allocation of the type of food aid the Efrica Burcau receives and the
placement of Food for Development emphasis. However, a function which
includes all the factors does have its usefnlness after the field
country assessments are complete and the r2lationships ¢f the contri-
buting capabilities analysis are mcre fully understood. Once this
additional information is available, experimentation with different

methodology may be justified.

2/Calculated 1n Table 3 on page 52 above.
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4.2. Combined Results: FAP and Preliminary Historical Contributing

Capabilities

Results from combining the findings of the rirst two steps ~- the
FAP and arrangements by Title -- are presented in Table 8. Countries
which fall in the upper 20 percent of all countries surveyed become
countries of high food aid priority. These high priority countries
arrange themselves by Title as follows: one undeyr Title III; five
under Title II-Section 206; one under Title II - humanitarian.

This clustered distribution suggests that Title II-Section 206
may be the most appropriate tool for food aid in Africa at the present
time. Titles I and 1II appear to be too expensive for the limited

foreign exchange holdings.
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Table 8 - FAP and Preliminary Historical Contributing Capabilities
Results Combined*

Hard €---——===—- Concessionality of Food Aid----=====—=—= > Soft
Title I Title III Title II-8 Title II-H#*%
e o
12 Kenya** 1 Ethiopia | 2 Upper Volta 5 Chad
28 Nigeria 7 Tanzania | 3 Scmalia 9 Cape Verde
38 Ivory Coast 13 Malawi | 4 Niger 10 Burundi
15 Lesotho 6 Rwanda 11 Guinea-Bissau
16 Botswana ! 8 Mali 19 Comoros Islands
20 Togo FOOD 14 Gambia 22 Zaire
23 Cameroon AID 17 Central African 26 Mauritania
24 Guinea PRIORITY Republic 29 Uganda
33 Liberia ' 18 Mozambique 30 Benin
34 Senegal ' 21 Madagascar 31 Angola
37 Swaziland | 25 Sierra Leone
I 27 Ghana
| 32 Sudan
35 Zambia
\b 36 Congo

low

*Countries not listed due to lack of data are:
Djibouti
Gabon
Mauritius
Sao Tome and Principe
Seychelles

**Number indicates FAP rank from Table 4. Total of 38 countries listed.

*%%This list of countries has been evaluated as unprepared to undertake Food
for Development as it is presented in this paper. However they still have a
defined food need. These countries have thus been designated eligible for

Title II-humanitarian. At the time Programmers consider Food Assistance, pre-
vailing circumstances may warrant inserting criteria which may move a country

from one category to another.

AFR/DR/ARD
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5. Food Aid Type: Actual Decisions and Allocations

Actual decisions about food aid allocation ulti-
mately rely on considerations outside the focus of
this report. Judgements on such factors as the type
of commodity that the U.S. will export, the amount
to be exported, and the countries to receive limited
food aid are not and should not be based exclusively

on the findings of this study.

As mentioned throughout this report, many other
important considerations intervene in the final
decisions. United States Foreign Policy concerns,
though not dealt with here, are of major importance.
Responsibility for articulating these political
evaluations rest with AID/Washington and the Depart-
ment of State. In addiiion, Congress has prohibited
by law the allocation of food aid to certain

countries.

Other considerations also play important roles.
The availability of specific commodities is an
additional determinant. If the U.S. Government is
unable to provide a specific category of food items
the country requesting this item may seek satisfac-
tion elswhere. In the same vein, the range of

food aid packages offered by the U.S. Government
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cannot always compete with other donor countries and

agencies (see chapter III above).

A final important consideration not explicitly
addressed in this study is the constantly changing
economic and political climate in any country which
cannot be incorporated into this theoretical analy-
sis. The ability to maintain an accurate and up to
date data base in AID/Washington relies heavily on

in-field analysis and communication from the mission.

Absolute size of the food gap is also important
in actual allocation. To have introduced the absolute
size criterian earlier would have biased the priority
rankings given here in favor of larger countries
with correspondingly larger food gaps. Up to now
the relative measure has been used in order to
establish a system of priorities (see section 2.2.1
in this chapter). Though absolute size has been
omitted from this ranking process, in actual
practice allocation of food aid may be determined by
large absolute need. For the sake of information and
comparison, FAO estimates of absolute food gap are

given in Table 9 below.
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Table 9 - Average Absolute Size of the Food Gap Under
Different Assumptions. 1976-1978%*

Uniform Skewed
Country Distribution (00OMT) Distribution
Angola 5,498 13,027
Benin 634 1,065
Botswana 51 91
Burundi (79) ** 113
Cameroon (10) 321
Cape Verde 20 47
Central African Republic 9 106
Chad 270 509
Comoros Islands &D) 15
Congo 19 92
Ethiopia 2,499 4,361
The Gambia (1) 24
Ghana 477 1,079
Guinea 208 434
Guinea-Bissau (0) 25
Ivory Coast (397) (138)
Kenya 165 874
Lesotho 15 81
Liberia 16 109
Madagascar (148) 252
Mali 387 711
Mauritania 69 138
Mozambique 698 1,213
Niger 194 490
Nigeria 2,953 6,701
Rwanda 210 470
Senegal (106) 228
Sierra Leone 30 205
Somalia 258 473
Sudan 389 1,390
Swaziland 8 32
Tanzania 857 1,688
Togo 28 146
Uganda 642 1,344
Upper Volta 490 837
Zaire 1,108 2,378
Zambia 65 320

*Source: Country Summary Tables. Countries listed alphabetically.

**Denotes surplus

AFR/DR/ARD
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vI. Country Nutrition Profile

6.1 Nutrition Focus in Food Programs

Malnutrition is the primary health problem in Africa - the most "basic
human need". Reflecting this, better nutrition is the stated goal of the

largest category of AID funds: Food and Nutrition.

Although AID has many programs in food production and donated food,
we still lack the kind of analysis that shows whether there is actually
a direct impact on the malnutrition problem. Improving nutrition can be
very difficult because malnutrition is often caused by poor child feeding
habits rather than an actual lack of food. On the other hand, malnutrition
can be caused by seasonal food variations or unexpected drought.

In order to discover the type of approach needed to deal with
malnutrition, we need basic information describing who the malnourished
people are and the major causes in each African country. This kind of
analysis is essential in planning donated food programs in addition to
other criteria we have described. This analysis is also essential to
determine the effect of the programs.

Unfortunately, this kind of analysis is very rare in African countries
where little survey work h sen done. An AID effort to secure this kind
of information would be welcomed by African planners and other donors who

are anxious to investigate the malnutrition situation.

AFR/DR/ARD
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This type of nutrition analysis can be termed a "Nutrition Country
Profile", not unlike the health country profiles prepared by WHO. The
main elements of this profile include:

——= geographical description of most severely malnourished
people in each country and the type of malnutrition.
—--- causes:
e.g. drought, seasonal food shortages
family feeding practices
government marketing practices
diseases aggravating malnutrition, etc.
TT= current programs expected to have an impact on malnutrition
including production and donated food programs.
-=- a method to keep track of the distribution of donated food
in relationship to nutrition needs of the population.
At the beginning, survey work will be necessary to establish the

malnutrition situation.

6.2 Country Nutrition Profile

The nutrition data currently available is insufficient to translate
macro-level food gaps into individual or even regional food needs. Problems

of nutrition are sufficiently important to require independent in-depthstudies.

AFR/DR/ARD
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Nutritional information is crucial for efficient and equitable allocations

of scarce food resources. At present, only the crudest statistical food
indicators are being used. We anticipate that the Africa Bureau's nutrition-
ists will initiate a series of sample assessments. The findings will be used
in conjunction with this discussed food aid methodology to provide a more
detailed and accurate analysis of the countries' situations. In the future
this will improve AFR's food aid distribution procedure in achieving maximum

impact with scarce resources.

AFR/DR/ARD
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VIT Conclusions

The methodology presented here is an attempt to improve the
current decision making procedure in PL 480 programs in the AID
African Bureau. An effort has been made to keep subjective judgments
at a minimum in order that a statistically stable procedure could be
employed.

The present study will be updated every year in the light of new
data, new insights and changing situations. AFR/DR/ARD welcomes
comments and suggestions from other offices as an integral part of
this revision process. Two areas which will receive particular
attention in future editions are the Nutritional Profiles and Individual
Country Assessments.

This study is intended as a constructive reference point in making
scarce food aid more effective in Sub~Saharan Africa. It will serve
this purpose best if it remains a flexible tool of the Africa Bureau

receptive to changes and improvements.
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APPENDIX I.

ANGOLA

BENIN

BOTSWANA

BURUNDI

CAMEROON

CAPE VERDE

CENTRAL AFR.

CHAD

COMOROS

CONGO

DJIBOUTI

ETHIOPIA

GABON

GAMBIA

GHANA

GUINEA

GUINEA-BISSAU

IVORY COAST

KENYA

LOSOTHO

I-1

Country Working Tables

The following countries are arranged alphabetically

REP.

LIBERIA
MADAGASCAR
MALAWI

MALI
MAURITANIA
MAURITIUS
MOZAMBIQUE
NIGER
NIGERIA
RWANDA

SAO TOME
SEYCHELLES
SENEGAL
SIERRA LEONE
SOMALIA
SUDAN
SWAZILAND
TANZANTIA
TOGO

UGANDA
UPPER VOLTA
ZAIRE

ZAMBIA
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1975 1275 575 . 1 0 0 0 0 o]

(71275) (182) |(55.9) (110)

. a ol 568 | - R 50

1976 | 81.51 6%.0 (143) | 80" 93 (80) 900 { 115 0 0 0 0 0
1077 | 7H.5| 68,0 573 | 500 93 25 900 | 110 0 1749 | 0 Q749 | o

! .

& 5 64.5] 50.7 600 03 1997

1078 | 1550 700 | 69.0 B34 Poos 10.0 . . 03 0 1997 | o (2) {(321)

(e-78)
1979 ; 5 0 0 0 o |o

t

! Q 0 0 0 0]
1580

t 1
AFR/DR/ARD
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COUNTRY - Benin
POPULATICN | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT | DEBT TOT a
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE EgTékNAL ggé{gﬁﬂwlr_ TRADE OTHER DONOR
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE Unit Value ASSISTANCE
Total lGrowth Per Real . E . . CGXIIITMENTS
Rate | Capita |Growth xports ; Imports Balance | Exports Imports
YEAR Rate ' :
0uo) (%) ($) %) (%) (§ mil) {wecks) | (%) G mly  ($mi |- _ ] 16 mil) | _ | (1975 ~ 100) % mil)
1970 {2710 | N/A 5.1 N/A N/A | N/A
1971 |2785 3.7 220 77 | 35
1972 |2863 0.6 28.4 1.6 36 93 ! -57
1973 {2944 5.0 32.1 16.3 -11 44 112 -68
1974 } 3029 -3.0 37.4 12.2 5.0 138 2 43 148 '-105
1975 | 3112 160 -2.0 15.0 4.2 5.0 153 =22 30 188 -158
|
1976 { 3197 18¢C -3.0 19.2 4.7 2.0 205 22 210 -188
1977 | 3286 200 8.0 20.6 4.3 (9.4) (2) 33 256 =223 36.6
1978 | 3379 4.0 15.5 2.4 (8.7; 41.5(3)
— . (32) e e ol e e , ,
197y (7.7) ;
i ' i
- - . — - - T L TSyt PN N 1
1930 (7.5) i g
i ‘ i
1. Numbers should be considered with more than the usual caution. AWIYAD - 5.15.79
2. Estinated debt service payments
3. Excl. OAC



‘ COUNTRY: RBenin
, FOOD SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
5 FOOD SUPPLY DATA ellzggg(ggou NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
';_ b Recocaended Tntake a :;:n:: i'ood 1961-1978 TITLES
: Average £A0 Mtz & Of Rec ;n,:_: " lInter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum; Rice [Cassava |Yams 1 111 -omponents
i Caloric Con- [cg1opic bmmended | Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy II | PVO [Multi+ Gov.-
i l’:::l":g“/m’ h“u:230c{'{inimum -'difttib.- Varia- | Lat. Gov.
JYEAR  Iotserbucton {ootinss o tions b+ 4+ 4|+ + + 4|+ ++ Production + + + [+ ++ +MH ++ +lm == |m oo oo MT o a|e e o e
. (Calories) {iciiories) (2) (92T (7) 1961-1965=100 |- - - |- - - -~ - —(Net Imports)—- — —j- = — —j- = = =4+ + 4+ |+ + + {+ + (5000)+ +'+ + + |+ + +
{1970 229 0 o |o
1971 100 | 97 [ .25% 1 175 | 18 91 1215 16815 | o o |o 0 o |o
! (6971 (89-71)
1972 100 95 207 1240 1 630 o) 0 0 o |o
] [
J1973 101 93 238 1265 | 645 0 0 o !o 0
1974 9e 88 229 (2.7)} 1300 | 660 0 0 0 0 0
|
‘ 2070  |,.299| 217 (2.5)| 1330 | 675
1975 j51l95y | 230 96 & 110. (L9) 0] 1478 | 306 {11731 0
1976 106 | 90 |,.2*9| 221 | 15 o 5 0 5
(29'9) &4 (3) 1350 690 955 462 404 ¢ 0
36 200 . _
1977 mo | oo | 2S5 |12 | 98 | (z.0)j1200 | 710 | O 1946 | 551 (1395 | 0
2150 150 o4 551220 36 5330
1978 | (76278) (76-78) | (76+78) |(76-78) 13 1100 ° (760) 1175 12157 | O
1979 0 2756 11431 |1521 ! 0
1980 390 | 390 | ©O 0
!
AFR/DR/ARD
A
A}




crvnpy-  Botswana

1]
POPULATION CROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TCTAL IMPORT DECST TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PROCUCT ! KESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
POSITIGH RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total forowth Per Real Exports {Imports ‘Balance Exports Imports
Rate Capita ! Crowth X : :
YEAR Rate !
oo (1) ) ) (2) (¢ @il | (weeks) | (1) Gt Ksmny | s miy | (1975 ~ 1o0) 6 min)
o | 1) | ;
1750 598 ! 24.1 N/A N/A N/A 2.7 N/A |
i i
|
1971°{ 610 21.7 1.9 ;
!
1972 |
€24 2.9 2.6 |
|
973 Q
: i
637 11.0 2.6 | | P .
! ;
137~ 651 11.0 2.7 179 !
665 340 11.0 3.1 184 121 181 i-60
1875
0 i =20
1976 | 693 390 | 10.0 2.5 213 180 20 | '
- . —- —— : - ;
2.5 2) ? | 56.1
w7 | 71067l 440 | 10.0 | 18.4 (4.7) | l
- i - : 17,0 (4
729 5.0 (6.2) ! ‘ :
1975 : i
U S S - IR ) ESN O, S A, | . ! 3
7.2 ]
1279 ( )
—- U U S __-,!.. ——
1940 L (7.9 i ;
| I o . U S . ——— . N

AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79

- Numbers should be considered with more than the usual caution
Est., notes.

Est. debt service payments

- Excl. DAC

Bow N



COUNTRY: Botswana
FGOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY TATA P;{gggg?s:o}‘ NET IMPORTS (DOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
<eccmmendes [[NCake ag Unset Fuod ﬂ961-1978 TITLES
Average ::5 wintzum [ Of Rec L-;z,: * llater- |[Tctal Per {Cereals| Maize Millct [Sorghum; Rice |Cassava | Pulses I 111 Components
Calorde Con= foprc-ig ommended | fcutvaleat | annual Capita Paddy I1 PV0O (Multi- Gov.-
sunption/Zay {. .
sunp -_“““'ZJZGHinmum -:f;;ib- Varia- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR b Steved tions ++ 4+ +|+++ +{+++ Production + + + H + + + - + + +|= = = (= = = = = HI M-t o
{Calcries) (€9 (3;:‘!;‘. (%) 1961-1965=100 |~ - - ~|o - - —|- - —(Net Tmports)= = —j- = = o = = |+ + + |+ + + |+ + (S000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1970 [ a2 oz (9 1@
t
1971 1 1 52 11 5 36
111 109 (& 69-714--23) 12 0 2367 0 2367 O
1972 152 a7 0 2923 0 29231 0
1973 112 105 0 749 0 749; O
1974 121 | 110 12y | 1oyt 0 5736 | 0 5738| 0
2025 295 17 q 1 25 5
1975 (71275) 118 105 6 (10 (40)1 30 15 0 5042 0 50491 O
1976 | 133 | 116 | 123 62 | 10 55 17 0 #9097 | o !4097
; (35 laotey,@5)t| % %7 971 ©
i i
1977 150 110 83 42 .+ 5 . . o
? Tl a1 lao.syies) | 35 18 0 4899 | 0 |4899| o
T
1705 8l5 ' = 7
]
| i 14
1979 | 0 5149 { 0o | 2149
1980 ' ; o 0 l[809) o}
1 AFR/DR/ARD
Includes Millet and Sorghum.
AL



Burundi

CORIImY :
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IM‘PORT DEBRT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOUR
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL {ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total {Growth Per Real Exports | Imports 'Balance Exports Imports
Rate | Capita |Growth | i
YEAR Rate
006} (W) %) %) (2) (§ mil) (weeka) | (%) (§ mil) WS mil) | _ | 1($ mtl) | _ (1975 ~ 1003 $ nil)
12.3 2.3 N/A
1a70 | 3350 a
1971 1 2431 1.1 2.8
1972 | 3514 1.5 18.5 6.6 90
1973 ) 3600 1.0 21.7 2.7 105
112
1974 | 3681 4.1 14.5 2.7 48 |
1975 | 3763 110 2.0 30.6 26.4 5.7 67" 32 61 -29 100
1976 1 3874 120 | 7.8 49.1 | 45.5 | 4.6 75 60 56 +4 | 258
- 1)
1977 | 3966 | 1.5 130 5.8 94.8 66.8 (3.4f 90 74 +16 521
677)
1978 | 4050 4.5 81.7 56.1 (2.1) 271
1979 (2.3) !
1980 ! (2.4) ' |

AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79



COUNTRY: Burundi

FOOD c :
- SELECTED FuOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P;Izgggggou NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
. ecssmendea [LREAKE 2 UnSer food 1961-1778 L TITLES
Average £a0 wiatzea L Of Rec Wheat 2 linter- |Total Per |Cereals| Matze {Millet [Sorghum| Rice [Cassava | Sweet I 11T omponents
Caloric Con= lojycrte bmmended | Zquivaleaz | annual Capita Paddy Pctato 11 PVO |Multi- Sov.-
"‘:ﬂ::g“ln‘y Innkeizmumimum -diitr‘.b.- varia- i Lat. Gov.
YEAR |tecribucton [Safeess e tions + + + +(+ + + ++ + + Production + + + -+ + FF ++4fo oo oo fo o0 T oo oL -
(Calories)  |(caiocies) %) (2o (23 1961-1965=100 |- - — —|- - — — I~ - —(Net Tmports)— - —=l- — — — |- = = |4 + 4+ [+ + 4+ [+ 4+ (5000)+ + |+ + + | + + +
1970 101 | 101 182 34 96 12 | 950 7260
T
1971 103 | 101 |, 63% 47 | 22 53 8 965 | 765 | o 1202 | o0 p1o2 | o0
|1972 104 | 101. 250 35 107 5 | 960 760 0 2273 | °g2 1280 | ©
1973 113 | 107 184 40 100 5 | 480 775 0 1741 | 637 1104 | O
i i
. ‘ 6 = \
| 1974 114 | 105 |(7.2)| =225 | 19 161 | .8yt 935 600 | 00 8e7 | 163} 72% | O
| 2365 | -25 310 | ol 7 , .
1975 2 2 122 975 750 o] 1701 | S74 1187 | O
(71=75) 110 | 98 |(g73)| 250} 27 (1
1976 115 | 98 | (30| 250 | 27| 125 (.51 975 | 70 | o 2967 | 1859 [1107 | ©
1977 130 o8 305 | 255 43 a4 8 | 975 755 o) 3506 | 1851|1870 | ©
2475 ~135 106 {79 {113 3,0 0 seay |, 287612157 | 4
1978 \(76-78) (76=78) | (76+78) | (76~78) , (1063){(759)
1979 | (1309)|(762)] ©
[
!
1980 ' (1465 1(899) O
AFR/DR/ARD
A


http:uivwla.nt

Cameroon

CORIIRY .
i
POPULATION | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT | DERT
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE ﬁggggig TRADE lo-rm-:p. DOHOR
Total {Growth Per Real FOSITION RATIO BALANCE inie Value gg‘s"ligﬁgtcigs
. Rate | Capita g;z:th , Exports QImpotts Balance | Exports Imports ! MMITS
Q0N (1Y (%) (%) ) ($ mil) (weekn) ) & mi1) L(s mt1) (1975 100y ) 1
_____ R - $ mil)
l - ——
1976 | 6783 8.0 |
1971 1 6926 4.0 207 250 -43
1972 | 7072 2.4 43.6 221 303 -82 68
1973 } 7221 3.9 9 51.2 =17 369 335 34 83
!
1974 9373 3.5 15 78.5 4.4 -17 478 | 437 41 | 109
ro75 | 7528 290 3.0 12 28.8 2.5 5.4 -153 474 599 |{-125 | 100
1976 | 7688 310 3.0 9 43.8 3.8 6.0 -108 511 609 -98 | 131
e N
1977 | 9853 (67-74 340 | 4.0 13 43.0 | 2.9 641 | 704 783 | -79 | 241 188.1
La7s | 8018 5.0 3.4 (75) 102.1 2
_ I IO R - R S, —
1979 (80)
| O . ——
1980 1 '
' (81) . :
SN P S IR S I . RIS S :
1. Estimated debt service payments NRDRAD 5.15.79 -
2. Excl. DAC o



Cameroon

COUNTRY:
FooD SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUEPLY DATA Pi(ggl;gl:zON NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 H1STURY
Recomaende” Lntake 34 :‘m’:: :'Nd 1961-1978 TITLES
Average F1 Stainum [L Of Rec heae ™ |Inter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize |Millet |Sorghum| Rice |[Cassava| Yams & I ITT components
Caloric C:n- Caloric, bmmended | Equivaleaz | annual Capita Paddy Sweet II : PVO MUlti‘{ Gov.-
;:i;;:::m»ay ':“;_'k;fz:!zoﬂinim'm ;c:g:nh.- varia- Potato ! Lat. Gov.
YEAR |dtserivuction |oagecss bbb tious + 4+ + 4|+ ++++++ Production + + +fH + + + M+ 4+ #|- =~ - |- == |= = MT - ol oo - -
(Calories)  i(cyiaries) (1) (oo (%) 1661-1965=100 [ - « |- = — ={~ - —(Net Impores)= = — |- = — —]- — = _|+ + 4+ [ ++ |+ + (S00Q)+ +i4+ + + |+ + +
i
1970 ' 100 | 100 263 312 1+ | 896 | 265
1071 103 | 101} 654 | 355 | 331 14 | 910 | 270
(69-7D)
1972 104 130 319 339 11 930 275 0 440 | 440 0 0
1973 104 98 300 321 8 350 280 0 221 | 221 0 0
1974 113 105 | (81) 377 350 24 970 285 0 20 343 |1 ]
{9y (C16) Az 35 068 |123
2385 | (65)1 752 7
1975 350 386 20 990 290 0 1792 | 36 2
| (71-76) 1 109 | 99| 69| (I |(7) 1.7 9 592 |83
1976 i 110 97 764 355 390 12 1010 295 0 1628 | 661 2345 0
i (76) (1) 1¢.08) i
1977 113 99 746 350 395 12 1030 300 0 746 | 733 13 0
(106) (23)
11978 2335 (101321 2.7 0 4130 5.178 RS52 0
(76-78) (15 101 (76—58) (76-78) (402) (876)
1979 0 (833)K339) K436) 0
1980 0 (447)€467) 0 0
AFR/DR/ARD
1Surplus
g



Cape Verde Islands

Oy :
POULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT DEDBT TOTAL CURRENT i
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL }ACCOUNT TRADE Unit Value gzlslglsergggR
Total {Growth Per Real FOSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE . . CB-“NITi’:hHTS
Rate | Caplita |Growth Exports | Importa 'Balance | Exports Imports
YEAR Rate i !
wo < | % | @ @ ($ mi1) | (weckn) | (2 ¢ min J¢min | _ | (5 min) | _ (1975 = 100) | (§ mi1)
1970 | 268 N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
1971 | 274
1972 | 279
1973 | 285
1974 | 291
o5 | 297 140 | 4.0 40.0 2g.0(1) 13 51 -18
170-79|(74-75)
1976 | 303 140 10 40 -30
2.0
1977 | 309 (67-77 140 12.4
(2)
1 :
1978 | 31° 1.1
1979
—— - - -— —-—— —— - - e o !
1980 7
— N R ; S0 S B _
1. USDA AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79
2. Excl. DAC




Cape Verde Islands

COUNTRY:
FooD ELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SYPPLY DATA PRODUCTION 5 N IMPO 000 P.L..480 HISTORY
INDICES NET RTS ( MT)
Reccmmendad Intake a :’“’:‘ :“d 1561-1978 TITLES
Avecrago £a0 winizus 6 of Rec ;,-;:.: " {Inter~ |Total Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice ([Cassava|Roots I ITY Components
Caloric Can- fegjcerce brmended | Ecutivalenz | annual Capita Paddy Tubers ir | Pvo Multi- Gov.-
E:ﬁ;i:n/my tocake 23100 yn ey | sE138TIS - |Varia- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |otscsivucton aofinee ator tions + 4+ 4 +[+ + + +/+ ++ Production + + +l+ + + 4+ + 4}~ - - -l MT o ole oo -- -
(Calories)  |(caisctes) (2) (o3aiT [€9) 1961-1965=100 |- - — —]— = - —i~ = —(Net Imports)= = =|= = = =l = — _J+ + 4+ |+ 4+ + [+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1970 NYA
2 2 .
1971 14 0
(69471) 0 0 40
1972 o} 0 0 0
1573 0 0 0 0
1974 (#3) {(37.5) 3.5 0 0 0 0
1975 (%’59,5) 230 5 | 5 1.5 16 0 362| 0 3621 0
! (402 (33)
1976 4 17 2.6 o1 12703t © 1298111475
(28) 1(22) © 0
1977 2 2 2,3 21 2934 | 0 47641 O
(38) 1(32)
, _ 18164 1293 {15016
1978 | 1770 . 77.0 |20 {47 | 17.2 o L+27
(76%98) | P2 |(7678)K76-p8) | (75-78] (2159~ (315) am7
- 21
viy < Mazas
1979 0 Hee)| 0 |ugzy D439)
1980 0 (&)} o ) lo
AFR/DR/ARD -




conyy:  Central African Republic

FOPULATION GROSS NATIONAL INFLATION TOTAL IMPORT DERT TOTA, o
PROCUCT RESERVE COVERAGE SERVICE EXTE:!‘HAL ﬁggﬁg TRADE Unit val STHER -?‘?-‘!CR
Total {Growth Per Real FOSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE ? aue égsﬂI:g“;Ecg
Rate Capita [ Growth Exports ;Imports ‘Balance ! Exports Imports LCIITMENTS
YEAR Rate ; . .
(000) ) ($) (%) (%) (% mil) (weeks) (%) ($ mi1) Gty [__ ] :(5 mil) (1975 = 100) ¢ mil)
1oy | 1984 3.2 N/A N/A
1971 | 2022 2.2 32 32 0
1972 1 5062 1.7 2.7 1.6 39 35 4
1573 | 2099 5 1.8 1.9 4.4 -3 37 52 -15
1974 | 2139 13 1.7 1.8 8.1 86 -15 42 46 | 2
175 | 2179 220 | 5.0 15 3.2 3.0 10.3 111 -37 45 65 -20
1976 | 2223 240 | 3.0 5 18.6 18.5 7.2 102 5 56 53 3
1.1 ) -
1977 | 2268 |(67-77 250 | 3.0 6 20.5 | 20.2 (1o11? 85 66 19
1978 1 5314 2.0 23.7 (12)
— — NS NS
1979 | !
SR . ) ] (13.5) ! ,
. S F— ;
1980 A (13.5) !
- o Lo A R R A
1. Est. debt service payments AFR/DR/APD  5.15.79



COUNTRY: Central African Republic

FOOD
= SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P?ggggggON NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
rccemended |LNTake ag Unmer food 1961-1978 TITLES
Average 0 wintzus [ Of Rec wnese  |Inter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice [Cassava Pweet I I1T Components
C"l“f‘: (/:‘:“' Cal:r1§26oommended Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy Potatoe II PVO {Muitio Gov.~-
ttorn Y i’:f_;i: Minimum ;."if‘f_“’" Varia- ! Lat. | Gov.
YEAR [oistribution bomrsces b tions +++ +|+ + + ++ + + Production + + + M+ + + +H + + +le = = o = = oo MT - |- - oo
[Csioties)  (caigries) (7) (9201 (%) 1961-1965=100{- — = —|- = = ~{— - - (Net Tmports)— = —f= = = —|o o o —j+ + 4 |+ + + |+ + (S000)+ 4|+ + + |+ + +
1
1970 100 100 |
]
. 100 | o7 | o6 A . 0 65| 0 |665| O
1971 L 4 42 1
! (68271} o 2
1972 104~ 101 O 1209 0 1209 o
1973 110 | 103 0 4501 0 | 450 | ©
1974 114 | 105 | (5.8) | (&) i (.09) 0 630 O |630| O
[
|
~ =Ay L , o) za 60 3
: 2220 1 (50) 110 ag 91 58, 41 30 2 5521 0 552 | 0O
9 s s Za ‘
BB 01298y (A7) | (.32){c.08) (.08)
. 115 99 on ze 41 59 61 0 9391 0 2391 0
1976 (122)
116 100 ou 57 45 20 62 0 138 0 138 0
1977 (&)
1978 222 &0 ¢8 o | 1% 4,2 o 1325 0 12251 0O
(73=78) (76=-70)K75-PS) | (75=78) (311) (312)
0 (479)] 0 (1962 0
1979 (479)
0 224 0 224 0
1980 (224) (224)
i AFR/DR/ARD
Surplus



coiiny: Chad
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPGRT DEBI TOTA
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTEIRJ.NAL :gg%:'rr TRADE Unit val ReuIR DONOR
Totak {Growth | Pexr Real FOSITION RATIO PEBT BALANCE e égg‘iﬁaggs
Rate Capita | Growth Exports Imports .Balance Exports Imports -

YEAR Rate : :

oo) (W O] ¢3) (1) ($ mLl) (weekn) (%) (¢ m11) (i) [___ _ (s miD) (1975 = 100) (§ mi1)
1570 13640 -4.1 3.9 N/A | N/A
1971 3713 1.0 §.8 28 62 =34
1972 13791 -11.5 10.1 8.6 5.3 36 61 -25
1973 3869 -6.0 5 1.5 1.0 3.5 -7 38 82 -44
1974 § 3449 10.0 12 15.3 8.5 3.2 138 -4 37 87 =50
1975 1 4030 120 - 15 3.1 1.2 5.6 149 -60 45 126 -31
1976 4115 120 =22.0 3.4 23.3 10.6 4.1 250 -5 56 113 -57

2.1 . (1)
1977 4200 (67-77] 130 -0.7 8.0 19.0 7.0 (12.7) 107 142 -35 74
]
2
1978 1 4285 -0.9 2.1 (13.7) 402
1979 (13.3)
1980 3 (13.4) , H
1. Estimated debt service payments T -
2. Excluding DAC AFR/DR/ARD 5.15.79

Y



COUNTRY: Chad

" FOO0D [
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PxItgngJggrson NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY t
et |z comendos [INERKE & ::‘::: f° 4 1961-1978 . TITILES
Average A0 Miatzz X Of ReCq uneae — |Inter- |[Total Per |[Cereals| Maize |Millet <Scighum| Rice |Cassava S“’eetca, 1 171 Components
:;":iia‘/:"n:; Calnti?asopmmended Equivelent | annual Capita Paddy Potat II PVO [MultiH Gov.- L
tifors  [Coce Minimum | i |Varda- ’ ! Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  |Dtscribueton |5 eqase Steved tions ++ + +l++ + 7+ ++ Production + + +[+ + + +H + + F|= == |o o |o 2 MP |- oo o
(Calories)  |(cg1ories) (%) 020:T) (2) 1961-1965=100 |~ - - —{- ~ - -} - —(Net Imports)— - =f- = = — |- = = |+ + 4 |+ 4 + |+ + (500004 4|4+ + + |+ + +
690 9 631 42 55 52
1970 97 1 97 le9-11
1971 101 99 0 137 0| 137 0
‘ [
1972 85 82 0 101 0f 101 0
1973 82 78 0 3081 0(3081 0
94 0 36678 014928 0
1974 88 L woey | () | (6 %)
1975 1820 500 98 90 564 10 523 30 54 46 0 821 0] 821 OA
X71-75) (9.4) (.5)
1976 96 87 569 10 507 50 56 46 0 748 628| 120 0
(19.4) (10) .5
1977 99 88 606 10 507 20 59 46 0 19603) 1266}5379 [12957
(18)
1978 1820} 560 0 20878) 2632|6042 11495
(76-78) 76 270 509 5.3 (132) (1289 (2430))
1679 0 (1005) (929)(1100)]
1980 (16500(939) |(711)| o |

AFR/DR/ARD



Gty - Comoros Islands

FOPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IMPORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE ‘ OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
) POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE . COMMITMENTS
Terai Growth | Per Real i Exports | Imports 'Balance | Exports Imports
Rate Capita | Growth . i .
YEAR Rate i i
oot () %) (Z) (€3] (5 mtl) (weeles) | (7) (6 w11y WS mil) J_(s mil) | _ | (1975 ~ 100} (§ mil)
1570 266 N/A N/A N/A <& N/A —
1971 272
1972 -
278

1271 284

1974 291 i
074 ~1.0
RSN BTy 200 71-79 R s
1976 303 130 5.7 32

- 2.5 A
1977 1 310 {(67-77 180 - .
1978 s 7

B Rel 0 DU

.7
1079 ~
| R ERIREt IR RSP

1950 .7 ' '

AR/DR/ARD  5.15.79



COUNTRY: Comoros Islands
FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA Prlzggt;g:;ou NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
Yecczmendad Incake a :‘r.::: :"ood £961-1978 TITILES
Average a0 sinimen b 0f Rec theae © |Inter- |[Toral Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava |Roots & I ITY “omponents
Caloric Conm- Calcrli ommended | Equivalent annual Capita Paddy Tubers 11 PVO Hu}-ti—{ Gov.-
:ﬁ?:gn/hy tncae 2700, 0y oum diserid.- |yaria- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  [otsezsbucton [Satiess P tions + 4+ + 4|+ + + +|+++ Production + + +l+ + + +|r + + +|- = = Jo == |- = MT -~ -|---|---
(Calories)  |(egiortes) ) (073) (2) 1961-1965=100 - — — —{— — — —|- — —(Net Imports) = = —j= = = =f= = = |+ + 4+ 4+ + 4+ |4+ + ($000)+ +{+ + + |+ + +
1970 N/A 0 0 0 c
13 4
1971
(69-y1) 9 70 81 0 0 0 0
1972 0 0 0 0
1973 0 0 0 0
1974 (18.6) (16.5) 0 0 oy o
2285 -15 16 4 12 80 93
1975 0 0 0 0
(71-75) (12.7) (10.4)
19 4 15 81 94
7 0 0 0 0
1976 (10) (8)
20 4 15 83 97
1977 (11) 0 0 0 0
101 | -1} 15 2.4 3 0 3 0
1978
(76478)
1979 0 0 0 0
1980 0 0 0 0
AFR/DR/ARD
-



CORIIRY: Congo

! .
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL , INFLATION TOTAL IMPORT DERT TOTAL CURREN
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL ACICSXE}:"J!.: TRADE Unlit val OT"EE DONOR
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE n alue AS?I&TANCE
Totak{Crowth | Per Real Exporta ' Im ‘Bal COMMITMENTS
Rate Capita |Growth p ports Balance | Exporcs Imports‘
YEAR Rate :
om| () $) ) (1) ¢ miy) | (ueekn) | ) ¢ mt) fswin || L[Sy || (1975 - 100) (6 mil)
taze 11191 | n/a 11.3
1971 {1219 10.5 40 82 -42
1972 ¥ 1249 10.3 6.0 8.7 78 91 -13
1973 11280 3 7.9 3.5 6.4 -78 | 123 126 -3
1974 | 1312 6 24.1 9.3 5.5 521 | -36| 261 124 137
1975 { 1345 540 0.0 17 13.8 4.5 7.3 520 -224 | 171 151 20
1976 11380 530 1.0 5 12.1 3.8 6.3 669 174 166 8
1977 | 1416 500 1.0 ‘13.4 3.4 (53) 193 216 -23
1978 | 1453 3.0 1.6 (62)
1679 (63)
1980 i J (63)

AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Congo

: 5 FoOD SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
i FOOD SUPPLY DATA
| PitiggltlggON NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
T comences [Intake ag et Faod 961-1978 TS
: tvacage a0 ntea % of Reco et Inter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava |Roots & 1 111 Components
i susption/Day 'gt::fzzxomended Eqd::::i;ns annual Capita 'Paddy Tubers 1I | PVO |Multi- Gov.-
! taifora catogie Minimum | geifcrt Varia- t Lat. | Gov.
:YEAR ?g;rizu:;"“pq“.d: Skaved tions + + 4+ +|+ + + +|+ + + Production + + +[+ + ++[H ++ +}- == [= == o= NI o cle caje--
t {Calorie (Calsries) () (ocoT) () 1961-1965=100 |~ = = =|= = = « |- - —(Net Tmports)= = =] = = =|- = - —l+ + + [+ 4 + |+ + (5000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1970 98 98
' 8 5 3 551 638 S

197
' 1972 97 93 0 1272 0 1272 0
1
{

1973 98 92 0 2603 0 2603 0
' 1974 98 89 60 0 2441 0 2448 0
1975 | 2235 | (1) 105 | 73 | _20 13 7 662 | 761 0 2087 ¢ 2087 o
' (71-75) (75)

-
1976 113 | 98 (733 14 8 761 | 868 0 2016] 0 |2016] ©
23 14 8 7 7
1577 115 96 69 871 0 2750 0 2750 0
2100 120 95 19 | 92 4.4 o
1978
(76-78) {(76-78) (76}-78) | (76-78) 0 2405{ 0 2405 O
1970 0 3627\ 0 |2627) 0
(365)
1930 0 0 ((387)] ©
AFR/DR/ARD
R



http:tLv.le.nt

ovnniiy . Djibouti

PUSULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IH'PORT DEDT TOTAL Cur
= RRENT "
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGL | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT TRADE Unit Value 2?:55 DS“"R
Total (Growth Per Real FOSITION RATIO DEBT  DALANCE 1 . Cogﬁ;‘g\'sggs
} Rare Capita |Growth 1 Exports i Imports ‘Balance | Exports Imports
YEAR Rate : : :
(nay (D (%) (%) (2) (§ mil) (weeks) | (%) (¢ mil) W$ w1y | l(S mil) { (1975 = 100) (5 mil)
170 1 156 < N/A —
1971
168
1972 { 180
1273 194
1974 | 210
8.6
1675 226 1940
(70-75
1976 | 245 417
(1
1977 7.8
265 [(67-77
|
19738 | 285 !
1979
} N e o
. ! : ;
1986 i, i
N t
._-.——1---—— - -—— —— !

1. Inci_uaes'Tfftj—ﬂ—im_—iéFEEj_.oh ‘ ' - ' -
2. sps, AID 1974 AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79



COUNTRY: Djibouti

FOOD - .
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
NET IMPORTS (O0OOHMT)
INDICES
TReccmended Intake a ;'nn:: i‘aod 1961-1978 TITLES

Average 7AC ¥iaiow & Of Rec u::.f B Inter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize |M{llet |Sorghum{ Rice Cassava I IIT Components

Catarie Con- fegierie ommended | Equivalens | annual Capita Paddy II I PVO lHulti-' Gov.=

tnetors o |tkel Minfmum | 28T Varga- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  |otscridbucdon {oopicee Shewed tions + 4+ + +[+ ++ +|+++ Production + + + [+ + + ++ + + +{- = = |- = = |o = UT . o - oo o=

(Qilories)  {rcaiortes) (D) (03237 (2) 1961-1965=100j- - - —{~ — - —]- - ~(Net Imports)e o —|= = = ~le = = _J+ + + [+ + 4 |+ + (S000)+ |4 + +{+ + +
1970 N R R e e s et D il St e R N N i R 4------t-=--=- - 0 0 0
1971 0 0 0
1972 0 0 0
1973 0 0 0
1974 0 0 0
1975 0 0 0
1976 2 V] 0
1977 (31) 0 0 0
1978 0 0 2810
1979 0 e 0
1980 0 Y 0

AFR/DR/ARD



Excl. DAC

cosnry:  Ethiopia
POPULATION | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT | DEBT TOT.
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SFRVICE | EXIERNAL ACCOUNT TRADE OTHER DONOR
POSITION RATIO "DEBT BALANCE Unit value ASSISTANCE
Total {Growth | Per Real ) £ . COMI{ITMENTS
Rate | Capita |Growth “xports | Imports 'Balance ! Exports Imports
YEAR Rate :
(009) (W) ) ) ) ($ mL1) (wecka) | (W) ($ mt1) |5 mity | _ ] (8 mil) | _ _ _ | (1975 = 100) (6 mil)
1970 |25168 3.7 11.3
1971 {25826 4.5 10.5 126 1e9 -63
1972 16506 4.8 92.6 | 95.4 8.7 167 188 | -21
1a73 |27204 2.8 8 176.9 | 42.5 6.4 75 | 238 | 213 25
1974 127921 2.6 9 257.9 50.2 5.5 566 55 267 273 -6
1975 128657 100 | 1.0 6 287.9 | 47.8 7.3 | 674 -46 | 240 | 313 | -73 | 100 | 100
1976 129411 100 2.0 28 305.9 45.2 6.3 698 -33 480 352 =72 177 106
1977 30198 (627.677 100 1.0 17 225.9 33.2 333 352 -19 180 114 124.4
: ) ; )
1978 |30953 1.0 15 165.9 | 23.8 (28.3) i 174 123 36.6
' ;
(28.5) ’
1979
1980 i (26.7) |
1. Debt Service payments estimates V AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.7% o



| COUNTRY: Ethiopia

l FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P;zggtlj(g;réon NET IMPORTS (000MT) P.L. 4B0O HISTORY
e e - Macomended Intake a 5“":‘ ;‘oad 1961-1978 TITLES -
Average s:; wntmm (o Of Rec J::.: " |Inter- |Total Per [Cercals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice |[Cassava| Wheot 1 I11 Components
Caloric Con-icgiorte  lommended | Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy I ;. PVO H‘-‘ltiﬂ Gov.-
’U:‘::::‘_:“/D‘y In:ak::ZWMinmum ;di::ttb.- varia- : | Lat. Gov.
YEAR mscributiang:gi:gi s::.,::‘ tions ++ ++l++++|+++ Production + + + M 4+ + + [+ + + +|= = = fo = = Jo =0 ML - e e e} - = =
(Calosies) |(cytaries) () (020:T) () 1961-1965=100 |- ~ - —|- - - |- — —(Net Imports)—- — —d- = - |- - |4 + 4+ + + 4+ [+ + (3000)+ +{+ + + |+ + +
1970 2150 190 162 102 840
4355 909 117 827 ; 0 0 3548 0 1151 3429
1971 96 | 99 | (65-71(69-71)|(69-71)| (69-71) 876
1972 9¢4 99 782 0 0 {10142 O 400 9741
1973 92 | 99 545 0 0 | 18377 0 | 490| 133
500
1974 91 | 101 | (-4) (L (-4) 0 0 159251 0 pos72138378
11975 | 2015 325 92 | 104 | (0) (1) 480 0 o [12717] o |[7891] 8726
. (71-75) (0) _
91 | 106 | 4480 | 986 159} 803 | (1) 460 9 o | 988c] o | 695/ 9184
1976 (16) ) (15) |
1977 87 | 103 | 4016 | 827 | 198| 671 420 0 0 {21137 o |20139] 998
(153) (10)
1610 730 69.0 (2499|4361 7.9 3858 800 190 713 0 0 |24480] 0 |15965| 6514
1978 | (Je_78) (3830)
0 0 20778 0 (4393){9079\
1979 (13747 ]
1982 0 0 (6567 0 *6869) o .
AFR/DR/ARD ] ‘






COUNTRY: _Gabon

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRCDUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA pgggtrxggon NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
leccemended [INEAKE asl Snmec fosd 11961-1978 TITLES
Average 2a0 Mintzum 1% of Ree L-::,: " |Inter- |Toral Per |Cereals| Matze |Millet |Sorghum| Rice |Cassava| Roots I 111 Components
Caloric 5""' Calcric bmmended | Equivalent { annual Capita Paddy & 11 PVO |Multi- Gov.-
::::Eggn P3Y Lacake: bMinigum , Siserib.- lyaria— ' Tubers ! Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  [otscridution ;2112-‘. ;'::f,:? tions ++++++++|+++ Production + + +f+ + ++l+ ++ 4+~ == |- == == MHI w o —1---
{Qalories)  [(caiorten’ (%) {20y (2) 1961-1965=100 |- — = «}= = = =|= ~ ~(Net Imports)~ = —f— = - - - — I+ + + J+- ++ |+ + {S00D+ +!+ + + |+ + +
{
_______________ L N/A—de oo e
1970 ¢ N/A 2 100 | 101
1971 2 2
l02 ) 102 (69} 71) 171 | 221 0 364 | 0 | 3641 0
1972 103 | 104 0 6 | o 306 | 0
1973 102 | 105 0 276 0 276 | 0
1974 163 | 106 0 301 0 1| 0
1975 102 | 106 4 2 2 180 231 0 549 0 529 1 0
1976 102 | 108 4 2 2 180 231 0 245 0 265 1 0
1977 103 109 4 2 2 180 231 0 0 0] 0 0
‘11978 0 0 0 ol 0
1058 1098
f1979 0 (229) 0 [(229) | ©
111980 423 0 (423)
AFR/DR/ARD
@)



comrry:  Gambia i
FPOPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATIGN | TOTAL INPORT DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTitZR DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVIGE | ENTELRNAL ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
, POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITHINTS
Total {Growth | Per Real Exports | Imports ‘Balance Exports Imports :
Rate Capita jGrowth i . : 5
YEAR Rate i
o0 (W %) (2) ) (§ mily (weeks) | () G nil) Sty || Gmb L __ ] 9rs 100 (5 mil) i
1970 463 i NA 0.7 NA NA NA
1971 473 1.0
1972 484 11.4 1.2
1973 495 16.2 1.3
1976 | 510 28.0Q Q.8 22 ?
1975 524 180 4.0 28.6 27.0 0.6 22 42 54 -12 _
1976 | 538 130 0.0 20.6 15.6 0.7 49 32 70 _!-38 ]
o . (1)
1977 | 553| 20 | 200 0.0 24.4 14.7 (.3) 52 85 |-33
I (CY SN ) __ o
1978 566 1.0 26.1 15.4 (.4)
(.5)
1979 i
| |
1980 X J (.6) ; :
. ,‘____ SRS QU N SO SO | — e b mm—————— T S S e e ————— D I e
1. Est. of debt service payments AVR/DRZAZDY 5.15.79

2. Excl.

DAC



COUNTRY: Gambia
FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA ?Iligg;lgggON NET IMPORTS (OGOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
e e ey coemended [IREEKE g‘““:‘ Food 11961-1978 TITLES
Average F:; Minicun & Of Rec u::.: 2 \inter- |[Total Per |Cercals| Maize |Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava|Roots I 111 Components !
! Cal“zic ‘;"D:‘ caloric bommended | Zquivalent | annual Capita Paddy & II PVO Hulti-ﬂ Gov.- |
; tattora Y E:i:‘:c pinimum | 8°T45.- |Varda- ' Tubers Lat. |’ Gov.
| YEAR |Discribucton [noyiete Seeved tions + + + +|+ + + +!+ + + Production + 4+ +H ++ 4+ +++|- - |- == |- = UT v alm = =] = = =
i (Caloties) [(caiories) (%) (00eyT) (7) 1961-1965=100 |~ = = —|= = = —=|= — —(Net Imporrs)—~ = —|o = = —j- = - —l+ + 4+ [+ ++ {++ ($000)+ +l+ + + |+ + +
11970 98 28
(69-73 (69-7_) 2255 394 11261 0
1972 104 108 2632 504 {2127 0
11973 91 97 3936 | 342 (3594 0
1974 103 112 6794 162 {3631 | 3000
1975 2320 60 103 114 3488 347 1 770 2872
(71-75) 94 10 31 9 9
1976 104 114 68 4 22 35 9 9 2025 854 {1171 0
(50) (5) (39) |
1977 102 114 51 2 32 11 7 7 2133 339 | 784 799
(42) (6.5) (32)
1978 | 2400 120 101 | 1 | 24| 1.6 87 | 100 5463 | 937 3026 {1007
(76-80) (76-78)(76478) |(76-78)
2408 | 2208 0
1979 2850)| (620)| (251
1980 (915)] (79621 (119) 0
— ATFR/DR/ARD
~
a



conrry . Ghana

POPULATION GRUSS NAT;. ° . ! INFLATION TOTAL IMPORT DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE SERVICE EXTLRNAL |ACCOUNT Unlt Value ASSISTANCE
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total {Growth | Per Real Exports | Imports 'Balance : Exports Imports
Rate Capita {Growth ; ;
YEAR Rate I
a0y () (%) (%) (%) (§ mtl) (weekn) | () Gty (S miny |_ | [(S mil) f__ _ | (1975 ~ 100y ($ mil)
1970 | 8638 4.9 n NA NA
1971 1 8871 7.1 344 421 =77
1972 } 9111 107.4 9.4 3.2 432 293 139
1973 1 9357 189.0 11.2 2.2 127 630 453 177
1974 | 9609 93.8 3.0 2.4 897 =172 755 822 -67
1975 { 9809 380 0.0 149.9 9.9 3.3 794 -2 807 791 16
1976 {10135 370 -3.0 104.2 6.4 4.6 835 -89 804 845 41
= 3%
) 42.7
1977 10410 { . 0 -1.0 162, - '
41 (57277)38 1 62.3 (30)
- 2.85
1978 jL0695 0.0 271.0 (33)
1979 (31)
—— e - e - . e el c——— . ———— - - e s f e ia—— . - - N . .. . e erie = s - i
1982 (34) :
e e T e ‘ - AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79
1. Excl. DAC a

2. Estimated debt service payments on debt outstanding.



COUNTRY:

Ghana

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P;{ggggggon NET IMPORTS (00OMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
2eccmendad Intake as 5“‘::: i°°d 196--1978 TITL.ES
Average : == [ of Rec _-::‘: " |Inzer- |Total Per |Cerecals| Maize |Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava I ITT Components
o o ommended | Squtvalent | aanual Capita Paddy II [ PVO [Multid Gov.-
tasfora  |o Minimum | JSISURIS- Varja- ' ! Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |pises-bezian ig Stewed tions 4+ 4+ 4+ +14+ 4+ + +|+ ++ Production + + + [+ + + +[F +++|- - = |- = oo MHT - cje = o] - -
(Gilerzes) %) (o) (%) 1961-1965=100)- - - —|- - - —|- - —(Net Imports)— — —|- = ~ —jo — - |+ + 4 b+ + |+ + (S000)+ +|+ + + [+ + +
1970 2200 100 101 101 80 940 1459
1971 102 104 687 417 120 147 67 965 1486 5684 13443 0
G- ~(69-71) -—--- ----
1972 95 100 72 995 1574 0 4636 4309 359 ]
1973 97 105 75 1020 1534 0 44361 4410 24 0
1974 1051 116 73 1030 | 1575 0 6392 | 4665|1727 0
(176) (10) (39)
1975 2240 60 87 | 100 671 70 1080 | 1625 0 7838 | 6907 | 156 0
(71-75) (72)  |(-13)
1976 83 98 | 457 352 | 70 81 | 64 110 | 1675 0 8374 | 6647(1927 | ©
(162) (1D ) (43)
1977 791 96| 601 | 305! 70 es |60 1140 | 1725| © P4800 {12198 |2598 |LD004&
(289) 47 (30) (43)
1978 1930 z70 84 144711079 6.7 400 130 150 0 111681} 783513846 ¢+ 0
(76-78) (76-78)| (76+78) {(76-78) (3153)
1979 I 68 14862 112515 2345 ]
(4271%(3671)i(599)
68
1980 (3534){(3288)[(250)| o
AFR/DR/ARD
=
.

\



munny.  Guinea

POPULATLON GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMFORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTIHER NGNOR
PROSUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
, POSITION RATIO DEST BALANCE ] COMMITMENTS
.Total. Gr;‘;;z gg;ita égg;th Exportsg iImports ‘Balance | Exports Imports
YEAR Rate |
0G0y (1) %) ) 1) ¢ atl) (wecks) | () ¢ mily Y mid) | _ | 1[5 miy ! ] (1975 = 100) (5 mii)
1970 3925 NA NA NA 28.7 NA NA NA !
!
1971 | 4007 2.1 37.2 :
i
1072 | 4094 2.9 28,6
1973 14184 6.9 36.0
Le7¢ | 4280 9.0 20.1 890
i
1975 | 4379 200 9.1 10,5 915 105 140 25
1976 4481 210 11.0 20.8 952 260 110 90
T (2) ; e
1977 | 4580 230 5.0 (148) f 6.4
) ; | @3)
1978 | 4696 (133) | 16,9
1979 . az7) {
1390 A (104) :
B NS , - iy ‘ A
1. Smuggling problems exist AFR/OR/ARD  5.15.79

2. - Est. debt service payments on debt outstanding
3. Excluding DAC



COUNTRY: Guinea )
FOOD
CTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA Prlaggxlxggon S THooRTs C000MT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
— - Recomendee ;‘“ake 35 emas 1o [61-1978 ' SR E— TITLES :
watage e oo £ R Inter- |Total Per |[Cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava|Swee Components
él::::: Cen- E:goﬁcm om:endzg ;-::::alcn: annual Capita Paddy Potato II ; PVO IMulti~ Gov.-
suapeton/Day brorake: 2310y, oo b cdesertve- |yapian ! Lat. |' Gov. -
YEAR §;‘f§‘:i§“mg:§§§§i nttora tions + 4+ 4+ 4|+ ++ ++++ Production + + + [+ + + +H + + H|m == fo == |- MT o |a oo oo
(Calories)  [(cyigries) [63) 000:7) (%) 1961-1965=100 |~ - - —I- — - — |~ = —(Net Tmports)— = ~|- = = - |- = c 4+ ++ 4+ ++ [+ + (500004 +l+ + + |+ + +
1970 100 100 165 72 480 92 0
1971 101 99 808 170 74 364 490 95 0 743 0 743 0
1972 94 90 174 76 505 97 0 5371 0 5371 0
1973 89 83 174 78 520 100 0 1390 0 1390 0
91 83 1(63) 178 78 (30) 530 102 0 2693 0 113 110
1974 (14) (3)
94 84 685 182 80 (36) 540 104 0 9127 0 956 | 8171
s | 2010 300
197 (71-75) (67) (8)
100 86 770 188 80 375 550 106 0 4236 0 403 | 3826
1976 41 0 (13)
100 84 765 170 80 326 560 108 0 516 0 516 0
1977 (28] ) ) (35)
o | 1920 390 83 1208|434 | 2.8 350 23| o |ussss] o | 16 he32
(71-75)
23 0 n 0 0 0
1979 (6.0)
26 0 0 0 0 0
1980 (6.0)
n AFR/DR/ARD

O



omaney:  Guinea-Bissau-

YEAR

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

19746

1977

19178

1979

1280

1. Excluding DAC

POPULATION GROSS NATIOHAL | INFLATION | TOTAL 1MPORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
PGSITION RATIO 'DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total/{Growth Per Real Exports | Imports 'Balance Exports Imports
Rate Capita |Growth .
Rate |
Qo) (W) ) (%) (%) (% mil) (weeka) | (%) (S mily W& mi1y [ _ (S mi) | | (1975 « 100) ($ mil)
487 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
492
:98
507
544
590 120 7.1 12 38 ~26
o (71-75 _ . L
600 140 1o 30 -20
610 | 0.8 | 160 13 36 -23 24.4
67-77) .
- - 1)
- _._-I,A-....._ ._._!l v — ) ———— ——
I ;
T eTTT T o 7 AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY:

Guinea Bissau

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION h P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDTOES NET IMPORTS (OQOMT)
locementee |INtake ag farct Food 1961-1978 _ TITI.ES
average [ d % of Recq wmege © lInter- |Total Per |Cerealsi Malze [Millet |Sorghum{ Rice [Cassava I 111 Components
c:.lm:i:: 7:"- bommended | Exutvalent | annual Capita Paddy IT | PVO |Multid Gov.-
el Minimum | ;EHEerib lyarya- : Lat. | Gov.
B eved tions + + + +j+ + + +|+ + + Production + + +l+ + ++MH ++ 4}~ - - |- - - [- - MT - _jo |-
{catazies) (¢3) (%) 1961-1965=100]- - - -]~ = - |- ~ _(Net Tmports)— = —f- = = e = - |+ ++ |+ + 4+ [+ + (50004 4l + + |+ + +
1670 | NJA
1971 6
' (69-71) 0 0 0
1972
0 0 0
972 |
e 0 0 0
975 |
17 (32) | (1.1 (31) 0 0 0
vags | 2315 5 47 5 | 35 -
- L C71-75) (16) | (0.2) (14) 0 0 0
Lamg 106 7 5 80 :
' ; (35) (6.5) (11) 0 0 464 0 464 0
1077 55 4 5 40
SR (27) (13) 0 0 | 4420 0 0| 4420
1278 0 nua 100 0|25 15 6 0 0 (13386 0 | 5156|8229 ﬂj
e 3 0 o |2138] o | 2138 o
1379 i 77) (472) -
i :
L¢80 : 0 0 |(455) 0 [(455) 0
. i
= - AFR/DR/ARD



Tyvory Coast

Estimated debt service payments

CORTINY : T
PGPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL INPORT DEBT TOTAL CURRENT : .
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL {ACCOUNT TRADE Unit Value 2§;§§T2332“
POSITION RATIO "DEBT BALANCE L COMMITHENTS
Total, Grgzz!‘; gg;ica gg:}:th Exports ]Imports .Balnnce Exports Imports |
YEAR Rate :
(000} (W) () (%) (%) (% mtl) (weeka) | (%) (S mtl) WS mavy |__ _ | (G mil) L 1 (1975 = 100) (§ mil)
1970 3625 6.7
1971 | 3825 4.7 7.7 457 | 400 57
1972 | 6030 3.7 87.2 8.2 553 454 99 66.9 62,2
1973 | 6247 4.5 12 88.4 7.2 ~219 | 858 {-110 148 86.2 65.8
1975 6471 3.6 18 65.7 8.0 1196 -61 1214 964 295 1110.7 90.7
1975 { 6703 570 8.0 12 102.8 4.8 9.1 1527 -384 11181 1127 54 |110.0 ;100.0
1976 | 6944 650 12.5 12 76.5 3.1 9.1 2221 -206 [1631 1296 335 139,1 {106.6
R (1)
1977 | 7190 | 3.6 | 710 7.8 26 185.7 5.5 (243) 2157 1756 401 |226.9 [118.6
- (67-77
1978 | 7379 2.9 293.5 5.9 (308)
(328)
1979 :
1950 - ] (341) §
1. AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Ivory Coast 1

- FOOD .
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA Pl;gggg:;ON NET IMPORTS (O0OMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
. 4 [fotake a Unzecr Food 1961~1978 . TITLES

Average :':;‘,:::::: % of Rec :-;::: " |Inter- [Total Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum| Rice ‘{Cassava I 1171 Components

Cajoric Con= |r;ycpqc bommended | Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy II | PvVO Multi-{lcov.-

susption/Say lnnk-:2310M1 im -dtstrib.- |yarig~ ’ l Lat. Gov.

Caifora Ccalsric nimum Tnifora “ P i . N IR S S ME = bt
YEAR  [Dtscribucton |gaeciz Skeved tions + + + +|+ + + + [+ + + Production + + + |+ + + ++ + + +

(Calories)  |(cqiortes) (%) (9cmr) (%) 1961-1965=100 |- - — ~|~ ~ = —|~ « -(Net Imports)e - ~|o = = —lu = = |+ + 4 |+ + + [+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +

461
1970 102 101 K66-70 540 1551
31 14 35=
1971 104 | 106 G----}(69-71D---> | 567 | 1555 0 0 0 13147 0
1972 103 108 585 1520 0 0 6206 0 |6206 0
1973 107 115 624 1624 0 0 5631 0 {5631 0
1974 106 115 625 1680 0 0 1388 0 {1388 0
2630 1
1975 | (71-75) (320) 114 | 129 | 563 1146 | 2206 | © 0 [3583| o0 3583 ] o0
617 426 :
1976 116 135 (131)} 1015 41 32 (30) | 1200 2030 0 0 483 0 483 0
440
1977 118 | 141 (g‘{;) 1150 40 35 | (144) | 1100 | 1900 | o0 0o {132] o {132 ] o
1978 2680 116 [(399)(138)| 2.9 35 | 430 0 0 | 448| 0 |48 | 0
(76-75) (370) | ¢----~ (76-78) -=—p~---->
443 443
1979 0 O laen; 9 laen| ©
1980 0 0 (31) 0 (31) 0
AFR/DR/ARD
]'S\n:plus




ey Kenya |

YEAR

1970
1971
1272
1373
1975
1975
19746
1977
1978
197%

1980

2.

Debt service payments - est.

3/ Excluding DAC

POPULATION | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL INPORT | DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE CTHER DONOR
PRGDUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL |ACCOQUNT . Unit Value ASSISTAN&E
Total |Growth | Per Real FostTION RATIO DEBT BALANCE E ' . COMMITHENTS
Al Rate Capita |Growth xports | Imports .Balance Exports Imports
Rate
(000} (D %) (7) (%) (§ mil) (weeks) | (7) G mi) (G mty | _ ] (S mtl) 1 ] (1975 = 100) (% mil)
1143Q 5,5
11807 7.0 5.4 312 562 =250
12197 6.8 202.0 | 19.6 6.2 359 535 =176 57 44
12600 5.5 233.0 19.4 5.6 -126 477 619 -142 66 53
13016 4.1 193.3 9.8 4.3 776 -308 603 1025 =422 87 79
13446 230 0.7 173.4 9.5 4.3 1090 -215 606 944 -338 100 100
13890 250 5.0 275.5 14.8 5.0 1249 -84 794 969 ~225 136 116
o . 62 ¢ I e E R B
14350 3.3 270 4.5 523.3 21.1 5.0 (65) 1137 1289 -152 193 125 256
Lo |67-79) R _
(1) (1) i 3)
14846; 3.5 4.5 355.7 13.9 17.0 (7y) ! 150
(87) |
RS NS S N A—
(98) : i
H
" "1. World Bank est. March 1979

AR/DYARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Kenvya

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P;{gg!{g’é‘gON . NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
* [Recommended Intake a ﬁ:i:: incd L961-1978 ) - TITLES
Averags 10 aeatzuz [ 0f Rec ;;hu: ® |Inter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize |Millet [Sorghum{ Rice [Cassava [Vege- I IIT Components
Cﬂ“:f;n‘/’;"“ Calat1=23mommended Equivalenc | annual Capita Paddy tables IT PVO {Multi-{ Gov.-
bl eaiiaid _“‘:‘:‘_ Minimum ;:i;:'“’-' Varia- : Lat. | Gov.
YEAR {otscrtbucton {577, ot Sreued | tions + + + +|+ + + +!1+ ++ Production + + + [+ + + +fH + 4+ +|- - - |- - - |- MT o l|la -l o
(Calories)  |(caiories) [63) (o ') (%) 1961-1965=100 |- - — -]~ = - —j- -« —(Net Imports)- — —|- = = —|o = = _J+ + 4 |+ + + |+ + 30000+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1970 102 102 29 N/A | 180
1971 97 100 |2034 | 1423 127 32, 250 0 0 41591 4159 ¢ 0
1974 93 |106 13 404 0 0 1228} 1228| © 0
2190 | 160 1 (-53) 0 0 0|0
1975 (71-75) 92 08 (71-76) 32 425 2085} 2085
2286 | 1650 135 0 0 0 0
1976 95 116 (-107) |¢-11%) 37 420 3724 3724
2 ) ol o
1977 101 127 (gg? }Zgg’ 140 37 430 0 O | 2975| 2975
1978 | 2220 | 100 | 96.0 l|165{874] 2.8 219 | 1600 | 140 0 0 1 o517] 2517) @ | O
(76-78) Gmmme H(76478) 4----2 >
0 0
1979 0 0 7540( 7540
-
1980 (2412) 0 0
AFR/DR/ARD
~



coirmry: Lesothp

H ]
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL TMPORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTLCRNAL |ACCOUNT . Unit Value ASSISTANCE
POSITION RATIO ‘DEBT RALANCE COMMIVMENTS
Total {Growth | Per Real Exports | Imports ‘Balance | Exports Imports
. Rate | Capita |Growth ! ! .
YEAR Rate
(oomp (W Q) ) () (§ mil) (weekn) | () (¢ mily W& miD) | j($ w1y | o (1975 - 100) ¢ mil)
(1)
1270 1066 NA NA NA NA 9.6 NA NA NA
1
1971 hogo 7.1
1972 1115 5.1
1973 {1141 - 3.2
1974 11166 2.1 18
1975 7.3 )
°"* h192 190 |0l ody o 32 | 23 13126 [ -1313
1976 {1226 210 2.5 29 18 140 -122
1977 e
1248 1 &0 230 |_(.45) |
. . (2)
1978 {1276 (.45) 23.2
1979 (.46)
1920 A i ‘ :
- d .. L4y L
. . AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79
N 1. Numbers should be treated with more than the usual caution.

2. Excl. DAC

li:/ﬂb

¢



COUNTRY: Lesotho

FOOD
' SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SWPPLY DATA PRODUCTION : ) P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES NET IMPORTS (00MwMT)
- — Jrecomender. [Entake ag Uner Food 1961-1978 . TITLES
Aversge FAO Miniz= 4 Of Recq tmeac 7 JInter- |{Total Per |Cerecals] Maize |Millet |Sorghum| Rice ([Caesava I 111 components
Caloric Can= fug)oric bmmerded | Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy I1 PVO [Multi- Gov.-
;:ﬁ:gn/my E“"k‘:?zsoﬁinimum sdiserib.- lyarig- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR [otscridecion |oapege gnifor tioas + + 4+ +[+ + 4+ ++ + + Production + + 4+ + +HHF tF tfm e = |= - = o e MT - oo o o= - -
(Calories)  {icqiories) (%) (oo (7) 1961-1965=100 |- -~ - -]~ = = ~]- ~ —(Net Imperts)— — —|- - = -}~ o = A+ + + l+ ++ |+ + (S000)+ +{+ + + |+ + +
1970 it St NfA~---- Fo--
1971 0 0 |19421] 9391[9530] ©
1972 0 0 |11618| 55395679 0
1973 0 0 {11090| 6018{5077| O
1974 » 0 0 12078| 6002( 6026 0
170 80
1975 2125 155 . o
(71-75) (6) (10) 0 0 7877; 3968!5910
257 130 -
1976 (63.6) (63) (1e) 0 0 13127 5958; 1669 0
186 170
1977 (64.6) (64) (10) 0 0 12384 6464|5920 0
1978 (72133) 105 15 (1556_78§31 5.3 0 0 {13444 7325/8124) O
19555} 124177107
1979 0 0 (5591) (4061) 0
1980 0 0 0 [(3977) 4]
AFR/DR/ARD
/
/
o



2.

Excluéing DAC

owrny:  Liberia
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL m'r-om DEDRT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER NDONOR
PRODUCT SERVE COVERAGE ) SERVICE .EXTEP‘NAL ACCOUNT . Unlt Value ASSISTANCE
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COIRUITMENTS
Total {Growth Per Real Exports ! Imports ‘Balance Exports Imports
Rate Capita |Crowth ' :
YEAR Rate i
om ) ) (%) (§ mtl) (weeka) | () ($mtl)  H(§ mit) | _ ] [(s mil)y i (1975 ~ 100) (3 mil)
1n/a0 1342 | 7.2 NA
1384 6.6
1901
1972 {1428 6.0 270 179 91 52.4
1973
1473 19 5.2 374 193 1331 58,1
i
1974 13539 19 13.6 4.7 211 460 288 : 12 76.4
1975 {1567 360 -1.1 14 13.9 2.2 5.1 276. 394 331 63 100.0
1976 |1616 410 2.1 6 17.2 2.2 4.3 348 457 399 58 106.8
‘ (1)
1977 lee6 | 3.1 | 430 3.0 6 27.3 3.0 (25) 448 464 16 118.3 40,2
I (2)
1973 11717 10 18.0 2.0 (25) ! 44.4
e SR, SN ;
1979 (31) :
1950 - (32) ;
. . APR/DR/ARD  5.15.79
1. Estimated debt service payments. o ?




COUNTRY: Liberia
00D SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA Pigggggon NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
. - Li cmenced |[RtakE @ 5“:‘ {“d 1961-1978 . TITLES .

Average r:; wiatam % of Rec ;_-;:_: ? llnter- [Total Per |[Cereals| Maize {Millet [Sorghum] Rice [Cassava 1 11T emponents

Calorie Con- opjgric bmmended | Equivalens | annual Capita Paddy 11 PVO |Multi~ Gov.-

:':3;:n/°‘y é“:“f;zﬂ‘oﬂinmum ;dif"”’-' Varia- : Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  [otscrtbuzton |3oeices Shevad tions + + + +l+ + + + |+ + + Production + 4+ 4+ + + b+ + e - - oo |- oMT ool oS

(Calories)  |(caigries) (1) (0227 (%) 1961-1965=100 |- - — —j~ = - —|- —~ —(Net Imports)— — —|- = — —jo = ~ {4+ + 4+ |+ + + |+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1570 103 | 102 11 235

. 184
1971 104 | 106 11 (69-71) | 237 0 0 |1092 | 1059 35 0
1972 104 108 11 244 0 0 2747 | 1441 | 1305 0
1973 105 112 11 250 0 0 2208 | 1725 483 0
1974 107 | 117 11 258 0 0 |2138|1289{ 855| 0O
2010 00 ’
1975 173039y | 2 02 | 15 |28 11 o3 | 268 o | o |2689| 762|1927| o
245 245 .
1976 102 117 7 11 (37) 275 0 0 1343 C 1343} .0
1977 100 | 118 | 239 | 11 Gar | 285 0 o | 131} o 131] o
2230 16 |209 ’
1978 |(76-78) 80 97 |(76478) | 4.2 0 0 | 397( 0 3971 0
852
1979 0 0o | 82| 0 (218) o0
1980 0 0 0o |0 |3 o
AFR/DR/ARD




coznry: Madagascar
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT DEDRT TOTAL CURREL 8
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE _EXTLRNAL Accougg TRADE Unit Value RggfngSEOR
Total {Grow=h Per Real FOSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE CO-‘NITMAENES
RaEc Copita |oemmth Exports ilmports ‘Balance Exports 1Imports
YEAR Rate A
(000)} (%» ) €3] (2) ($ mil) (weekn) | (2) (¢ mil) (S w1y | ] (¢ mily | _ (1975 - 100) ($ mil)
1970 |6800 3.5
1971 {6967 4.3 147 | 214 | -e7
1972 17137 52.2 13.4 | 3.8 166 205 -39
1973 i
7312 6 67.9 18.4 53 -11 203 203 0 i
1974 l
2491 22 49 .4 8.5 3.0 240 =24 244 281 =37 Jf
1975 17675 190 | 1.0 8 35.6 5.1 | 4.0 293 204 | 366 | -72
1976 | 7863 200 .5 5 42.2 7.7 5.0 326 266 285 -19 '
) . ()
1977 | 8055 2.1 210 NA 3 68.9 (16) 73.2
' 1=77 —
i (2)
1978 18252 NA 59.2 (15) | 34.1
-— i
1979
. - (13), . ! o -
1980 ;
—— Lgsy P .
. AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79
1. Est. debt service payments
2. Excl. DAC



COUNTRY: Madagascar

%

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SMPPLY DATA PRODUCTION NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES
B s [REGKE 29 1 i fPO11978 orghum| Ri c Sweet I 11 Tlnéirsnnonents
werige  festosy ler seecs in - |7 ta1 Millet [Sorghum ce assava e
K zun (o Of R Inter Total Per |[Cereals| Maize g < :
‘\::;::ﬁ Con- Zﬁc:i:i = om?xendzg ;Ei:\:nxm: annual Capita Paddy Potatoeq 11 IF P70 jMulti- .GOV'- f
“igdanlmy :“”"'""ZZAOM:anum sdiserty.- (yaria- : Lzt. | Gov.
YEAR |oiscrevucton §:§i;§§ ators tions + 4+ + 4|+ + + +[+ + + Production + + [+ k4 AdH A4 A+ AH|- == - = o |- = ($()r(§0)-: ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
(Calores)  {(caiories) (2) (9203, ) 1961-1965=100 {- - — —|- = - ~|~ — —(Net Tmports)= = —|- = = <o = « |+ + + |+ ++ |+ +
126.7 105 1218} 350
1370 2350
1990 1865
1971 128.9) g5 7p| 113 (69-70y | 1213 328 0 0 0
1972 2376 130.9 108 1233 345 0 0 0
1
1973 2319 123.1 07 1175 | 300 0 0 0
119 1378 | 309 0 0 0
1974 | 2386 133.11 (101 (86)
2380 122 1400 | 279 0 0 0
1975 1(71275) 134.81 113y 75 (63)
; 2179 | 131 2043 1 1400 | 289 0 0 0
1976 139.6 (113) (71)
5 140.8| 2355 | 121 Zaey | 1425 | 300 1164 |1139 | 30| o
1977 -l (149) (
2425 1962 2801 | 1164 ol o
1978 |76-78) 107 {148 252 | 2.3 129.6
5 o |7103 15977 1126 | o
1979 (2407)| (2040) | (367)
0 0 teunlams | cen | o
1980 ( )| (1744) | (347)
AFR/DR/ARD
-""‘




COARTERY -

Malawi

TEAR

1972
1973
!97A
1975
1976
1977
1978
197?

1950

; r,
POPULAT IO GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IMPORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT N
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL JACCOUNT TRADE Unit Value gggngggggR
POSITION RAT10 "DEBT NALANCE . ‘ COMRMITMENTS
Total Cr;:éz gg;itﬂ gggith Exports !Impotta ‘Balance Exports Imports
Rate i
ooy (2 %) ) (2) (¢ mll) (weeks) () Gry G wny | (4 mily | —— 4 Q9715 - 100) (5 mil)
i .
4441
4552 10.5 71 108 =37
HE666 7.7 36.2 79 128 -49 60.2 52.3
791 7.8 5 66.4 -28 98 141 -43 67.2 60.9
K916 5.0 15 81.8 8.0 322 =35 1231 188 =07 85 .3 82.3
5044 130 5.8 15 61.5 16.5 7.0 332 ~-78 109 197 -88 100.0 (100.0
5175 130 7.0} 4.3 26.2 7.9 6.0 343 137 171 ~34 111.7 114.4
‘ (1)
5309 2.5 140 5.7} 4.5 88.0 24.9 (13.8) 160 184 =24 149.6 128.2] 123.9
e - - : {2)
5449 5.7 8 78.1 21.3 (15.8) I 137.0 42.7
- SIS FSSU B (29)
(15.1)
| las.a i SN [ S
. ) AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79
1. Estimated debt payments or: debt outstanding
2. Excluding DAC




COUNTRY: Malawi
FOOD
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION SELECTED ?Sﬁ?gkigo?gggrlr?? AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES
\cecmended |IRTake a tamet food 1961-1978 . TITLES
Average :-"\5'3;:2:; . of Rec w:::: ™ Inter- |Total Per {Cereals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice |[Cassava |Peanuts I 111 Components
C"‘l""‘“ ‘I:?‘"' Calerizs _ ommended Equivalent annual Capita Paddy II PVO |Multi Gov.-
caitorm ) ’i""_‘k?:_234“]“1inimum potaerid.- |varta- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  jotscrideeion ;;’:’,52222 5-2;;:;' tions + + + ++ + + + |+ + + Production + + + [+ + + +H ++ +|- == |- == |- = MT < ole - ofa oo
(Calories)  |lcarortes) (%) (020D (%) 1961-1965=100 |- — — —|- — = —|- - —(Net Imports)— = |- = — —J— = = |+ + 4 |+ 4+ + !+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + | + + +
}
- 9 !
1970 2150 170 92 |114.4 144 155
1066 78 19
1 109 [132.0{(1168) 145 1170 | o | o | 167 | 167| 0| O
1972 2411 +91 114 {147.5 30 147 170 0 0 335 | 202 | 133] 0O
1973 2435 +115 110 [140.0 18 150 165 0 0 515 { 185 | 330| O
, (.3 39
1974 2397 +77 108 {144.8) (17) | (.5) (11) 100 165 0 0 210 51 205] 0O
1975 2375 +55 32 8C 165 ol 333] o0
(71-75) 103 [131.4( (41) |(20.5) (1.2) {(.5) 0 G 333
1134 1100 105 32 80 169 -
1976 109 1140.8] (43) ](10.6) (L.2) (-7 0 0 333 0 3331 0
1257 1250 105 32
1977 112 1129.6{ (10) (-10) 80 | 173 | o 0 | 80l o| 8o1| o
2165 : 105
1978 1 (76-78) 155 93 |92 |41l 6.7| 104 |143.7| 1400 | 1250 0 0 | 609 01 609) 0
2422 2422
1979 0 O lwin| % |ein °
1980 (930) 0 (930) 0
AFR/DR/ARD
P
z\.’_;:\



COARTIRY :

POPULATION

GROSS NATIONAL

IMPORT

2. Est. debt service payments on debt outstanding.

TOTAL DERT TOTAL TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE [ COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL . Unit value ASSISTANCE
POSITION RATIO "DEBT COMMITHENTS
Total,{Growth Per Real Exports }Imports ‘Balance Exports Imports ,
. Rate Capita |Growth | . R
YEAR Rate |
(000) (%) $) (2) ($ nil) (weeka) | () ($ mi1) o ][ $ mil) _l _ - _ ] 915 « 100 5 mil)
1970 [°141 1.8
1971 5207 2 1.6 3.6 60 -24
1972 |5257 4 2.6 1.4 42 79 =37
1973 396 4 1.8 6.0 532 127 -74
1974 15527 6 1.6 3.0 450 64 180 +116
(1)
1975 5803 100 14.1 4 1.2 3.0 481. 51 168 117 160
e . _K25.0)
1976 {5960 100 9.0 7 2.5 3.0 560 82 144 ~-62 216
) (2)
1977 110 | 2.2 | 110 7.4 8 1.9 (27) 130 165 -35 207
{67-717
1978 6266 .7 10 3.1 (23)
1979 (27)
RN N SV S T I e e emean E
1980 A (26) ] B , :
1. Actual payments to IDA alone would amount to a 25% debt service ratio in 1975. AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Mali
FooD SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P?gggg:iori NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
o e |{pccmendad gntake a ngt Food 1961-1978 . . TITLES
Average A0 Miatnun & Of Rec w::.: * linter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize {Millet |Sorghum| Rice |Cassava|Roots & I II1 Components
Caloric Con= lea1crtc ommended | Equivalenc |. 2nnual Capita Paddy Tubers II | PVO |Multid Gov.-
;:3:::.“”" {:::ﬂzﬁckinimum ;,"t:“‘"’" Varia- | I Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |diseritucton [5aggcss Sheven tions + + 4+ +1+ ++ +|+++ Production + + +{+ + + + [ + + 4f= = = |- = = Jo o MT o |- o] -2
(Calories)  l(caiortes) (7) (0cerT) (%) 1961-1965=100 f- - - -]~ - - - |- ~ —(Net Tmports)— — —|- = — wju = o d++ 4 b+ + + [+ + ($000) % 4|4 + + [+ + +
1970 2170 180 101 102.:_[ 80 138 155
. 1971 2303 47 96 97.2 80 787 150 150 0 0 21144 0 2377 [24766
1972 1753 597 79 82.0 60 140 140 0 0 15734 0 2601 (13132
1973 | 1750 600 66 | 81.6 80 140 | 140 0 0 |[32967] 0 | 9204[23762
{1974 70 | 81.31(227) | 60 150 140 0 0 |95885| 0 {12605 (83250
1774 576 (46) | (101)
1810 540 84 71.6} 1012 60 155 150 84
1975 0 0 44450 0 2123 (42346
(71-75) (117) | (28) (25)
1976 88 |112.0| 1150 | 60 804 155 | 155 85 0 0 s o sl o
: (59 (10) (-3
‘ 87 1110.5] 1146 | 60 850 160 | 160 86
19 0 0 154 o 541 0
13977 (50) (10) (-10)
11973 1780 570 76 1381 4711 5.0 113.5 0 0 23376 0 |13394 (10002
(76-78) (76-80) | (76+80) | (76-80) 900 (1871) |(1109)
1979 0 0 2765 0 2764 0
(497) (492)
1980 0 0 (299) 0 {299) 0
AFR/DR/ARD



YEAR

1970

1971

1972

73

974

1975

1974

1377

ta7a

1979

1730

runiy.  Mauritania
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL INFORT | DERT TOTAL CURRENT
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE { EXTCRNAL |ACCOUNT TRADE Unit Value 323‘52133?’3’*
‘Toral iGrowth Per Pecal FOSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE ' . EOHHIT&EQTS
Rate | Caplta |Growth Exports :Importn Balance | Exports Imports
Rate ; : :
(mml 3) ) ) () (8 m1) | (weckn) | (D) Grn ¢ my |- s min 4_ 1 1975 - 100 (5 nily
l
1275 ! 3.2
1305 3.3
133E5 13.5 10.0 8.6
1356 i 7 42,2 18.2 5.5 14
1398 13 103.8 43.7 6.0 373 47
1431 240 -71 11 47.7 16.2 70.0 413 -43 167 15% +13
1464 250 8.9 14.1 82.0 23.0 37.0 619 -56 184 185 -1
1495 2.0 270 -.7 10 .50.3 12.7 (43) W 155 205
I (87=77) =30 35
1529_‘ 3 .0 72.9 19.5 (56) 7.8 @
(55)
i ) (53) N i ) ) -l; ) I
1. ! !
SRS SRR SN S SO S e —
1. Est. debt service payments AFR/OR/ARD  5.15.79
2. Excl. DAC




COUNTRY: Mauritania

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SHPPLY DATA P;{gggggou NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
- Recsmendad [IRtake a 3“‘;‘ Food 1961~1978 . TITLES .

Average %‘C\SE;ia':.-.-:-: %z of Rec ;,-;:',: * linter- |Total Per [Cercals{ Maize |Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava Roots & I I1T vomponents

C‘:crfc Con= |-iycric bmmended | Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy Tubers II I__PVO Multi-] Gov.-

?_.:f_’?:,;"lky E“f"ff:.znoﬁinimum ;dﬁ:m.- Varia— ! ! Lat. |" Gov.
YEAR |stsezisucton e tions + + + +l+ + + +|+ + + Production + + ++ + + +[H+ + + #[= == [= == | o MT o _fo oo

(Calerzes) (%) ozoT () 1961-1965=100 |~ = - ~j= = = —|- - —(Net Imports)— - —~f- — — — |- - - |+ + 4+ [+ ++ |+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
197¢ 101 101
1971 96 97 94 4 39 1 6 0 0 7878 688 | 7210 0
1972 88 92 0 0 16118 118 {16000 0
1973 72 76 0 0 14579 0 (14579 0
1974 69 74 (126) (5) (70) (32) 0 0 51129 4] 1499 0

1840 470 .
Y751 (71-75) 66 | 73 [(120y | (3 [(71.D) (30) 0 0 (60} O 83 | 6637
38 3 60 4 5 p
1976 72 82 (137) (5) (73) (35) 0 0 6968 0 3961 | 3007
69 3 45 5 5 oy
1977 72 83 (140) (5) (73) (3%) 0 0 7392 759 | 5591 | 1043
1860 450 81 69 (138 4.0 54 3 50 5 5 - ’
1978 | (71-75) (76-78) 83 0 0 20657 | 190 |10467 10000
5803 | 4551 504
1979 O 10 || qs| ©
1980 (810) | (224)(1529;
AFR/DR/ARD
p——
<



conty: Mauritius

YEAR

1970
{971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
197?

1980

Excl. DAC

POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT DEDT TOTAL CURRENT T "
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT RADE Unit Value %g?gTRSEER
Total Jorowen | Real POSITION RATIO 'DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
ota rg:tc Cﬁ;itn Giguch Exports | Imports 'Balance Exports Imports
Rate
(000) (1) %) ) (2) (¢ mi1) (weeka) | () (§ mil)y {5 mil) e Ly (1975 - 100) 5 mil)
825 3.7 NA NA NA NA
B43 5.0
852 70.1 32.6 2.1
860 14 66.8 21.8 1.7
872 29 L31.1 22.0 1.0
883 sgo | 2-8 15  [166.0 27.5 1.0
N 421-75) B i Bei
895 680 .13.4 89.5 17.9 1.0
909 1.0 9 66.7 7.5 (4) (1) 31.3
1.
(67=27)
(2)
926 9 47.3 (5) 34.3
. e e . - (6) - S S
i
L 7 ! :
€L S S B A BN - N
- Estimated debt service payments AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Mauritius

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPFLY DATA PRODUCTION g P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES NET IMPORTS (0GOMT)
tecomenced |IREAKE zﬂ Gamet Food 119611978 TITLES

Avarage £20 viatzwm 2 of Rec L-h:“ * lInter- [Total Per |Cereals| Malze (Millet |Sorghum| Rice |Cassava 1 117 Components

Calaric Con- fop10ric ormmended | Zquivaleat | annual Capita Paddy I1 PVO |Multi~ Gov.-

;:T‘::f—;n/my Incake: Minimum , -94f3t7ib.- lygpqa. ! Lat. |  Gov.
YEAR [otseribucton S:t‘:i:‘ 22;‘:? tions +++ +|++++|+++ Production + + +HH + + +|[+ ++ +|- - = |- = - |- = MT |- oo

(Calorzes)  Iic,iories) (%) (022:3) (2) 1961-1965=100 |- = = —|- ~ = —j- - —(Net Imports) = = == = = == = = |+ + 4+ b+ + 1+ + 000+ +!4 + 4+ {+ 4+ + .
i970 - --N/A--t---1--eq----> 95 95
1971 99 98 1 1 8

©9-71) 0 0 6013 0 (42881} 1725
1972 114 1 111 0 0 {7361 | 0 [5037] 2264
1973 114 1 108 0 0 8485 | o [4561 3924
974 11240105 | 60y | (23) [¢.04) 27 0 0 (8368 | 0 {3334 2034
- 2
1975 86 79 (149) | ¢2.3) (_04)1 (20) 10 0 0 4608 0 571 | 2097
1976 A P N T T (o1 L o |2174 | o | 5201653
' 2 1 1 12

1977 129 1 115 148y (65) 0 0 (269 ] 0 | 269} 0
1978 0 0 450 0 450 0

I
1975 | 0 0 2021 0 2021 0

i {486)

i

t
1650 l 0 0 0 (768) 0

t

AFR/DR/ARD
/-'

-




conry- Mozambique

YEAR

1970

1971

1772

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1929

PCIULATION ‘ GROSS NATIONAL | INFTATION | TOTAL INFORT DEBRT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL [ACCOUNT Unlt Value ASSISTANCE
] POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
TotalGrowth Per Real Exports | Importa ‘Balance Exports Imports
Rate Capita |Growth i
Rate |
oom) () (%) %) €3] (§ mil) (weeka) | () Gmiy S miD) | _ l(s mil) 1 ] (1975 - 100) (5 mil)
8151 £ NA_ 5
T
8333
8519
8708
8903 )
202 417 =215
2101 150
9304 2.0 150 -25.0 190 350 -170
9510 2.0 150 - 5.0 N7, NA NA
9751 - 5.0
t
- — e s el I B S .
i +
i .
; !
- U B - — — - S . e s ——— —— - .-
AT/DR/AD 5.15.79




COUNTRY: Mozambique
FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES NET IMPORTS (000MT)
- Recemences [[ntake ag 2t Food 19611978 4 TITLES

average 290 stttz [ Of Recq wnese — |Inter- [Total Per |[Cereals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice [Cassava|Roots& 1 111 omponents

C-‘i“i‘: ‘/:i“' Caleric prmended | Equivalenc | annual Capita Paddy Tubers II | PVO !Multid Gov.-

Tafora L |ofRe’ Minfoum | pé53¢Tihes |Vara- ! Lat. |' Gov.
YEAR  [otserduzton |Safyces Sreven. tions + + + +|+ + + +{+ + + Production + + +f+ + + + [+ + 4+ #|]~ = - |- == |- M - ola oo -

(Calories)  (cyiortes) () (0207} (2) 1961-1965=100 |~ - - -]~ - - —|~ - —(Net Imports)— - —|- = - o = = J+ 4+ 4+ b+ + |+ + (50000 + +|+ + + |+ + +
1970

100
1971 98 |101.1) °%2,1,,38
1972 100 [105.0
1973 100 {110.0
1974 96 |106.0
1960 380
97
1975 171275y e3 93.0
542 450 8 250 41 1244 12378

76 81 1100 | (176) | (20) (35)
1977 80 100 (Zig) 1(*28) 8 230 (2(5)) 1292 12486 0 N 124291 0 1505{ 22786

]

1710 645 300 7 200 35 1300 (2534 0 0 0 450
1978 |(75-78) | 630 | 73.0 |698]1213] 4.5 90 450 0
1980 - - = - - =
|
AFR/DR/ARD

o/-



conmRY: Niger

YFAR

197¢
i97l
1972
1373
1974
1975

1976

1977

1978
1979

1980

1. Est. debt service payments on debt outstanding.

FOPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION { TOTAL IMPORT | DEBT TOTA). CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE _EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT . Unit Value ASSISTANCE
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total {Growth Per Real Exports | Imports ‘Balance Exports Imports
Rate | Capita |Growth
Rate
(oeoy (W (%) (€3] (€3] (5 mil) (weekn) 1 (%) (G mity (¢ miny | _ ] ¢ mll) | ___ 1 (1925 - 100) (% nil)
14024
4126 38 54 -16
1243 41.4 54 66 -12
11304 12 50.8 25 62 86 -24
4476 3 45.5 3.0 146 -13 53 97 =44
1600 120 1.1 9 50.3 26.8 5.0 158- -8 87 97 -10 160
4724 150 18.7 23.5 82.5 35.4 3.0 178 129 122 7 128
. (1)
14850 2.7 160 4.0 23 101.4 (5.9) 174.4
~_ le7=-71)
4798 7.0 12 90.0 (6.3)
. P N PSS UURT P (6.‘_6) e e L
1
- (6.4) :
o AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Niger
FOOD
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PROMICTION SELECSE?. ifggégo?gggg’; AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
I V. ES
- [ecomenea [Entake ag {nace Teod 1961-1978 , . TIT).ES
Average 20 Hinizes [6 Of Rec unear + [Inter- [Total Per |Cercals| Maize |[Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava [Roots & I I11 Components
S::::::n(/:an:; ulon=23soomended Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy Tubers II | PVO0 |Multid Gov.-
Unigom :;:‘:c Minimum ;:i;;g"- Varia- ’ . ! Lat. |’ Gov.
YEAR [pistribution |p eqeqe Sceved tions + + + +|+ + + ++ ++ Production + + +[+ + + + [+ + + |- = = |= = = |= = UT = ale = c]a=a-
(Calories) |(catories) (7) (ocor) [¢3) 1961-1965=100 |- -« - —j- = = —|- —~ —(Net Tmports)— — =|= = = =|- = = =+ + + |+ + + |+ + (5000)+ +|+ + +{+ + +
{1970 2180 | 170 96 | 116 2 37 | 200
1971 93 | 111 | 1272 | 2 80ed-7y> | 27 | 200 75 | o o {41| o |wa |wa
1972 . 86 94 1 32 200 75 0 0 12918 0 3072 | 9846
1973 63 83 3 46 200 75 0 0 34840 0 5796 | 2904
1974 75 123 (143) (2;) (79) 30 200 75 0 0 113204 0 15666 | 9803
1975 1830 | 520 66 | 87 (?gé) 3 355 1 200 0 0 |[32952| 0 | 6109|2684
(71-75) 3) (-44) |- (D) 75
1339 5 39 .
1976 89 | 148 | (19) (6) 581 | 234 %) 200 75 0 0 [21422 0 4221 210
i 1317 2 1195
1977 75 1129 | "2yl 6y | ¢-30) | 308 (Z? 205 75 | 0 0 452 0 102 0
2005 16948 6941 | 100
11978 | (76-78) | 345 85.0 |194]490] 7.0 | 63 | 96 1000 | 759 0 0ty O [wen | o
1060 1060 0
197‘9 0 0 (204) 0
1980 0 0
(2597)1(2379) {(218) 0
AFR/DR/ARD
/_:‘.
o



MRY: Nigeria

YEAR

1970

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1377

{978

1979

1980

POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IMPORT DEST TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE (EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT R Unit Value ASSISTANCE

. POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS

Total {Growth | Per Real Exports | Imports 'Balance | Exports Imports
Rate Capita |Growth I
Rate

eay (W %) ) (%) (§ mil) (weeka) | (%) (¢ mil)y  ($ mt1) |_ _ _ _ | (¢ mil) | | (1975 ~ 1l00) ($ mil)
55074 4.1 NA
56511 3.0 1316 1515 302
58C20 376 25.5 2.7 2147 1501 646 23
59607 5 583 25.9 4.0 3466 1865 1601 37
61275 12 15626 82.3 2.0 1695 9213 2776 6442 97
63049 360 | 1.7 | 34 5609 -48.2 3.0 1598 77275 | 6041 1735 1100
64850 400 12.5 22 15203 32.9 2.0 1420 10,085} 8213 1872 1111
66828 2.7 420 6.6 21 4259 20.0 (204}) 11,518111095 423 1131

(67-717) L
68383 7.0 22 1917 8.7 (92)
(92)
|
3 (103) ! :

T T s AWDYARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Nigeria

FOOD :
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES NET IMPORTS (OOOMT)
o = lieecmenses |EDNEKE as] Snnec Food 1961-1978 ] TIT S
Average a0 atnizun [2 Of Reco imese  |Inter-~ |[Total Per {Cercals| Maize Miilet |Sorghum|{ Rice |Cassava| Yams I 111 Components
Calorie Can- legiovic vmmended | Equtvalens annual Capita Faddy II PVO |Multi- Gov.-
;:’;E:::“/my ':n:;ke:236(:hinimum sdistrid.- (yaria- Lat. |' Gov.
YEAR |otscribecton |sasecss P tions + + 4+ +|+++++++ Production + 4+ 4[4k + FH F F |- == = - = |= = MT oo oo - -
(Calories)  {(calaries) (2) 230 (%) 1961-1965=100 |- — — —|- — — —|- — —(Net Imports)= = == = = —jo « = |+ + 4+ |+ ++ (+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
" T
1970 102 [113.5
1971 96 [(114.1| 8054 1215 11413 | 14641 0 o 48072 | 965 [47107 0
1972 95 1119.3 12346 | 16184 0 0 2730 31€ | 2414 0
1973 87 |112.7 12700 | 16254 0 0 2561 0 {2561 0
1974 92 119.4 (58) 13000 { 15000 0 0 2830 0 (2830 0
1975 (712?7755) 285 93 |121.5)(¢477) (615 13380 0 o [7229 07229 o
11976 93 [123.61(863) | (17) | (51) 15300 | 18600 0 0 {1251 0 |1251] 0O
1977 90 |125.9] 3535, 1377 | 330y |28 | 590 600 |18000 1 0 0 0 0 o} o
2040 - *
1978 | (76-78) | 320 86.0 bosals7or| 1.6 126.9| 8950 | 1450 | 3300 | 3750 | 600 | 14000 | 18000
1979
1980
AFR/DR/ARD
L=

(
\



OB - Rwands
POPULATIO!N GROSS NATIONAL INFLATION TOTAL IH‘I‘ORT DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRAD 2
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL ACCOUNT RADE Unit Value gnglEIS,‘TRgggR
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS

-Total, Gr;:il; giéita g:::vth Exports EImports ‘Balance | Exports Imports

YEAR Rate
(000)]  (72) %) (2) ) (¢ mil) | (weeks) | (%) ¢ m1) {5 o | ] S min) | | (1975 = 100 (6 mil)
1970 {3683 10.7 1.3
1971 j37gg 1.2 1.9 22 33 -11
1972 13896 -2.0 6.4 9.6 2.2 19 35 -16 83
1973 {doow 6.6 9 5.2 23.2 0.3 22 34 35 -1 94
1974 14123 1.2 31 13.0 16.3 1.0 63.0 1 37 58 -21 i1
1975 14238 110 9.3| 36 5.6 14.1 1.0 82.0 -10 42 96 -54 {100
1976 14357 120 7.0 6.9 64.3 32.3 1.0 19¢.0 17 81 103 -22 176
(1)

Y77 430 | 2.8 | 130 7.0 14 32.9 31.9 (9) 92 |114 -22 | 296 86.2(2)
1975 |4612 6.5] 11 97 .6 39.0 (1) 22.8
1979 (1)
1930 L (1.1) i '

l. Est. debt service paynents AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79

2. Excl. DAC



COUNTRY: Rwanda

- FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION g P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDTCES NET IMPORTS (OOOMT)
- ==" Recc=mended Intake 84 ':J;M:: :‘ooﬂ 1961-1978 l - TITLES

Average FA; wtatmm o of Rec L-::,,: ? |Inter- |[Total Per |cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava |Sweet 1 111 Components

C"“‘;;Zn%:’ Calcti‘za,,oommended £quivalent | annual Capita Paddy Potatoe IT | PVO [Multi- Gov.-

Sntforn Y 1.:";‘:_ ““Minimun ,'.:f‘fff_’_‘b" Varia- 1 Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |otscrtbucton |gaescss Sxewed tions + + 4+ +|+ + 4+ +|+ + + Prcduction + + + M+ + + +[F + + #]- == |- == {= = ML ~ lv - oj=w=-=

(Calories)  |(caiortes) (%) (ooas (2 1961-1965%100 |~ « = =f{- = = =]~ — —(Net Imports)= = —|- ~ = ==« = -+ + 4+ [+ + + {+ + (500 + +|+ + + |+ + +
1970 102 102 64 158 245 413
1971 102 105 56 142 372 0 0 2873 {2873 0 0.
1972 95 101 52 146 380 415 0 0 1783 1783 0 0
1973 97 105 55 145 369 425 0 0 1330 | 1330 0 0
1974 99 105 3) 64 128 365 0 0 1333 11333 0 0
1975 2105 215 108 | 119 (8) 68 365 0 0 |7341 [2486 0 |4872
1976 107 | 126 |¢g.7y | 39 | 120 | 155 379 0 0 |2718 |2718| 0 | ©
1977 108 126 (8) 58 146 153 385 0 0 5092 |2098 {494 12500

82 210470 6.5 1 5761 |48 134
1978 1905 415 o 7 (76180) 4--—-> 80 0 0 76 73 (1347} 0
4596 | 1456

1979 : 0 0 1333|168y | °
1980 ' 0 0 l1s14)|(1678)(136)| ©

AFR/DR/ARD




o

COMIRY: Saq T

YEAR

1970
i97l
1972
1973
197:
1975
1976
1977
1978
19?9

1930

POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
’ PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE . EXTERNAL [ACCOUNT Unit valuye ASSISTANCE
POSITION RAT1O DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total {Crowth | Per Real Exports | Imports ‘Balance Exports Imports
Rate | Capita |Growth : i
Rate
o) (1) $ %) ) (§ mLl) (wecka) | (%) ¢ mil) S otl) [ LS mil) {_ | (1975 = 1o0) ($ mil)
NA& NA— Y
460 ’

AFR/DR/ARD

5.15.79



COUNTRY: Sao Tome

FOOD .
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES
. o - lrecomsentee (INE2KE 2 5:“:‘ i"“ 1961-1978 : . TITLES
f‘ Average £A0 Minimz= . of Rec {_-h:,z " Inter- |Total Per |[Cereals| Maize |Millet {Sorghum| Rice Cassava I ITI Components
E-‘i“:fzn%:; Caleric bmmended | Equivalenc | annual Capita Paddy I PVO |Multi~ Gov.-
‘ thitara é:":‘:: Minimum , ;8%3%715.- |yaria- . Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |otsereducton [Serice: tions + + + +|+ + + +{+ + + Production + + + i+ + ++|[+ + + 4|~ = = |= = = |- = MNI < o= —-|- -~ =
(Caloz2es)  [(calostes) (%) (z)  11961-1965=100 |- = — —{- = — ~ |- - —(Net Tmports)— - —{- = - |-~ — |+ 4+ + |+ ++ [+ + (S000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1875
1976 0 o |252| o | 252] o
1977 0 0o {270 o | 270} 0
1978 574 514
Y 0 lc132)] O |{(132) ©
197
373 . 0 0 f(1s2)] O |53 ©
1980 0 0 (151) 0 (1s1)] ©
AFR/DR/ARD
//,__
N -
—



CRMIRY: SEilGhG] les

POPULATION | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT | DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
Total keroutn | p Real POSITION RAT10 DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
ota rowth er ea ) E rt T B
Rate | Capita {Growth xpo st mports lBalnnce Exports ImPOrts‘
YEAR Rate
(000} (%) ) €3] ) ($ mi1) (wecka) | (%) Gy NS mil) | _ _ ] (¢ mily | _ | (1975 ~ 100) 5 mi:
o
1970 NA NA 3
1971
1972
1973 | 56
1974 | 57
1975 { 58 580
€
1976 | =9
1977 | 60 20
1975 | g3 92.3
1379
) '
;
1960
.-—-——{-- - _— — - - - - PUUIRD VU S
AIR/DRJARD  5.15.79




COUNTRY: Seychelles

FOOD
FOOD SHPPLY DATA PRODUCTION SELEC;’E? *;‘ggngnongngN AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES TS (000MT)
.- oo lRacomandes [L0EAKE ag GUEET Ta0¢ [1961-1978 : TITLES
Average A0 Mintmum [ of Ret ;-"hen: " Inter- Total Per (Cereals| Maize |Millet {Sorghum| Rice Cassava I 111 omponents
S::“E::n‘/”m“; Caleric bmmended | EZquivalenr | annual Capita Paddy 11 | PVO |MultiH Gov.-
tntfora Ltaktc  Minimum | éfferibes Jyarfa- ' Lat. | o
YEAR |otstribution |5 eecer Skewved tions + 4+ + +|+ ++ +|+++ Production + + + [+ + ++H+ ++ 4|~ - = |--- |- = MI - -l coj-- -
(Calories)  |(caiorties) (%) (ocorT) (%) 1961-1965=100 |- — - — |- — - —|- - —(Net Imports)= = —j- = = == = - _d4 4+ 4 4 4+ 4 [+ + (S000)+ +|+ + + [+ + +
1970 &-—--- S SN S o] NJA=-—dmmmm e b . - >
197t 0 0 309 | 309
1972 0 0 215 | 215
1973 0 0 194 194
1574 0 0 83 83
1975 0 0 377 377
1976 0 0 217 217
1977 0 0 178 178
1978 0 0 235 235
92) | (92)
1979 0 0
(198)
1980
(179)
AFR/DR/ARD
/'
S




coznry:  Senegal

POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IM'PORT DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHER DONOR
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL |ACCGUNT Unit Value ASSISTANCE
] 1 R POSITION RATIO "DEBT BALANCE . COMMITMENTS
Total urg;;}ct (P:f‘;lta ggg:[h Exports | Imports 'Balance Exports Imports.
YEAR Rate
(oom| () %) (%) (%) (§ mil) (weeka) | (%) G mil)  KS i) | _ _ ] 1§ mtl) 3 _ _ _ | (1975 ~ 100) ($ mi1)
1970 {4327 2.4
1971 14450 29.0 5.0 125 219 -94
1072 |4575 39.0 |6.2 3.7 216 280 -64 }52.5 |[57.9
1973 14705 7 12.0 |1.8 8.0 -101 {195 361 ~166 [62.2 |66.0
1974 14838 14 6.0 |0.6 £.0 [421.0 - 66 {391 498 107 p18.2 [94.4
1975 14975 380 1.5 22 31.0 2.9 5.0 |519.0 - 83 (441 555 ~11i4 f#0C.0 100.0 |167.4
1976 {5115 410 -2.3 6 25.0 |2.1 6.0 {598.0 467 619 -152 195.5 }18.5 }194.8
o ‘ (2)
1377 15260 12:8_ |420 4.5 | 7 28.0 |na 11.5 | (55)
- {67-70 i
(1)
1273 15399 -5.0 6 NA 17.2 (64)
- 1979 (60)
X I R S I S (R B R . _ ‘ ‘
1982 I ;
L __ oL - L5
T 1. Notes AFR/DR/ARD  5.15.79

/
=

2. Estiméted debt service payments on debt outstanding



COUNTRY: Senepal

i FOOD
¢ . SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
.p FOOD SUPPLY DATA Pl;gg}[]g"{;ON NET IMPORTS (DOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
I Tntake af Tmct 1o f961-1978 TITLES
14 -ucage : iz of Recq ‘.-:::: " linter- |Toral Per |Cereals| Maize |Millet (Sorghum|{ Rice [Cassava Roots & I IT31 Components
italoric San- ommended | Equivalenc | annual Capita Paddy Tubers I | PVO |Multi Gov.-
* : Minimum tid.- Varia- | Lat. Gov.
‘ tions + 4 4+ [+ + + +|+ + 4+ Production + + +{+ + + 4+ + + $|- = = |- == |- = T - el = = | = = =
&9) L (%) 1961-1965=100 = = = —|- — = =]- - —(Net Imports)= = =j- = = =|- — = |+ + 4 |+ 4+ + |+ + ($000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
|
i 39 91 270
1
82 82 39 543 108 270 0 0 {14504 | 0 4546 | 495
i 111 88 30 37 ] 270 0 0 (28603 | 0 | 2664 | 2518
p1€73 x. 76 170 45 66 | 270 0 0 16733 | 2897 | 2099 | 1173
; ,
1’ )
1974 : 92 86 {(326) 42 16 119 0 0 47530 | 1681 | 684 | 3332
T s 30 786
l:973 (71-79) | 122 | 111 {(211) 49 186 109 118 0 0 7986 | 2693 | 933 | 435
'“ i 714 47
31 ‘ 140 | 124 |(278) | (13) | 555 112 113 123 0 0 8663 | 4648 | 4025 0
. : j 32 62
‘:"17 , % 127 j 110 {(485) | (21) | 432 (218) | 112 135 0 0 9560 | 7986 | 1573 0
: |
- ' 1
i 2365
570 | oToOn s 0 0  |65807 116429 [24549 |24000
1970 175773y | -175 | 108 ilosj228| 7.0 | °8 | 83 575 3010y | ca1sey [ a0
: | . : (9419) | (4150) {(2794)
ors o | o |24303 20618 | 384 | ©
v 5 . (5155) | (4625) |(530)
1950 | ; 0 0 25400 0
| | : (5919) | (4560 |(520)
- AFR/DR/ARD
-



cnNTY:  Sjerra-Leone '
POPULATION | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | ToTAL IMPORT | DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE IOTHFR DOHOR
PRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTERNAL [AccounT Unit value ASSI‘ST.’\.‘\'CE
Total s hlrp Real POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE ]COMHITHEHTS
ota{Growe Per ca £ N '
Rate Capita | Growth xports :Importa Balance Exports Imports ,
YEAR Rate H
(0] (2 (4 (1) () ($ mtD) | (wecks) | (1) Gaty JG | e min ! ——_ 95~ 100 (5 mil)
1 . ———— e e .
yozo | 2694 3.4 10.0 !
1971 | 2758 -.9 7.6 101 | 113 | -12
I
!
17721 2826 1.4 46.5 25.3 | 8.0 115 ! 119 | -4
1973 | 2897 1.4 4 51.8 16.8 | 8.2 -29 | 129 i 156 | -27
|
| i
1974 | 2971 2.0 | 14 59.6 11.9 8 | 1s8 -6l | 144 | 220 | -76
La7s | 3043 190 | 2.0 | 20 28.4 8.8 9 | 186 =63 | 115 | 165 | -50
1976 | 3114 190 |-1.0 | 17 25.2 8.9 21 | 183 105 | 146 ! -41 !
o ) (2) !
1977 | 3190| 2.4 | 200 | 1.0 9 33.4 8.3 (22) 141 | 206 | -65
o 4672=7R) ] | - | :
1u78 ! ‘ (l)
: 3274 3.3 8 34.0 8.6 (20) | : 1.8
O T ——— e e | e — .- e - — - - —— - -.--v‘ - — —— - hhashsi it Sandean b andadid
z i
1979 (17 | !
(14) ! :
1282 H
i WTL‘.- ”};':}'((.:l -bAC ARR/DR/ARD  5.15.79

2.

Est. debt service payments on debt outstanding.




COUNTRY: Sierra Leone

I FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P?ODUCTION NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
NDICES
ecsmended Intake a '::"’:‘ Food 11961-1978 TITLES
Average oo tinizen & Of Recq imest *  |inter- [Total Per |Cereals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice |Cassava Pweet I I11 Components
Calorie ‘/5-:“' Caleric bmmended | Eiutvaleaz | annual Capita Paddy Potatoeq II PVO [Multi- Gov.-
vungeio/oY aeawe 23000y ymun  jeiETih- fvaria- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |otstribucion [serseis Srever tions F 4+ + |+ + +F e+ + Production + + +jF ++ FF F+ |- = |- |- = M <ole--)- -~
(Caleries)  f(calories) %) (330 () 1961-1965=100 |- — = ={- = — — |- = ~(Net Imports)— — —i- = — —f{- = - |+ + + 4+ ++ |+ + ($000)+ +!+ + + |+ + +
1970 2240 60 99 94 11 495 63
4358 | 4305 56 1 0
1971 101 | 103 | 518 11 9 10 488 | 585 64
5601 {3499 | 101 | O
1972 2280 20 100 | 104 11 550 68 0 0
4821 464l | 180 | O
1973 2258 42 96 | 103 12 560 70 0 0
4164 | 3515 | 649 | O
1974 2224 76 92 | 102 12 576 72 0 0
6566 |5956 | 609 | O
1975 2245 55 96 | 108 | 556 12 576 74 0 0
(71-75)
5011 {5080 | 830 | ©
1976 97 | 112 | 613 14 9 11 585 76 0 0
3731 {3351 | 380 | 0O
1977 93 | 116 | 635 13 9 11 75 0
13 o 12306 11914 | 393 | 0
1978 2220 80 97 {30 f205 | 4.8 9 1 ¢ 1.3 (864) | (788) | (76)
o |6670 16367 1 303 } 0
1979 (2081){ (1975) | (1241)
o (1930
1980 (1903) (32D
AFR/DR/ARD



oy

Somalia

POPULATION GROSS NATIGNAL INFLATION TOTAL lM'l"ORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT TRADE Unit Value 2§g§§rkgggk
seatn | p fenl POSITION RATIO 'DEBT BALANCE COMATTMENTS
Ao:.n,lu.;;;.c Cg;itn G:gk‘th Exports ilmports jBalunce Exports Imports ;
YEAR ! Rate !
(1r04 A (% ™ (¢4 (8 =il) (weekn) | (D) Gnth) ($mn) | [<s mil) | _ _ _ 1 (1975 = 100) (5 nil)
—_ i
| I
11| 2806
2872
1971
1972 2941 31.4 21.8
372 3011 7 35.1 16.7 -39 56.9 68.3
1974 1 3083 18 42.4 17 4 368 -52 75.2 | 90.1
1935 3158 100 -2.0 19 68.5 23.5 3 439 0 88 154 -66 100.0 | 100.0
1976 3234 110 .0 14 85.0 41.7 3 596 -69 85 106 =21 123.4 ] 104.5
- 3310| 2.4 110 -2.3 11 120.5 30.6 (1) (3) (2) (2) (3)! 119.8 ] 119.1 284
1977 9.6 (10) 103 103 _—
175 | 3403 110 | Na 11 38.3 (11) | 244
19790 (14)
(18) "
19€0 L '
! R S e
1. Estinate from notes, debt service 3. Estimated debt seryice paymwents on debt AYR/DR/ARD  5.15.79

expected to increase above 9% in 1978.

Baced An 7 mMmiarte octimztoa,

outstanding.



COUNTRY: Samalia

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION NET IMPORTS (0OOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES S
recsmencee [INEKeE ag (oee Tood 1961-1978 1 Sorgh Ri Cassava I 111 Components
Average t\o vintzs L Of Rcc-l theat Inter- [Total Per [Cereals| Maize |Millet {Sorghum ice T PV Nirid cov—
Cataric Con= doyjcrae ommended | Esutivalent | annual Capita Paddy i La .1 Co
sumprion/2a¥ lracae 23100, 4o m ' séistriv.- lyapqa- Producti T ° v
E : shrtora tions + + + +(+ + + +[+ + + Production + + + M4 + + +H + + |- = = |- = = |~ - SR PR [P,
T {Caicries) (%) ?0:’!5) (%) 1961-1965=100 |- - — —|~ = « -]~ - _(Net ITmports)— = =} = = |- . - _d+ 4+ H+4+ |+ + ($000)+ +{+ + + ]+ + +
0 0
1970 100 100
1971 = 99 | 101 |242 | 115 126 25 1753 | © 0 |1753
0
1972 1191 1119 105 110 0
0
1973 1935 375 96 104 0 0
7 21 0 1.8 0
1974 1822 488 85 741Gy | oan a7
1880 87 99 20@ 5 28 17032 0 H14.8 {16918
1975 (71-75) 430 (158) | 100 (21)
217 6 29 10000 { O 0 10000
1976 92 1108 1111y | 120 |(14.7) }%2.7) (12)
207 170 6 0 1933 | 0 |1933 0
1977 92 |110 | 122)| (50) |(14.7d] 120 | 13y | 3
1730 33 24527 0 919 {23608
1978 [(76-78) | 580 77 |258(473] 4.0 110 (7000)| O (423) |(5911)
61 21054 (4] 4387 [16191
1979 (10700)| © (1150){(3070)
85 0 0 (2540)
1980 (11700) (2540) 0
AFR/DR/ARD
/’ ——



1. Excl. DAC

2. Estimated debt service payments on outstanding debt.

COUNTRY : Sudan
POPULATION GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION TOTAL IM'[’ORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TRADE OTHRR DONOR
FRODUCT RESERVE COVERAGE | SERVICE EXTCRNAL |[ACCOUNT Unit Value ASS1STANCE
POSITION RAT1O DEST BALANCE , COMMITMENTS
Total Grg:E: gg;ita gsgith Exports EImports :Balunce Exports Imports !
YEAR Rate .
(00m) (W $) ) (1) (§ mil) (weeka) | (2) ¢ mty f min | ] [¢$ m1) | _ _ | (1975 « 100) ¢$ mil)
1970 | 13661 10.3
1971 | 14071 13.2 328 331 -3
1972 114493 35.4 13.3 357 | 320 | 37
1973
14920 16 61.3 11.4 25 434 436 -2 —
1974 | 15376 25 124.3 13 1264 -275 350 711 {-361
1975 1 15836 270 | 3.9 20 | 36.4 | z.0 | 18 1535 |-430 | 438 | 95¢ |-518
1976 | 16313 270 7.3 1.7 23.6 1.3 17 2062 -166 554 980 [-426
1977 116802| 2.2 | 300 NA 11 23.2 1.1 661 | 1059 |-398 622
(67=77)
(2) (1)
1978 } 17306 28.4 1.3 2& (296) 114
1979 (303)
1980 | (299) '

AFR/DR/ARD  5.1%.79



COUNTRY: Sudan
00D SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA P;lgggggéON NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
2eccmmended Intake a ;‘na:: i‘wd 1961-1978 TITLES

Average £a0 iainun 8 OF Rec m‘,:.: * linter- [Total Per [Cereals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum| Rice [Cassava|Wheat I 111 omponents

oot ion ey Calerie, . Jommended | Equtvaienc | annual Capita Paddy II ; PVO {Multi Gov.-

tnttorm it 3010 1mun pogiirtb.s Varia- i ’ Lat. | Gov.
YFAR  |otscztbucton [gors0qs Skewed tions +++ ++ +++j+ ++ Production + + ++ + + +[F + + +|- == |- == |- = MT - |- |-=-

{Calozies)  |(cyiozies) (%) {920y (2) 1961-1965=100 |- = ~ =j~ = — —|- - ~(Net Imports)— — == - —~ |0 = - |+ + 4+ 1+ + + |+ + ($000)+ 4|+ 4+ + |+ + +
1970 1 2130 220 100 | 100 37 134 | 115

424
1971 102 105 9 (69-70) 134 13 0 0 143 0 143 0
1972 2101 249 99 | 105 9 140 140 0 0 135 | 45 89.4 ©
1973 2036 314 G4 103 20 140 152 (2200) 0 10997 | 9563 1434 0
(3000)
1974 2074 276 108 172 15 150 236 0 6331 |2442 }3389 0
2125
1975 (71-75) 225 104 121 15 150 273 0 0 7995 470 {7525 0
1762 .
1976 89 107 21 430 (20) 150 0 0 1425 713 711 0
1977 96 119 22 410 1600 150 (4800)f O 10198 | 231 {4966 0
2180
1978 | (76-78) | 170 | 93 |389 |1390| 3.3 420 | 1600 0 0 | i &b [tisen| °
153 0 1331 {21051 | O
1979 (4046) | (676) |(3418)
0
1930 (3117} (131) |(2386)| O
AFR/DR/ARD

\:,V\



CO2TRY: Swagzi.

and

YEAR

1971

e
%)
~
I

1973

1375

1976

1977

1978

1979

198G

FOPULATION GROSS NATIOMAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT DEBT A
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | ExIeRNAL ACCOUAT TRADE OTHEIR DoNOR
_ . POSITION RATIO "DE3T RALANCE Unit Valce ‘ASSISTA!:CE
Totsl {Srowth | Per Real i ¢ E . . | COMITYERTS
Rate Capita |Growth xports . Imports Balance | Exports Imports
Rate ;
ono) %) %) (7)) (& mt D) {weceks) (%) (5 nil) (¢ mily |_ _ _ _ (5 mil) .l o (1975 = 100) ¢ mil)
T 1
i
}
419 26.1 NA NA NA 4.7 NA '
1
431 9.8 5.1
443 7.7 9.0 ;
!
455 2.9 9.5 !
' 3
4€8 2 60 ’
481 470 j12.3 1 67 152 137 -15
494 540 NA 1 67 140 150 -10
(L)
508 2.8 580 NA 30 NA NA NA 5G.3
(3) (2)
522 NA (3.4) 29.8
_ L (4.1) !
T
5 (5. 3) i . é
1. Estimate drawn from IMF. 2. Excl. DAC. 3. Estimated debt service payments. T

AMR/DR/AFD 5.15.7%



COUNTRY: Swaziland
FOOD
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION . SELECTED xgnl;sm?gggg AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES
 recomented [IREaKE ag iooer food §961-1978 . - TITLES .
Average ge\o wnt=m & of Rec u::.: in Inter- |(Total Per {Cereals| Maize [Millet |[Sorghum| Rice Cassava | Roots © I 111 Components
C=‘-°'}= ?‘;‘"' c:xcrtbnoomnded Equivalens | annual Capita : Paddy Tubers II PVO |[Multi< Gov.-
otera Y | = Mintgun | p#iTbe (Varis- ! Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |Stscribucion |Seticar Seaved. tions 4+ 4|+ ++ 4+ ++ Production + + +[+ + + [+ + 4| == |- == |- o M wolo -t -
{Calories)  [(cglaries) () (02207) (2) 1961-1965=100 - = = ={- = = —|- — —(Net ImpOTtS) = = == = = == = ==+ + 4+ 1+ + + {* + (5000)+ +|+ + + |+ + +
1970 102 | 102
86 75 7 13
1971 100 | 103 {(g9-71] 0 0 |1576 | 0 |1576| O
1972 111 | 117 0 0 l129 0 |1129] ©
1973 103 112 0 0 570 0 0 0
1974 109 121 (15) 0 0 775 0 775 0
. 2120 200 101 94 2 11 .
7
WS |17 96 | 121 | a3l 55y | (16) (-25) 0 0 |968| 0 | 968} 0
110 118 110 3 14 .
197
976 96 (s | a2 (15) (-20) 0 0 429 0 429 0
1977 106 | 125 (9{‘2‘) S PP (22 41 9 o (193 o { 193] 0
2170 0 0 1016 0 1016 0"
1978 |:76-78) 150 94 8{ 321 2.5 107 | 130 (377)
1979 0 498 0 498 0
1980 0 (496)] O
AFR/DR/ARD
/
I



cozmry: Tanzania

POPULATION | GROSS NATIONAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMPORT | DEBT TOTAL CURRENT TRAD,
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT RADE Unit Value 2§§§§TRSESR
POSITION RATIO DEBT BALANCE COMMITMENTS
Total, Grg:;l‘; gg;ita g:gith Exports !Imports I;Balnncc Exports Imports |
YEAR Rate '
(Co0) (%) $) ) 2) (% mil) (weokn) (%) Gmi)y K¢ mily | _ ] ¢ mil) | _ _ _ | (1975 - 100) % mil)
1970
13273 6.8 7.2
1971 1313634 3.2 7.4 279 381 -102
1972 13966 6.0 119.6 15.4 }10.9 319 406 -87 54 42
1973 114377 4.0 10 144.6 14.9 7.4 -108 367 497 -130 60 52
1974 114732 2.2 20 50.2 3.5 6.5 -273 1401 753 -352 94 88
1975 15155 170 4.6 21 65.2 4.4 7 60 -238 | 270 776 -406 100 190
1976 {15563 180 5.0 7 112.3 9.1 7 67 -2 1490 639 -149
1977 115981} 2.6 | 200 3.9 12 281.8 20.3 8 67 504 723 [-219 326.7
——— (1)
1978 | 16435 3.5 116.7 8.2 (42) (2) 143
1979 (44)
1980 I (46) :
DR/ARD  5.15.7
1. Excluding DAC AFR/DR/ 31573

2. EBEstimated debt service payments on debt outstanding.



COUNTRY: Tanzania

FOOD
SELECTED FCOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPFLY DATA PRODUCTION NET TMPORTS (000VMT) .L. 480 HISTORY
comendad |LNEAKE as{ Cnset Food 11961-1978 TIT 58

Average g:; Matzum & Of Rec L—::n: * |inter- |Total Per |Cereals| Maize |[Millet |Sorghum| Rice |Cassava Pweet 1 I1T vomponents

Calotic Con= |eatgrec bmmended | Zqutvalear | annual Capita Paddy Potatoe 11 | Pvo [Multid Gov.-

Juaption/Day tneake: 2320y, onm | sdtaesthos lyapqg- ' Lat. | Gov.
YEAR  |otscribucton [sagecse e tions b+ + 4|+ + 4+ ++ -+ Production + + +[+ + + + [ + + +{- =~ = |- == |- = MT o doo b oo

(Calories) {(calcries) () feaT) () 1961-1965=100 |- — = —{- = — —|— — —(Ner Imports)— = —|- = = =le = = —|+ 4+ 4+ [+ + + |+ + ($000)+ 4|+ + + |+ + +

!
1970 1760 560 105 105
1432 817 181 203 172
1971 95 98 1 -2--1(69-71)~--> 2074 300 10072 | 7557 | 2515 0
1972 1898 422 97 102 2177 300 5628 | 4220 | 1468 0
1973 1976 344 94 103 2200 300 8310 | 6109 | 2202 0
1974 2003 317 89 103 | (430)] (250) (%) (71) 2300 § 296 0 | 8857 | 5801 { 3056 0
i

1975 1945 375 90 104 | (461){ (183) (.%) (64) 2516 300 0 4868 | 5187 112765 | 2973

(71-75)

1516| 897 130 260 172
1976 91 119 o7 (72) (9 2640 | 305 0 45025 | 10068 | 7905 | 2706
1625] 965 150 240 194

1977 91 113 | (146) (52) 3850 | 310 0 26394 | 4659 | 1645 ) 1999
1978 1870 450 81 {857 (1688 3.4 1547] 950 140 240 150 18 0 3757 | 3757 0 0

(76-78)

58920 | 2819 | 1415 | 5458
1979 (4855) | (1814) {(500)
1980 (5433) (876)
AFR/DR/ARD

/T\



1\ ,

TINEY Todo

— T v *
PUSILATION HROSS NATIOUAL | INFIATICN TOTAL IH'P')'r‘Z LERT TOTAL Curp i E
! PRUDUCT PESERVE | COVERAGF | SERVICE EXTERNAL Acéogg TRADE Unit Value ig{;‘;;‘;ﬁgg“
Toral [‘jxnuri‘ { per Real POSITIN RATID bERT ‘BALANCE ) ' ) COMYITMENTS
{ Pate ; Capita | Grouth i } Fxports [ Imports Ralance Exports TImports .
YEAP ! i Rate 3 i
~ ~ - - - ’
Wm‘ - ! “ * B e ey s mih s min | fes win) SR J (1975 - 100) | ($ mi1)
—_— —_ H J s .
i i ; | ! ’
1Q°q . : E : ¥ ' t
1963 __ i ; 2.9 l i
1a- ; ] ! ; : i ;
13 ; ! i ' ; ‘ :
2013 ] ) ; i 3.0 49 ' 70 =21 '
T -t i '
| s [ 1 ; i
177 1 2064 ! ! 136.5 | 22.7 6.6 50 ' 85  -35 35 65
IR : 3 ' -
. E :’ : .
2117; 4 : 37.9 i20.1 6.9 -6 61 101 =40 | 39 68 :
-] 4 e -
137 l § * : :
173! : 13 54.4 i 22.0 3 141 132|189 120 69, 099 89|
¥ : H N .
1 ' . . ‘ f h
.. i : i
=T 2230; {210 18 : 41.2 - 17.8 10 163 -66 120 166 -46 100 100
' H R T P, , ' - - I ————— e e
: H N :
197k i ! ! :
' 2288 { 270 | 10.0 12 66.2 i 19.5 8 158 1100 179 -79 ' 78 95
58, ) JeV i< : ; e
i i (2) ; , ?
e 1 22471 2.5 | 300 22 {46.4 ! 8.1 (22) 1166 296 -130 ! 117 93.9
g67-77f i S I R S 4 - RN —_
! ] t i
H ' H . |
V) 2414 ; 57.8 . 13.6 (31) ! : ! . 24.51
- : ek A T I S wj‘ - T
1979 ! ; i ' {
N . i ; (40) ; } S
. . : ' I ; ‘
1930 i ) i . : ‘ | (a0 j ;
1. Excl. DAC AFUDR/ARD  5.15 i
2. Debt service payments - estimates



COUNTRY: Togo
FOOD
FOOD SWPPLY DATA PRODUCTION SELECTED i%gxgls{o?gggr?? AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES
fecomonses [[ntake 2g Toet Food 1961-1978 TITI.ES
o wtaime & Of Rec .-:::: ! lInter- |Totaa Per |Cercals| Maize [Millet |Sorghum|{ Rice [Cassava |Yams I 171 components
Equivalenc | annual |Capi:a Paddy IT : PVO [Mulcti+ Gov.-
:df:::‘.bm Varia- 1 ! Lat. Gov.
YEAR et e tions ! + 4+ +l+++++++ Productifon + + + M + + +H + + 4| == |- = oo MT o le o oo oo
jilrierias {Calozies} (€3] Lokl [¢9) 1961-1965=100 |- - - —|- ~ - —|- - —(Net Tmports)— - —|- - - — |- = - |+ + & |+ 4+ + |+ + (5000)+ +]+ + + [+ + +
. {
1970 2166 | 140 2 102 | 101 100 18 430 | 445
i -
i 301 80 121
1971 ; | 108 m | g (69-71) dmmmo > 24 449 445 0 0 5186 | 1435 | 3750 0
! }
1972 E ! { 78 82 76 15 450 465 0 0 2172 | 1677 495 0
; %
1973 1 2188 | 112 78 85 91 1 460 | 475 0 0 | 4496 | 3284 | 1202 ©
o 116 13 475 490
1974 ! 21ic 184 60 67 (5.9 (.6) D 0 0 4770 | 2773 | 1958 0
I
2165 135 273 120
1975 (71-75) i 62 71 (13.8) .6) ](?.O) 490 505 0 0 5884 | 5584 | 4097 0
i ‘ 289 13 120
1976 ; 61 72 | 14 (.7§ %.Z) 505 520 0 0 5903 | 3688 | 2215 0
!
: : 289 80 107
1977 s 63 7 f@y 1.5 1.2 %437) 520 535 0 0 {10293 | 2809 { 2135 | 535
" aes 0 0 | 8005 | 1516 | 6489 | 0
1973 | ' 105 45 28 {146 | 3.0 (1485) 1 (433) |(1005)
L (76-78) |
| ! 0 0 | 9530 0
1979 i (2505) (470)
i i
1950 | ', l 0 0 |Q706) @5 | o
' ' AFR/DR/ARD -



AFR/DR/ARD

5.15.79

ouamey  Uganda ;
POTULATION GROSS NATIONAL | tHFiATION | TOTAL IMPORT DERT TOTAL CURRENT TPADF, :
PRODUCT RESERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE | EXTERNAL |ACCOUNT Unit Value gggfgrgg:gn 3
. POSI1INN RATIO DERT ' BALANCF, CUIITMENTS
Total Cr;:’:z (’;:;tta g:i;th i Expnrts  Importe Balance | Exports Imports -
YEAR Rate i
(000) (% (%) (1) £ (5 i) (weeks) | (%) ($ mil) (s mi1y ) fesminy 5 1 975 - 100 (5 mil)
— ;
3.2 ! .
170 | 9806 . , ; ;
| e
B : i
1271 10127 3.6 : ! |
i
1972 :
10463 14.9 4.8 4.2 i
1373 110814 25 16.2 12.0 7.4 43
T — - ORI .E — '-"
1374 ! .
11172 6 6.2 .4 5.0 251 -24 : 4
; ' '
1275 | 11544 250 -2.0 17 3.7 1.1 4.0 237 -56 230 184 46 ! ¢ i
el et B IR — =
1976 i | ]
11433 250 -.4 | 55 1.0 .3 3.0 i 241 43 362 171 191 .
- 1 | — = o]
N | s :
1977 ! ! f i
1233( ' 260 | 4.0 5.4 Jro 4ol o i7es._. .wa . Al ] SR
1 H '
1975 | 12718 1.2 | 10.5  {2.7 ,1 f
b - —-- N - —_ -4 - — BRI - . .
: { ; !
1979 ! ; ! ! ! i
H | } — e ———
h 1 1 : {
! 1 !
1980 X H ' !
SN BN . - . - - JO00 U G - ISR S S |



COUNTRY:  Uganda

FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA Plligggg;gON NET IMPORTS (OOOMT) P.L. 480 HISTORY
|pcemmendae JINtAKE @ Uanec Faod 1961-1978 TITLES

Avecage A0 Miatme X OF Rec heat 2 |Inter- |[Total Per |Cereals| Maize (Miilet |[Sorghum| Rice {[Cassava |Sweet I 111 Components

Caloric Coa-leyyges ommended | Equivalent | annual Capita Paddy Potatoes II ! PVO |Multio Gov.-

;:J:::“/D" 'Inu:' M{nimum ~diserib.- lyaprqa- | Lat. Gov.
YEAR nu::zbu:ung:ﬁdi g::f:j‘ tions + + + +1+++ ++++ Production + + + - + + 4+ + + |- == o = = |o o MT oo oo oo

(Calozies) {(epiaries) (2) (0202) [€4) 1961-1965=100 |- - - —|= ~ -~ - |- « _(Net Imports)= = —=|= - - — |- = - _f+ + & |+ + 4+ |+ + (80000 + +i+ + + [+ + +
1970 | 2239 70 100 | 100 335 990

- 1512 335 737 337
1971 97 100 & €69471) > 990 0 0 76 0 76 0
1972 2208 92 99 105 375 1000 0 0 680 0 680 0
1973 2120 180 97 106 419 900 0 0 150 0 150 0
1974 | 1096 204 95 | 107 430 1000 0 0 o| o 0] o0
(306) | (.& (.4) (3.6)

1975 | 2110 190 92 | 107 | 1573 | 523 850 0 0 [200 | 0o {200 ] 0

(71-75) (338) | (.2) (5)
1976 o4 |11z | {5041 625 | w8 ) el | @ 900 0 o 205 | o |205] o
1977 % |15 |iess | 623 | 4n1 | 516 900 0 0 o010 o1 0

1
1978 878 | 1130 80 (642 |1344] 5.8 472 | 516 0 0 of o 0y 0
1979
1980
AFP./DR/ARD



TNI0( 2[GRIIPAY I89g

R
Xl

0y

ey

Upper Volta

CEULATION | UEOSS NATICH! ; ‘ i
TereLaT I n::nHr 1AL i INFLATION ;g‘réé . ‘ ,‘_:}“‘ DEL-_I o | TOTAL CURPENT TRADE | OTHER n0%nR
! POSITION ! e :.E#‘, £ ! EXTERNM‘ ACCOUNT Unit Val:.e '}Q.q.‘sr;‘}:;.
Total ferow'h | Fer freatl | N ¢ DERT 'RALANCE QC;J.;EHT.“.EQT.‘S
. Pare | Capita |Growtk . ' ! Exports  Imports PRalance | Experts Ieports -
LY [ 1 Farc i 1
B - - . N ! i i
AR "y ; ) %) (%) (% mil) | (wecka} (<) { (S mil) (S miy (e mil) (1975 = 160) ! 5 mily
D SO I R A e A e e :
. T ! N -
i ‘ . I
5462 ‘ : ; 3.9 ; !
R ' | ;
5584 ; ; ! 4.0 | ; I 16 57 —41
R R | i |
) : ; ! | l ; [ .
v 5706 x ! : i 47.5 4.1 3.0 | ¢ 20 69 -49 61.3 64.4
e e : H : i :
i : ; + : e —
i ; . t
5829 i | } 7 62.6 | 4.4 3.3 3 : 25 99 -74 67.5 58.9
""'“"'1‘ " - I - -_—1 -J. - - - - Tt T - ""—'"—%“ T - - - - -
: ' : ' i !
i ! [ ! :
5955, e, ) {-83.6 2.9 3.0 L 147 -4 | 36 145, -109 | 99.2 | 86.5
' - 1 |
- 6085 { 100 ¢ 7.3 19 76.5 27.8 6.0 ‘ 190 ! -42 . 42 144 -102 flO0.0 100.0
: - T - e R | 4 - +— - ittt S
1 | { :' { i . M
6217 , 100 ; 5.8, -10 71.5 | 26.9 4.6 ' 248 | 't 51 139 -88 {141.0 | 113.8
: i ! : (2), i ' T
* 16350 .2.2 | 110 | 2.2} 33 | 56.5 ! 13.6 ! L (5.7) | | 58 218  -160 |154.6 | 122.8  68.4
! ' | - : : B e S e Sty —_—
. : ! i : | i i (1)
| 6498 . ' . 5.8, 30 40.3 ' 9.7 | (5.9) | 2€.8
‘ ; i . ; . - ,.? . ..‘: - _*.‘ __,‘___._:__._A.‘ - .’...._ A e m——— - .T — o — —
> ; ! . [ i : ! : (6) ! B
! : | i : i i : . S
. : | | ! | | ‘ i | '
! ! ! ' i (6. 9) : K
. ———— U SRRV SO — e e
1. Excl. DAC AFR/DRIAFD - 5.15.79
2. Estimates of debt service payments on outstanding debt.



COUNTRY: Upper Volta

FOOD
“ELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SUPPLY DATA PRODUCTION . P.L. 480 HISTORY
" INDIGES NET IMPORTS (0OOMT)
| . |Intake ag tr=et food 1961-1978 TITLES
Average i % of Rec4 j-f,:f: 2 lnter- |Total Per {Cercals| Maize [Millet [Sorghum| Rice [Cassava I IIT -omponents
c‘f;if‘ i ommend ed futvalent annual Capita Paddy II | PVO |Multi- Gov.-
by beaiatd Minimum  S¢158Tih.- |Varja- Lat. | Gov.
YEAR |Seseresucton [ pioniia tions ++ + +[++++{+++ Production + + +{k ++ +H +++|- - |~ |- MT o jo o=
{Calaztes) () (3227) () 1961-1965=100 |- « « -|- = — ~{- - —(Net Imports)- — —i- = - o o = |+ 4+ 4 1+ + + |+ + ($000)+ +i14+ + + | + + +
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1970 102 | 102 % 2
987 66 352 37 32
1971 95 97 |(69-71) (69-71) 0 0 |18493 | 2643 | 787 | 15063
59 30 30
1972 90 94 0 0 28474 | 4719 (3830 | 19876
58 31 30
1973 | 1673 597 84 90 0 0 [15429 | 2077 |2065 | 11281
62 39 30
1974 1859 511 92 | 101 AR 30) 3 0 0 148020 | 2515 (5613 | 39893
1257 84 33 31
1975 (7]:{7??) 610 100 112 28) (5) (10) 0 0 15878 | 5912 |3386 6586
1107 46 350 40 32
1976 95 109 AN ¢)) (8.6)] 650 (10) 0 0 8741 | 6599 {2215 0
1018 45 330 40 33
977 1810 560 87 103 (4b) (.5) %) 600 (10) 0 0 20880 (10059 {1099 9722
350
1978 | 1680 690 71 450 1831 | 5.5 > 650 0 0 |31003 |26395 | 4687 0
(76-80) €----(76-80>+--> | (61-78)
1979 0 0 }31108 128079 | 3029 0
1980 (4296) | (4026) [ (268) 0
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YEAR

1979

1971

1972

1974

1379

1989

FOPULATIZL i GROSS NATIGUAL | INFLATION | TOTAL IMFORT DEBT ' |
i FRORUCT REGERVE | COVERAGE | SERVICE égIQEHAL Egégﬁ;; TRADE Unit vah !OIHER ACoR
POSITION FATIO DEBT RALANCE alue | ASSISTANCE
Total [Growth | Per Rea! Exports I . Bal | CGXMITMENTS
Rate Capita |treeth . xXp s mports Alance | Exports Impor:s .
Rate
000y 7D $) ) (V) ($ mtl) (weeks) ) (S mthy NS mity | l(s mil) = _ _ 1 (1975 « 100) ($ mil)
; !
' . ' NA NA
21638! ' 10.1 4.4 .
. - ' !
22713 ! 5.9 4.9 687 . 620 67 ?
22722 2.5 178.4 14.8 8.0 692 625 67
s ! —
23254 | 6.3 15 234.6 16.2 8.4 =279 1004 754 250 !
| |
23284 i i 3.5 27 140.2 6.9 13.0 2611 -472 1294 1051 244 :
: ! i
23860 i 130 -6.1 29 58.2 3.4 16.0 3004 -600 865 905 -40
| B A b S N U
! ’ '
24450 '130 ! -1.4 88 60.9 4.7 12.0 3307 ' y 904 668 236 |
_ { R S S (Z)‘ —— B —————
X 1 t
25669 i 130 1.5 63 144.9 12.4 ; (378) j ; 288 609 379 198.1
! : ! : R _ - — .
§ -4 REN ST GRS O PR B B i e T R 4 E
P | g z : W
25704; 24 | 1.5 55 156.0 15.2 i (454) ! ! 14.5
-~ (67-77). S N 1 . ; e b
f ! i | ; |
26354 | i . (448) | |
. ; . L : . - - - -— —
, |
; i (459) 5 f
1 Excl. DAC AYR/DIUARD  3.35.79
2 Estimates of debt service payments cn outstanding debts.
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COUNTRY: Zaire

FOOD
FOOD SYPPLY DATA PRODUCTION SELECTED i‘gﬂggégox()ggg;%: AND P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES
: iae Tntake a ’inn:: fncd 1961-1978 TITLES
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suncion/Day [1ieaye:222() -diseril. - - : ' Lat. Gav.
tnifces calorts Minimum oy Varia ‘
YEAR {dtscritectan |3upsces e tions + 4+ 4+ +|+ + + +[+ + + Production + + +[+ +++F +++l- == |- =~ |- MI o «cle w=l---~-
Calosies)  |(calories) (2) (05T %) 1961-1965=1001- - - —|- = - =]- — -(Net Imports)= = —=lo = = —f= = = 4+ + 4+ 4+ + + {+ + (S000)+ + |+ + + | + + +
1970 2040 190 101 101
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1972 | 1815 415 98 | 103 8975 0 0 |3082 | 806 [2275 0
1974 1885 345 98 | 108 |33 | (130 . 9500 0 0 |1514 |1s514 0 0
{ 1876 354 769
1875 1(71-75) 97 |1101 (378) (200) (10 8879 0 0 757 757 0 0
- 790 510 26 212 9172 0 0 0 0 0
6
e % | 12 | sy | (210) (69)
i
1977 . 1820 | 400 95 | 113 ?330) (;gg) 26 % 9832 0 0 0 0 0
I 1845 375 83 [1108[1316 | 3.7 €6.2
1978 i(76-78) | | —mmmee 6-78)— | (61-78) 320 26 279 g%gg AP 0 |[3297 0 0 B297
1
197¢ ! 0 2387 0 |2387 0
R an (531) (531)
. |
1980 [ (15.7) 0 0 0
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FOOD
SELECTED FOOD PRODUCTION AND
FOOD SHPPLY DATA PRODUCTION P.L. 480 HISTORY
INDICES NET IMPORTS (00OMT)
e b omenges |INtake ag Unmet Food §961-1978 TITI.ES
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1976 o |12 |y [0 L P % sy | | s [ o o |3 | o |3 o
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Appendix II

Hypothesized Relationships between the Effectiveness Variables1

A. Present Situation

Present situation concerning tne completeness of the 102(d)
commitment variable based on the informal appraisal by
PPC staff and the regional bureaus, compared to the financial

and agricultural policy performance variables.

agricultural
performance

financial
performance

commitment

B. Theoretical Idea

Theoretically, with a more systematic procedure of utilizing 102(d)
irformation, the commitment variable may adequatel: encompass the
financial and agricultural performance variables. This remains to

be seen.

1 The intersection of the circles are intended for diagrammatic purposes
only, and are not intended to show any estimated levels of overlap.
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agricultural
policy performance

financial
performance

commitment



Appendix III

The Financial Performance Variable

1. Principles of Variable Design

The first of the three variables utilized to indicate effective use of

foreign assistance is financial performance. In particular, the financial
performance variable ascertains the financial conditions and performances
of the Sub-Saharan countries. A countzy's responsibility concerning both

their domestic and international finances received consideration.

The variables included on the first page of the tables and defined in the
introduction to the country situation summaries are commonly used measures
to suggest a weak, strong, or stable financial condition. Analysis of these
variables over time suggests actual performance and progress. In additionm,
a reading of the IMF narratives provides a clear expansion and understanding

of the factors which contribute toward either regressions or improvements.

2. Criteria

A number of criteria were selected to provide ratings of Sub-Saharan coun-
tries' financial performances. The criteria chosen were predicated upon
financial performance measured by past progress and qualitative information
provided by the country narrvatives. The following five criteria were uti-
lized.

(1) Per Capita GNP Growth Rate:

(learly a satisfactory growth rate of per capita GNP reflects, among
other factors, the financial performance of a country;

(2) Policies Affecting Efficient Resource Mobilization and Allocation:

Different government policies can cause either incentives of disincen-

tives to efficient resource mobilization and allocation in both the

i

\”
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public and private sectors;

(3) Domestic Revenues, Budgetary Deficits, and Foreign Aid as Percentages of

Government Expenditures:

Other things being equal, trends toward higher percentages for domestic

revenues and lower percentages for deficits and aid auger best for

sustainable growth;

(4) Public and Private Sector Savings and Capital Formation:

Generally, higher rates of savings lead to higher rates of both public
and private investment, leading in turn to greater productivity;

(5) Debt Obligations, Possible Rescheduling, and Debt Repayments:

Countries which responsibly manage internal and external borrowing;
(6) Irade:

interrelationships with current account balances, adequate import

coverages, tied with reserves.

3. Financial Performance Ratings:

One of three possible ratings conuld be given to any of the Sub-Saharan
countries, depending upon the results of the financial performance

analysis: poor; fair; good In general, a poor financial performance
rating was based upon negative rates of economic growth, increasing trade
deficits, relatively weak import coverage and reserve positions, and

mounting debt obligations. A fair ranking was given to countries that

were initiating marginal improvements in financial performance, were
attempting to tighten their belts through improvements in external trade
with the subsequent savings in foreign exchange, and actively altering

fiscal and monetary policies to satisfactorily manage aggregate demand. A
rating of good was given tc countries which were practicing responsible trade
relations with other countries, and showing an increased government capability

to effectively plan, finance, and implement development programs.

\\oc\



APPENDIX IV
The Agricultural Policy Performance Variable

1. Principles of Variable Design

The agricultural policy performance variable is the second of the three
effectiveness variables used in the Food Aid Priority (FAP) procedure.

As discussed in section V.l., the FAP procedure indicates countries which

will most effectively use foreign assistance to help the poor to a better

life. This variable was chosen to ascertain both the long-term and short-term
performance of a country's agricultural sector. This sector's past and present
record in food production and distribution, increasing rural incomes and
employment, and promotion of increased equity all received attention. Since
the agricultural policy performance variable is theoretically implicit within
the commitment variable (see section V.2.2.1.), there will of necessity be

a substantial degree of overlap in the twn discussions.

2. Criteria

A number of criteria were utilized to provide a measure of the agricultural
performance variable for each country. The six criteria selected are

discussed below.

2.1. Price Policy

Price policy naturally received a great deal of attention. The price
policy components examined include:

(1) Price controls:

Constraints to producers and specific agricultural commodity prices
received by producers below free market prices causing production

disincentives (the degree depending upon the short-and long-run price

elasticities of supply);



(2)

(3)

(4)

)

(6)

IV-2

Procurement Policy:

Non-competitive purchasing, which may or may not act as a disincentive;

Export Controls and Taxes:

The specific effects depend upon the particular conditions faced and
institutional organization: stabilized producer commodity prices
and incomes, production and marketing disincentives, prohibition of
foreign sales, finance of research and investment;

Import Subsidation:

Governrents importations at one price and sales of a lower price,
distorted exchange rates (e.g., overvalued exchange thereby subsidizing
large-scale, labor-displacing agricultnral machinery), interest rates
set at other than the free market rate ‘e.g., low interest rates again
leading to overcapitalization, labor displacement, increased dependence
and depleted foreign exchange reserves);

Inter-Sectoral Terms of Trade:

Terms of trade (relative prices) between the rural-agricultural and
urban-industrial sectors of the economy other than at free market
levels, leading to undue extraction of agricultural economic surplus,
production disincentives, reduced levels of investment, heavily subsi-
dized wage good (food grains) for the urban sector;

Subsidized Inputs:

Subsidized inputs (factors of production) can perform useful functions
up to a point (such as reduce the risk of adopting innovations).
However, undue reliance upon these subsidies can introduce undesireable

long-term socio-economic distortions.

A
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2.2. Other Criteria:

(1) Restrictions on Land Tenure and Credit:

Serve as barriers to increased agricultural production and rural
incomes, desired output composition, and equity, depending upon the
amounts and percentages of agricultural land under owner-operators,
absentee landlords, commerciai arrangements, share-cropping arrange-
ments, and wage-labor &orking conditiouns;

(2) Government Expenditures on Agricultural Development Projects:

Government expenditures affect all aspects of the agricultural-rural
econony, whether focused on ;roduction, marketing, infrastructure, or
research and design;

(3) Levels of Subsistance Agriculture:

3. Agricultural Performance Ratings

Each of the Sub-Saharan countries could potentially have received one of

the three ratings, based upon the evaluation of the performance of their
agricultural sector: poor (negative); indifferent; or favorable (positive).
However, none of these countries received a poor or negative rating on their
agricultural performance. As was also the case with the commitment

variable in the IPS procedure, some countries did not encourage small-
holder production, but none actually adversely affected their food availa-

bility through implementation of a disruptive policy.

Although no poor ratings were given to countries for their agricultural
performance, some countries adopted policies that have exacerbated other
sectors of the economy. Countries such as these received an indifferent
rating. For example, an indifferent rating was given to those countries

in which agricultural programs placed severe strains cn the rest of

the country,
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Positive ratings were given to countries with explicitly stated goals of
food self-sufficiency backed by the appropriate policies. These self-
sufficiency goals can be achieved through actual self-sufficiency in food
production, utilizatZon of the resulting foreign foodstuffs, or a combina-

tion of both.
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The Commitment Variable

1. Principles of Variable Design

The third of the three variables selected to indicate effective use of foreign
assistance is commitment. This variable provides an assessment of a country's
socio-economic commitment and progress toward broadly participatory, poverty-
alleviating development -- in short, effective dedication toward equitable
gsocio-economic developmernt and growth. Currently, this approach has no exact

parallel among other major aid programs, bilateral or multi-lateral.

Application of a variable such as this presents conceptual difficulties as

well as problems of definition and comparability, even in those cases in which
accurate and pertinent data are readily available. As a consequence, broad

scope will be allowed for judgmental factors involving countries' commitments

and probable future progress; the increased probability of type I errors is
explicitly considered. Turther, limitations in country statistical systems clearly

necessitate more liberal interpretations in many instances.

The approach adopted is one currently in the process of development by PPC. As
this procedure is refined, the specific details presented in this section may
be subject to change. None-the-less the guiding principles are clear.

2. Criterigl/

The first six criteria presented below provide standards of commitment assess-
ments that relate directly to specific aspects of development identified in
Sections 102(c) and 192(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act. The seventh
criterion is an additional criterfon on education. Several interpretative

factors are listed under each c+viterion. These factors are the indicators

L/For work on a process to more clearly delineate the above criteria, see (3).
Further details can be obtained from Mike Crosswell, IIA/EA/PP.

M
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by which a country's performance under a criterion can be assessed. There
are three primary interpretive factors under each critevion sufficiently
universal to be applicable in some degree in every country. In addition to
the primary factors, there may be a varying number of supplementary factors.
The supplementary factors provide useful assistance in cases of gaps in data,
unique country-specific developmental or economic circumstances, changed
international conditions, and so forth. The seven criteria are:

(1) The Extent of Participation in Economic Development by the Poor:

Assesses numbers of people below the poverty line and changes over
time, trends in participation by the poor at all levels, amounts and
percentages of government expenditures benefiting the poor (especially
for agriculture, health, education, and family planning), levels and
annual changes in per capita income for the poorest forty percent of
the population, and evidence on progressiveness of the tax system.

(2) The Extent to which Government Policies Contribute to Sustainable

Economic Growth:

Assumes growth ratesfor total and per capita gross domestic product,
government and private savings and capital formation, policies that
atffect efficient resource mobilization and allocation in the government
sector and private sector growth, rates of inflation, the extent to
which actual expenditures coincide with both announced budgets and
long-range development plans, and domestic revenues, budgetary deficits,

and foreign aid as percentages of government expenditures.
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(3) The Extent to Which Government Policies Increase the Productivity and

Utilization of Labor:

Assesses changes in sectoral employment, government and private policies
and actions to promote labor-intensive programs for infrastructure and

research and development for labor-intensive technologies, where

appropriate, and capital-output ratios.

(4) The Appropriateness of Policies to Increase Small-Farm Productivity:
Assesses real value of agricultural output per person in the
agricultural sector, government expenditures for agriculture, land
tenure, and terms of trade between sectors.

(5) The Extent to which Health Services and Policies Encourage Low-Cost,

Accessible Delivery:

Assesses infant mortality rates, expenditures on total health services,
average life expectancies, child mortality and crude death rates,
nutritional intake, and policies that affect private supply and access
to publicly supplied preventive medicine and low-cost health services.

(6) The Extent of Attention to Accessible Family Services and Motivation

for Smaller Families:

Assess rates of demographic change, percentages for population
activities in total government expenditures, contraceptive usage, and
institutions, laws, and economic policies that explicitly or implicitly

encourage smaller family size.
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The Access to Education for Basic Life Skills:

Assesses literacy rates, public expenditures for all education, access
by low income rural family members to education and training oriented
at improving health, nutrition, and productive skills, percentages of
rural as well as total primary school age populations enrolled in
rural and primary schools, percentages of total and rural adult
populations that have completed at least primary or first-level

schooling, and per student expenditures.



APPENDIX VI

THE FOOD AID PRIORITY VALUE

1. Food Aid Priority Value Functional Form

1.1. Purpose and Organization

A number of different functional rforms are potentially available for the Food

Aid Priority function for food aid allocation. Different functional forms

would provide different food aid allocations. Section 1 of this appendix
examines this issue on a relatively theoretical basis. Appendix VIII empirically
analyzes the issue. 1In order to contrast and illustrate the FAP functional

form selected, an additive linear function receives attention. The following
subsections first consider weighted measures, followed by an examination of
functional form, the properties of functional forms, the implications upon

food aid allocation of different functional forms, and other relevant discussions

of this issue in Food Aid Priority study.

1.2. Weighted Measures

In effect, a country's food aid priority value (FPV) is an exponentially
weighted measure of the two need and three effectiveness independent variables.
In contrast, is the simple arithmetic mean, the type of average usually computed
for everyday affairs. For this arithmetic mean each of the variables linearly
affects the overall mean by an equal proportion; in this FAP case of five
variables, each variable would .:ave a 20% effect. In a weighted measure,
different independent variables affect the overall value to different degrees

(proportions), depending upon the policy weight attached to each variable.
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1.3. Functional Form

Several different functional forms are possible for this weighted measure

of the five independent variables. The simplest function that could be

used is an additive linear function such as FPV = a (FG) + b (PCY) + ¢ (FN) +
d (AP) + e (CM). This function is generally called a weighted average.
However, a multiplicative functional form with the policy weights used as
exponents instead of simple coefficients provides a more accurate measure Or
the actual situation encountered as discussed in Sections 1.4, and 1.5. of

this appendix.

1.4. Functional Foim Properties

A multiplicative exponential function of the form used here has certain desireable
properties for food aid allocation. Since the function is exponential, the

resulting surface in six-dimensional space is nonlinear in shape -- a linear

function would have the shape cf a plane. The size (absolute value) and

algebraic sign (positive or negative) of the exponents used as policy weights
determine the degree of nenlinearity, regularity and direction of the resulting graph
(the values of the first and second derivatives) -- the shape and orientation of

this surface.

/\G\



VI-3

With a simple linear weighted average, an equal change in the values of all
need and effectiveness variables would directly change the value of the FPV

by the same proportion. For example, a doubling cf the values of all the need
and effectiveness variables would double the value of thw FPV, assuming that
all the coefficients were positive. Thus, the function is linear. However,
with a uonlincar function such as the multiplicative exponential function

used to obtain the FP., . _qual change in all the need and effectiveness
variables would provide a disproportionate change in the FPV, For example,

a doubling of the values of the need and effectiveness variables would not

generate a doubling in the value of the FPV.

The amount by which the Food Aid Pricrity Value (FPV) changes depends upon

the initial values of the need and effectiveness variables. The FAP procedure
adopted as a nonlinear function increases at a decreasing rate. Technically,
there are positive partial first derivatives for all variables but food

gap, and negative partial second derivatives for all five dependent variables
with respect to FPV. As a consequence, larger values of the need and effective-
ness variables have a smaller proportional effect upon the FPV's than do

smaller values of these independent variables. Although the FAP procedure

has a multidimensional surface, a two-dimensional diagram effectively illus-

trates the essential characteristics.
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> FAP Procedure

FAP Values g

B!

A'

Values of the Need and Ef fectiveness
Variables

D
0 AB Figure 1

Diagramatical Illustration of FAP Procedure

Figure 1 illustrates the FAP procedure characteristic of increases in FAP
values at a decreasing rate. For example, the increase in the need and
effectiveness variables from A to B equals the increase from C to D. However,
the increase in the FPV from A'to B!corresponding to AB is substantially
smaller than the FPV increase from C' to D' corresponding to the increase
from C to D.

Values of the policy weights determine the rate of change of the FAP values,
graphically, the degree of concavity with respect to the independent variable
axis. 1In general, the higher the value of the policy weights, the greater

the rate of iIncrease.
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1.5, Functional Form Implications for Food Aid Resource Allocation .

The properties of an exponential function of the type used in this study
(rather than a simple linear weighted average) have certain implications for
the allocation of scarce resources such as food aid among various countries.
In effect, an FPV function of the type posited in this study incorporates

the fact that for different levels between countries of the five variables,
the whole is greater than the sum of the parts . For example, consider the

case of a comparison of the food need between two countries, one of which is

relatively affluent (country A) and the other not (country B). Although

the values of country B's need and effectiveness variables may be twice

that of country A's, the former's assistance need may be more than twice that

of country B's -- comparative need between the two countries is not strictly

proportional (linear). A number of factors could account for this. Consider-

ing the agricultural sector of both countries, it may be that country B not

only requires twice the amount of fertilizer that A does, but also requires

improved rural roads and port facilities in order to transport the fertilizers

to the farmers in need.

Technically the specific functional form properties of the FAP procedure

allow for greater proportional food aid priority to countries with lower

values for the need and effectiveness variables. Figure 1

illustrates this policy implication of the functional form adopted.

1.6. Appendix References

For a more detailed discussion of this concept, the reader is referred

to a similar discussion given in Appendix VII. This appendix contrasts
linear (straight line) and non-linear properties and their implications upon
food aid allocation in a more concrete manner. Appendix VIII presents a

sensitivity analysis which analyses the effect of functional form upon the
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FAP country rankings. Specifically, the FPV's and resulting country rankings
associated with an additive non-weighted linear function are comparad to
those resulting from the multiplicative exponential FAP function adopted for
this study. A statistical test of significance is employed to compare the

two different country rankings.

1.7. Summary

In summery, a brief and simple theoretical discussion was presented con-
trasting the properties and food aid allocation implications of the multi-
plicative exponential FPV functional form adopted by the FAP study with arn
additive linear function. Appendix VII provides a similar but more

detailed discussion, although in a different context. Appendix VIII contains
a sensitivity analysis which contrasts the different FAP country rankings

obtained from the multiplicative exponential and additive linear FPV

functions.
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2. Algebraic Review of Exponential Policy Weights

2.1. Positive Whole Number Exponents

To fully understand the procedure and the role of the policy weights,
it is necessary to be familiar with a few simple algebraic rules governing
the effects of exponents. The most familiar example of exponents is
illustrated by the following equations:

y xy

~
It

42 = 4x 4 = 16

Y
w
[

=4x4x4=64

In these equations, the numbers 2 and 3 are exponents, and indicate
operations in which a given quantity is multiplied by itself (e.g., squared
or cubed).

2.2. DPositive Fractions &s Exponents

While positive whole numbers are the most familiar exauples, exponents

can also be fractions.

b .5

X =

It

NS
die g’ T2
6al/3 = gq-333 _ 3#33 = 4
In the first two examples, assigning an exponent of % (or .5) to a number is
equivalent to taking the square root. Assigning an exponent of 1/3 (or .333)
is equivalent to taking the cube root. Accordingly:
2 _

if x2 =y (e.g., 102 = 100)

then x = y5 (e.g., 10 = 100%)

lThis review, except for a few minor changes, was written by Mike Crosswell,

in (5, Appendix I).

&
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2.3. Negative Whole Number and Fractional Exponent

Further, exponents can be negative, with the following effects:

x=2 = 1/x% = (1/x)2

x3 = 1/x3 = (1/x)3

472 = 1/(4%) = (1/4)2 = 1/16
273 = 1/(23) = (1/2)3 = 1/8

47 =1/ /A =V178 =172

2.4, 1, -1, and 0 as Exponents

The effects.of exponents valued 1, -1, and O are particularly

noteworthy:
xl = x 2l =2
x~1 = 1/x 271 = 1/2
x0 =1 20 =1

An exponent of 1 has no effect on x; an exponent of -1 inverts x (or
divides 1 by x); and an exponent of zero gives a value of 1, whatever the

value of x.
Finally, the following rule is important in evaluating the Food Aid
Priority (FAP) values.

x2/y2 = (x/y)? 102/32 = (10/3)2

2.5. Exponential Values of Fractions

These properties of exponents make them very useful for expressing the

importance or priority attached by policy makers to a particular indicator.

For instance, suppose that Country A has a commitment rating of 4 (good)
and Country B has a commitment rating of 1 (poor) and that food aid

prioirities are based solely on considerations of commitment as

illustrated below.
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2.6. Usage of Exponents as Policy Weights

i.e. A (CommA)c 4¢€ 4\ °©

— e——————— — ) e—

Ag (Commg) © 1¢ 1
Where Ag stands for assistance to Country B, Comm, represents the commitment
rating of Country A, and ¢ gives the policy weight attached to commitment.

a) If a weight of 1 is used, then Country A gets 4 tim=s as larce a
priority value as Country B.

b) If a smaller weight of .5 is used (a lower priority to commitment) ,
then Country A gets twice the priority value of Country B.

c) An intermediate weight, e.g., .75, would give A more than twice
but less than 4 times. (Actually 2.8 times as much as B).

d) A weight of zero on commitment (zero priority) means that the two
countries receive the same amount of priority. 1In this case commitment has
no bearing on the allocations.

e€) A weight of -1 on commitment (a negative priority) means that
the country with the lower commitment rating would get higher priority.

In this case, Country B would get 4 times as high a priority as Country A.
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3. The Food Gap Policy Weight

3.1. Purpose and Organization

The food gap need variable has the only negatively valued policy weight or
exponent of the two need and three effectiveness variables. In contrast, per
capita Gross National Product and the three effectiveness variables all have
positively valued policy weights. This subsection examines in order the
rationale for a negatively valued food gap policy weight as well as the

implications of this selection upon the allocation of food aid.

3.2. Rationale for Negatively Valued Food Gap Policy Weight

The value of the uniform food gap exponent a was set at - 1. The
size of the food gap is an important criteria for food aid assistance. For
example, the smaller the food gap (or inversely the larger the food supply
of the recommended minimum), the lower the need for food aid. Because some
countries currently are characterized by a food surplus, their food gap is
not a positive number (e.g.28%). Instead, their food gap is a negative number
(e.g.- 8% for a +8% food surplus). As a consequence of this characteristic,
if food gap was used to calculate the Food Aid Priority Values, the resulting
values obtained would be negative for food surplus countries. In order to
obtain positive Food Aid Priority values for all thirty-eight countries

considered, the inverse of food gap, food supply, was used instead.

3.3. Implications upon the Allocation of Food Aid

No real changes in the Food Aid Priority procedure or the values and

rankings obtained were introduced by usage of food supply instead of food
gap. The same FAP country rankings are obtained with use of both food gap

and food supply. Increases in the value of the food supply lead to decreases

in the Food Aid Priority Value.



APPENDIX VII

The Straight-Line linear Adjustment of Per Capita Gross National Product 1/

1. FPV without straight-Line Adjustment of Per Capita GNP
If no adjustment would be made to the per capita GNP variable (PCY),

then the Food Priority Value (FPV) of a country would be determined by the

following equation
a b c d e
FPV = (FG) (PCY) (FN) (AP) (CM)
where all the definitions are the same as defined earlier.

The impact of this formulation can best be explained by assuming that
all the countries are equal with respect to FG, FN, AP, and CM, but
different per capita GNP's (PCY). 1In the equation above, the value of b
is negative since the Food Priority Value is considered to be inversely

proportional to PCY. Therefore, the higher is a country's per capita income,

the lower is that country's Food Priority Value, and vice versa. Thus the

equation essentially becomes

b
FPV = 1
PCY

The comparison between two countriec, i and j, would be

FPV PCY
i-= i

FPV PCY
3 j

Accordingly, any country with one-half the per capita GNP of another would
be considered at twice the priority whether the two per capita levels were
$400 and $200 or $200 and $100. Suppose that FPV depended only on per capita
GNP (need), with a weighting of -1.0. Then, if per capita GNP doubled, need

would be halved, and the priority value would tend to be cut in half.

1 Much of this discussion, except for some minor changes, was written by Mike
Crosswell. See (5, Appendix II).
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2. Straight~Line Adjustment
It was judged during the IPA process, however, that a more appropriate
form for the per capita GNP would be reflected by a linear relation
FPV = (5-T (pcY)),
where s and t represent positive numbers.

3. Comparison Between Linear and Nonlinear Per Capita GNP

In both equations, the lower the per capita GNP, the greater the FPV
of the recipient country. The distinction between the two can best be

explained by using a graph:

NEED
straight line form

non-linear form

$200 $600

PER CAPITA GNP

The straight line formulation focuses on the absolute differences in
per capita GNP. For every difference of $100, whether comparing levels
of $100 and $200 or $700 and $800, the level of PFV changes by the same
absolute amount. The non-linear formulation focuses on percentage
differences in per capita GNP. Thus, a difference of $100 has a much greater

effect on relative need comparing per capita levels of $100 and $200 than in

comparing incomes of $700 and $800.

\%‘I
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The more practical distinction between the two formulations can be
seen by focusing on per capita levels where the two lines intersect. In
the graph, they intersect at $200 and $600 (arbitrarily selected points).
Countries between these two incomes are evaluated as more food needy by the
straight line formulation than by the non-linear formulation. Countries
outside the range are evaluated as less needy using this straight-line

(linear) formulation. Accordingly, the straight-line form, on the whole,

shifted the FPV's in the direction of the higher percap’ta GNP countries.
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4. Calculation of s and t:

The values for s and t were calculated using the same rationale as in the
IPA procedure. The linear formulation of the per capita GNP was constrained
to pass through two points:
(1) the intersection point of average food assistance with average
per capita GNP;
(2) a specified level of per capita GNP at which food assistance would
be zero (the horizontal axis ii._ercept), for which $600 was chosen.
4.1. Rationale:
The rationale for selection of these two constraints and the use of two data
points can most easily be understood through reference to the following two

graphs which are discussed in the following two sections (4.1.1. and 4.1.2.).

Food A
Assistance
($ or Tons

Average
Food
Assistance

Average Per 600 ﬁg%er Capita GNP ($)
Capita GNP

Figure 2
All Data Points

Al
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Food
Assistance
($ or Tonsﬂ

Average
Food
Assistance

0 Average Per 600 Per Capita GNP ($)
Capita GNP
Figure 3

Two Data Points

4.1.1. TFood Aid Eligibility

If all the country observations had been used instead of the two observations
(average per capita GNP, average food assistance) and $600.00 in the estima-
tion of the intercept and slope linear per capita GNP coefficients s and t,

a situation such as that of line A or line B depicted in Figure V.2. would
have arisen. Thus, although the line would have passed through the point of
intersection of the two means, it most probably would not have intersected the

per capita GNP axis at $600.
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A per capita GNP intercept of $600 insures that at levels of per capita GNP
greater than or equal to $600, food assistance is not provided to countries.
Consequently, only countries considered most in need of food assistance

through virtue of per capita GNP's lower than $600 will receive food aid.

A $600 per capita level of GNP more accurately reflects the reality of
Sub-Sahara food assistance requirements than does $800. This $800 figure

is the world-wide level of per capita GNP established by the IPA as the
maximum level by which a country can still maintain eligibility. The $600 level
is in accordance with *ne $580 per capita GNP level (world-wide) adopted by the
International Development Association of the World Bank as maximum in criteria
for food assistance funding. Further, all but one of the Sub-Saharan African

countries considered have per capita GNP's below $580.

4.1.2. Reduced Food Aid Allocation Variation Over Time

The use of the two data points instead of all country observations also provides
preater inter-temporal stability in food aid allocation and consequent
programming. Figures 2. and 3. clearly illustrate this point. Annual estima-
tion of the linear GNP policy weight would most probably lead to a situation
such as that depicted in figure 2., in which lines C and D reflect the

large variation which would probably occur each year. In contrast, usage of
only the averages and the per capita GNP intercept clearly gives greater
stability in annual food assistance illustrated by lines E and F in Figure 3.

As a result, recipient and donor countries and dispersing agencies can undertake

longer run planning and programming.



VIII. Sensitivity Analysis of the Food Aid Priority Values by Policy

Weights, Data, and Functional Form

I. Purpose and Organization of the Sensitivity Analysis

1.1. Purpose

The general purpose of any sensitivity analysis is to examine the
effects upon the dependent variable(s) brought about by changes in
the values of one or more independent or explanatory variable(s). For
the Food Aid Priovity study, changes were made in the values of all the
policy weights, in the values of the data for per capita income and the
food gap and in the FPV functional form. These positive and negative
changes cause a corresponding change in the Food Aid Priority Values
for the thirty~eight Sub-Saharan African countries analyzed. As a
consequence of changes in these Food Aid Priority Values, a corresponding
change may occur in the relative ranking of the Sub-Saharan countries for
Food Aid Priority. The stability of this ranking procedure can then
he analyzed and the implications upon the Food Aid Priority methodology

examined.

1.2, Organization

The subsequent section reviews the Food Aid Priority procedure.
The following section examines the desireability of stable Food Aid
Priority Values. A discussion of the changes in policy weights, data,

and FPV functional form follows. The next section analyzes the actual

44
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sensitivity analysis results. The final section presents summaries and

conclusions, including implications for the Food Aid Priority procedure

developed in this study.

2. Review of the Food Aid Priority Procedure

As discussed in Sections V.l. 1. and V.2.5.1., the country Food Aid
Priority procedure was developed to rank all Sub-Saharan countries in
terms of food aid priority. Two need and three effectiveness variables
were combined into a single measure, the Food Aid Priority Value.
The following relationship 1s used to calculate the measure on country
food aid priority value:
FpV = (FC) @ (s-t (pCY) D (mY) © (ap)d(ame,
where

FPV = country's food aid priority value;

FG = councry's food supply as percent of recommended

minimum (need variable);
PCY = country's per capita Gross National Product (need variable);

country's financial policy performance (effectiveness variable);

FN =
DP = country's agricultural policy performance (effectiveness variable);
CM = country's commituent toward equitable growth (effectiveness variable);
a, b, ¢, d, e, s, and t = policy weights. In particular, policy weights
a, b, ¢, d, and e are exponents, discussed in Section V.2.5.2 of the text and

Section 2 of Appendix IV. Policy weight s is the vertical intercept and
policy weight t is the slope for the linear Gross National Product

discussed in Section V.2.5.2 of the text and in Appendix V.

A%

relationship,
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The Food Aid Priocrity methodology pro?ides a different value (FPV)
for each country. A ranking of the thirty-eight FPV's from highest to lowest
can then be undertaken. This ranking indicates the food aid priority of
each country in relation to the other thirty-seven. The FPV's and their
rankings are in terms of the five explanatory variables and specific policy

weights selected.

3. Sensitivity of the Food Aid Priority Values

3.1. Consistency and Responsiveness

A Food Aid Priority procedure which provides relatively consistent
rankings of countries is desir#ble even though incremental changes have
occurred in the values of the variables, policy weights, or the data.
However, a FAP Procedure should also be responsive to meaningful changes
in these variables, policy weights, and data, thereby inducing significant
alterations in the relative country priorities or rankings. In this manner,

the FAP procedure is stable but still sensitive to meaningful changes.

3.2 Definitions of Terms

Consistent country rankings are defined by the results of Students'
t-Tests for differences between means. These means of paired
data are not statistically different than those FPV rankings provided
by the Food Aid Priority procedure with variable values given in
Appendix IX, and the policy weights discussed in Section V.2.5.2 of the

text. These are the initial rankings generated. Sets of rankings that meet

W
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this criterion are termed minor reorderings in the ensuing discussions.
Major reorderings are correspondingly tuose rankings for which there are
statistically significant differences from the initial FPV ranking.

There are statistical limitations to this approach, however. When a
number of Students c¢-tests are performed, the probability of accepting null
hypotheses that are false increases. In short, the power of the test decreases.
In addition, the dividing line between significant and non-significant results
may be quite small. For example, the difference in one case examined in the

sensitivity analysis was approximately 0.0l.

3.3 Minor Reorderings

Minor reorderings of country Food Aid Priority rankings occur with incre-
mental positive or negative changes :n policy weights. These indicate that the
unadvoidable degree of subjectivity inherent in the effectiveness variables
and policy weights does not produce a statistically significant difference
from the initial ranking. In addition, incremental positive or negative
changes over time in the underlying country conditions which lead to the
values selected for the effectiveness variables are explicitly considered.

Minor reorderings of cr 'ntry rankings with positive and negative incre-
ments in the data used for per capital Gross National Product (GNP) and
food gap, the two need variables, more efficiently and directly analyzes
the changes over time in these two relatively objective variables than
does a change in their policy weights alone. In addition to analyzing
changes, a sensitivity analysis of data provides allowance for the inaccura-

cies inherent with gross national aggregates such as GNP. Furthermore,

4



VIII-5
yearly revisions are not always available. A sensitivity analysis. of this
type explicitly analyzes the impact of this source of error upon the
country priority rankings and determines if the alterations in relative
rankings are statistically significant.

In summary, minor reorderings of Food Aid Priority country rankings
indicate that differences in opinions concerning the relatively subjective
policy weights and effectiveness variables, errors in the data employed,
incremental changes (either positive or negative) over time of both the
data and variables, all do not have a statistically significant effect
upon country rankings in relation to the initial FPV rankings. Finally,
minor reorderings of country FAP rankings imply increased inter-temporal
stability in food aid allocation and consequent programming. Consequently,

both recipients and donors can undertake longer run planning and programming.

3.4. Summary

This section discussed the desired characteristic of sensitivity and
stability in the Food Aid Priority procedure. A FAP procedure that allows
for major reorderings with meaningful changes in the underlying conditions
while simultaneously providing relative stability (minor reorderings) for
incremental changes (either positive or negative) in the values of the two
need and three effectiveness variables, policy weights, the empirical data:
and functional forms, was shown to be optimal. Definitions of major and minor
reorderings were also given. The next section discusses the types of

changes made for the sensitivity analysis in the policy weights, data, and

functional form.

4, Types of Changes Made

This section examines the types of changes made in the values of
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the policy weights, data, and functional form of the Food Aid Priority
procedure. Rationales for these changes are discussed as well.

4.1, Changes in Policy Weights

This subsection first discusses changes in policy weight values from a
relatively theoretically perspective. An explanation of the relevant por-
tions of Table 1 follows.

4.1.1. Theoretical Discussion

The effects of changes in policy weights include the effects of these

changes for the values of the need and effectiveness variables considered

correct. In addition, changes in policy weights can de facto represent

changes in the effectiveness variables. Therefore,

the results of changes in effectiveness variables are implicitly incorporated
in the sensitivity analysis. Four relationships are thus examined by a
change in policy weights: (1) changes in policy weights with the initial
effectiveness variables values intact; (ii) changes in the values of effect-
iveness variables with the initial policy weight values intact; (1i1)
simultaneous changes in the values of both policy weights and effectiveness
variables; (iv) changes in the values of policy weights for the two need
variables with the values of the need variables unchanged.

A number of different combinations of the policy weight values are
possible. All combinations can be classified into two types: positive or
negative changes in any single policy weight value with all other policy
weights held constant at the initial valuesselected for the FAP procedure
actually employed; or positive aund negative simultaneous changes in more
than one policy weight. All policy weights other than those for GNP
(a special case, more extensively discussed in Appendix VII) were increased
and decreased from the initial values. In addition, the policy weights for
agricultural policy, financial performance, and commitment (the three

effectiveness variables) were increased and decreased by twenty percent. \f\ \
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Thus, both relatively substantial and incremental changes were adopted.

Changes in the values of individual policy weight values with the
values of all other policy weights held constant at their initial level
allows the separate effect of each policy weight to be examined. If

more than one policy weight value is changed at a time, then tne combined

effect of the changes upon the FAP country values and rankings is examined.

Changes in policy weight values, either on an individual or combined
basis, change the rate of increase of the FAP procedure function. As one
or more of the policy weight values increase, the rate of increase of
the FPAP function initially adopted is also augmented. Furthermore, as

one or more of the policy weight values decrease, the rate of increase

of the FAP fuaction initially adopted is also diminished. The following
diagram illustrates these effects with reference to the initial FAP

procedure. Although the FAP function has a multidimensional surface, a
two-dimensional diagram satisfactorily illustrates the essential charac-

teristics.
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Figure 1
Effects of Changes in Policy Weight Values Upon
FAP Values

Increased Policy Weights

Initial FAP Function

=, Decreased Policy Weights
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The FAP function adopted has specific desireable properties for food
aid allocation (see Appendix VI, Section 1.5.). Since this nonlinear

function increases at a decreasing rate (positive partial first derivatives

for all but food gap and negative partial second derivatives for all
variables) greater proportional food aid priority is given to

countries with lower values for the need and effectiveness variables.l
Increases in the values of policy weights reduce the greater proportional
allocation to lower valued countries, whereas decreases in policy weight

values Increase their greater proportional priority.

4.,1,2, Explanation of Table 1

Table 1 presents the effects of selected changes in the values of
policy weights upon FAP country ranking. Changes in the values of the
data and functional form initially utilized are not considered. Column 1
provides the rankings resulting from the policy weight values, data, and
functional form actually employed in the FAP procedure. This column is
subsequently used as the control to which the rankings resulting from

changes in policy weight values are compared.

Columns 2-4 of Table 1 provide the FAP country rankings resulting from
positive and negative changes in the Food gap policy weight (PWFGPU) . All
other policy weight values are held constant at their initial level. The
policy weight was first decreased by one hundred percent, then increased
from the initial value of - l.O,twice. The first increase of one hundred
percent still maintained a negative value. However, the secona increase -~
two hundred percent above the initial value - brought the value into the

positive range.

lsee Section 1 of Appendix VI
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Columns 5-8 of Table 1 represent positive and negative substantial

and incremental changes in the agricultural policy performance policy weight-
All other policy weights are held constant at their initial level. The value
was increased and decreased by both twenty and one hundred percent. Columns
9-12 give similar changes for the financial policy weight. Columns 13-16
provide the same changes for the commitment policy weight. Column 17
provides the rankings that result if the alternative value of $800 is

adopted for per capita GNP with all other policy weight values held constant.

Section 4.1.1. of Appendix VII discusses the rationale for this change.

The remaining columns of Table 1, (columns 18-28), provide the rankings
that occur with changes in more than one policy weight value, large
number of combinations are potentially possible. Consequently, only

a few representative changes were implemented.

4,2. Changes in Necd Variable Data

This subsection fiist discusses changes in the values of data from a
theoretical perspective. An explanation of the relevant portions of Table 2
follows.

4.2.1. Theoretical Discussion

Changes in the values of the data used for the two need variables,
per capita GNP and food gap, cause a corresponding change in the FAP
country values and their rankings. The importance for an analysis of changes
in only the necd variables data was presented in Section 3.3. of this
appendix. Changes can be made either in the data for each need variable

sesparately oOr simultaneously. Changes in the values of either per
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capita GNP or food gap for all thirty-eight countries with the other
varfable's thirty-eight values held constant at their initial values allows
the separate effect to be considered. If the data was changed for both
variables simultaneously, then the combined effect of the changes upon the

FAP country values and rankings is examined.

Variable values are first changed by ten percent for both per capita
GNP and food gap. A change of this magnitude, either positive or negative,
represents a substantial change in the values of data. A ten percent change
more than sufficiently incorporates the worst possible cases of faulty
and changing data. For example, per capita GNP may only have been available
for 1977 instead of 1978 as well as initially underestimated. A ten percent
decrease adequately compensates. The country per capita GNP wvalues are
also increased and decreased by 3.224%. This percentage change is a weighted
average of the most recent available growth (either increase or decrease)
in per capita GNP for the thirty-eight countries. The percentage change in
per capita GNP for each country was multiplied by its proportion of the
total population for these thirty-eight countries. The resulting thirty-
eight values were then summed to give 3.224%, a weighted average. Thus, a
3.224% increase provides a simple but reasonable estimate of the 1979 per
capita GNP for each of the thirty-eight countries in Sub-Saharan Africa.
The resulting changes in FAP country values and rankings were then noted.
In this context, the ten percent increase in per capita GNP provide an
estimate of country per capita GNP in 1981 based upon a compounded constant
growth rate of 3.224% from a base year of 1978. A decrease of 3.224%
allows an examination of the effects of negative per capita growth upon
FAP country values and rankings. Negative per capita growth includes the

effects of decreased total GNP and/or increased total population. \
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4.2.2, Explanation of Table 2

Table 2 presents the effects of selected changes in the values of the
two need variables data upon the FAP country rankings. Changes in the
values of policy weights and functional form are not considered. Column 1
provides the FAP country rankings resulting from the policy weight values,
data, and functional form actually employed in the FAP procedure. Column 1
is used as a control. Changes in the FAP country rankings result from changes
in the need variable.data. These new FAP rankings are compared with the control
column through the use of Students' t-test Statistics.

Columns 2 and 3 present the FAP country rankings that occur with ten
percent positive and negative rates of per capita.GNP growth respectively,
All other data, policy weights, and functional form are held constent at
their initial levels (given in folumn 1 of Table 1). Columns 4 and 5 pre-
sent the FAP country rankings resulting from ten percent positive and nega-
tive rates of food gap change (uniform distribution of country population),
respectively. All other data, policy weights, and functional form are
again held constant. Columns 6, 7, 8, and 9 present the FAP country
rankings that occur with the four possible combinations of positive and
negative ten percent simultaneous changes in both per capita GNP and food
gap. Finally, columns 10 and 11 provide the FAP country rankings resulting
from the positive and negative 1978 growth rate of 3.2247% for per capita
GNP. All other data, policy weights, and functional form are again held

constant at their initial values.

/) (,){:;3
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4.3, Changes in FAP Procedure Functional Form

This subsection first discusses changes in the values of the FAP
procedure functional form from a theoretical prospective. An explanation
of the relevant portions of Table 3 follows.

4.3.1. Theoretical Discussion

Changes in the FAP procedure functional form cause a corresponding
change in the FAP country values and their subsequent food aid priority
rankings. The importance and implications of the FAP procedure functional
form was discussed in Appendix VI, Section 1. The functions compared were
exponential multiplicative (the FAP procedure adopted) and linear additive.
The latter function would provide a simple weighted average and allocate
food aid on a strictly linear basis. A sensitivity analysis of FAP country
rankings was also effected for a non-exponential multiplicative functional
form, called linear multiplicative for the purposes of this study. In this
case, policy weights are utilized as simple coefficients for each of the
five variables rather than as exponents as in the FAP procedure case.
However, like the FAP procedure function, all variables and their policy
weights are multiplied together.

4.3.2. Explanation of Table 3

Table 3 presents the effects of selected changes in the FAP procedufe
functional form. Column 1 provides the FAP country rankings given by
the FAP procedure initially adopted for the study. This column is used as
the control from which the FAP country rankings resulting from changes in
functional form are compared by Students' t-test statistics for paired data.
Column 2 presents the FAP country rankings that occur with a simple linear
additive FAP procedure. Column 3 presents the FAP country rankings that

occur with what is termed a linear multiplicative function. 'In both cases,

§ (;
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policy weights and data are held constant at their initial values.

5. Sensitivity Analysis Results

5.1. Organization

This section discusses the results obtained from the sen-
sitivity analyses of the FAP rankings. Comparisons were made between the
rankings as a result of the sensitivity analyses and the ranking obtained
from the FAP procedure, policy weights, and data adopted for this study.
Student's t—tests of paired means between each ranking and the initial FAP
ranking provide the method and criterion for evaluating whether a difference
exists or not. The bottom of each column in each table provides the com-
puted t-test statistic and the test of significance results. The following
discussion first examines the results for changes in policy weights,
followed by changes in data and functional form.

5.2. Changes in Policy Weights

Reference to Table 1 indicates that statistically significant results
are obtained in only twc cascs. Both cf these instances arc extreme cases
as well. The results show that the unadvoidable subjectivity inherent in
the effectiveness variables and policy weights do not produce a statistically
significant difference from the initial ranking, except in the most extreme
cases. Further, the incremental changes over time expected in the effective-
ness variables do not produce statistically significant effects except,

again, in the most extreme cases. Given the evolving nature of food aid

g0



VIII-14

in Sub-Saharan Africa, these results are particularly fortunate. Food aid
predicated upon a socio-economic rationale requires consistent, relatively
stable programming if favorable project design, implementation, and results
are to be attained. Erratic food aid financing, like all erratic sources
of foreign exchonge earnings or development financing, place severe pressures
upon the prospects of successful projects. Thus, minor reorderings predomi-~
nate with all but the most extreme changes in policy weights, data and

functional form held constant.

5.3. Changes in Data

Reference to Table 2 indicates that only minor reorderings of FAP
country rankings are obtained. Again, these results imply that only
extreme changes in the underlying food aid economic conditions will lead to
major reorderings. Further, the results indicate that such factors as
economic growth, usage of aggregate national statistics such as food gap
or per capita GNP, and unavailable yearly revisions in these aggregate
indicators do not seriously hamper food aid allocation. The requisite

stability for sound food aid allocation and projects exists.

5.4. Changes in FAP Procedure Functional Form

Reference to Table 3 indicates that only minor reorderings of FAP
ccuntry rankings are obtained with the two changes in functional form
analyzed. These results indicate that only more extreme changes than the
ones considered will lead to major reorderings of country rankings. As a
consequence, the desired theoretical properties of the FAP procedure func-
tional form discussed in Section 1.5. of Appendix VI are empirically proven

to be satisfactory.

07/ U P
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6. Summary and Conclusions of the Sensitivity Analysis

A sensitivity analysis of the Food Aid Priority country rankings
has been made with respect to different values of the policy weights for
both need and effectiveness variables, the data for need variables, and the
functional form for the FAP procedure. The FAP procedure for ranking the
thirty-eight Sub-Saharan African countries for food aid by the two need
and three effectiveness variables was found to provide the desired degree
of stability in food aid priorities. Statistically significant differences
in country rankings were produced only in the more extreme cases of changes
in policy weights, data, or functional form.

The FAP procedure is stable, but still sensitive to meaningful changes.
The minor reorderings of country Food Aid Priority rankings obtained
indicate that the unadvoidable degree of subjectivity inherent in the FAP
procedure does not produce statistically significant differences from the
initial ranking. Incremental positive changes in the need and cffectiveness
variables do not provide statistically significant differences as well.
Further, the inaccuracies expected with gross national aggregates such as
Gross National Product and the absence of yearly revisions in information
generally produce only minor reorderings in country Food Aid Priority
rankings. Finally, the FAP procedure functional form with its desireable

allocative properties is empirically shown to be satisfactory.



SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF POLICY WEIGHTS

TABLE 1

COLUMN : 1 2 3 4 b b ¥4 g )
POLICY WEIGHT: K
PWFCGPU -1.0 -2.0 0.0 1.0 -1.0} -1.0] -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
PWAP 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.5
PWFN 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0
PWCM 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
PWS = 5361.428

PWT = 8.9357

COUNTRY:

ANGOLA 31 17 33 34 31 31 31 2 32
BENIN 29 17 27 26 29 29 28 25 30
BOTSWANA 16 09 20 22 15 15 15 16 14
BURUNDI 10 09 05 01 08 10 10 11 08
CAMEROON 23 17 21 20 22 2 24 24 21
CAPE VERDE 09 09 13 18 12 09 09 07 13
CEN.AFR.EMP. 17 17 16 15 16 17 18 18 16
CHAD 05 or 05 10 05 05 05 06 06
COMOROS 1IS. 19 17 17 14 17 19 19 19 18
CONGO 36 34 36 36 30 36 36 36 36
ETHIOPIA 01 0l ol 04 0l 01 ol 01 0l
GAMBIA 14 17 12 05 13 13 14 15 12
GHANA 27 17 29 29 26 27 27 30 24
GUIENA 23 17 25 25 27 24 23 2 26
GUIENA BIS. 11 09 09 03 09 11 11 12 15
IVORY COAST 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
KENYA 12 09 10 06 11 12 12 14 10
LESOTHO 15 09 15 11 14 14 15 16 17
LIBERIA 33 17 32 31 32 33 33 33 29
MADAGASCAR 21 17 18 16 20 21 21 23 20
MALAWI 13 09 13 12 18 15 12 10 11
MALI 08 03 11 17 10 08 08 03 09
MAURITANIA 26 17 26 28 26 26 26 28 28
MOZAMBIQUE 17 09 22 23 21 18 17 13 23
NIGER 04 03 02 02 04 04 C4 04 02
NIGERIA 28 17 28 27 28 28 28 31 22
RWANDA 06 03 05 07 06 06 06 08 03
SENEGAL 34 34 33 30 34 34 34 34 34
SIERRA LEO. 25 17 23 21 23 25 25 27 27
SOMALIA 03 03 03 08 03 03 03 04 05
SUDAN 32 17 31 32 33 32 32 32 33
SWAZILAND 37 34 37 37 37 37 37 37 37
TANZANIA 07 03 08 09 07 07 07 08 07
TOGO 20 17 19 19 19 20 20 21 19
UGANDA 29 17 30 33 30 30 28 25 30
UPPER VOLTA 02 02 03 13 02 02 02 02 04
ZAIRE 22 17 24 24 25 23 22 20 25
ZAMBIA 35 34 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
VALUE OF t

TEST STATISTIC | N/A | 6.41}0.323 ]0.034 [0.233 [0.961 {0.813 [ 0.077| 0.143
TEST OF

SIGNIFICANCE N/A | ***%

*
k%
kkk

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 10%
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 5%
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 1%



TABLE 1
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF POLICY WEIGHTS

COLUMN: L 10 11 12 3 1% [ 15 116 17
POLICY WEIGHT:

PWFGPU -1.0! 1.0 |-t.0 | -1.0| -1.0]-1.0|-1.0 |-1.0 |-1.0
PWAP 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5/ 0.5] 0.5 o.5 | 0.5 | 0.5
PWFN 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.0l 0.5] 0.5] 0.5 | 0.5 | 0.5
PWCM 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5| 1.0} 0.6 0.4 | 0.0 | 0.5
PWS = 5361.428 484258
PWT = 8.9357 6.0532
COUNTRY:

ANGOLA 31 31 31 28 31 31 31 31 29
BENIN 29 29 27 26 29 29 30 29 32
BOTSWANA 16 15 17 22 10 13 16 20 08
BURUNDI 10 10 11 15 14 11 09 07 13
CAMEROON 23 22 24 29 21 22 23 26 21
CAPE VERDE 09 09 09 09 08 09 08 11 10
CEN.AFR.EMP. 17 17 18 25 19 18 17 13 17
CHAD 05 05 04 04 06 05 05 06 05
COMOROS IS. 19 18 19 17 20 19 19 16 20
CONGO 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 37
ETHIOPIA ol 01 o1 01 01 01 0l 01 )1
GAMBIA 14 14 15 21 17 16 14 12 15
GHANA 27 28 27 31 27 27 27 25 24
GUIENA 23 24 23 14 21 22 23 26 25
GUIENA BIS. 11 11 10 11 11 10 11 13 12
IVORY COAST 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
KENYA 12 12 12 16 12 12 12 15 11
LESOTHO 15 16 13 12 13 14 15 17 14
LIBERIA 33 33 33 34 33 33 33 33 31
MADAGASCAR 21 21 21 24 23 21 21 18 22
MALAWI 13 13 14 20 16 15 12 09 16
MAURITANIA 26 26 26 19 26 26 26 24 27
MOZA}BIQUE 17 19 15 08 15 17 18 19 19
NIGER 04 03 05 07 05 04 04 4 03
NIGERIA 28 26 30 32 28 28 28 26 23
RWANDA 06 06 07 10 09 07 06 02 07
STERRA LEO. 25 25 25 18 25 25 25 23 28
SOMALIA 03 04 03 03 04 03 03 04 04
SUDAN 32 | 32 32 30 32 32 32 32 33
SWAZ ILAND 37 37 36 37 37 37 37 37 35
TANZANTA 07 07 06 05 03 06 07 09 06
7060 20 20 20 22 18 20 20 22 18
UGANDA 29 29 27 26 30 30 29 29 29
UPPER VOLTA 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 03 02
ZATRE 22 23 22 13 24 24 22 21 26
ZAMBIA ;|22 35 35 35 35 35 35 36
VALUE OF t -0.240 | 0.702 | 0.073]|0.369 }0.38] 0.417|-0.772]-0,243
TEST STATISTIC [ N4 [°

TEST OF

SIGNIFICANCE N/A |*

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 107
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 5%
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 1%

k%
*kk
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SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF POLICY WEIGHTS

TABLE 1

COLUMN: 1 | 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Z5
POLICY WEIGHT: |
PWFGPU 1.0 { -2.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 -2.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0
PWAP C.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 | 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PWFN 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 [ 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PWCM 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PWS = 5361.428
PWT = 8.9357
COUNTRY:
ANGOLA 31 27 32 34 34 0t 21 28 30
BENIN 29 27 30 31 31 13 16 15 11
BOTSWANA 16 07 08 11 14 13 29 31 34
BURUNDI 10 12 10 07 03 13 13 05 cl
CAMEROON 23 20 20 20 19 13 30 29 28
CAPE VERDE 09 11 13 16 21 01 07 09 15
CEN.AFR.EMP. 17 15 16 14 13 13 25 22 18
CHAD 05 04 06 07 10 01 05 05 14
COMOROS 1IS. 19 20 H 19 17 13 18 14 04
CAMBIA 14 15 14 11 07 13 21 15 06
GHANA 27 24 24 24 24 13 30 30 31
GUIENA 23 24 25 26 27 13 13 20 23
KENYA 12 09 09 04 04 13 26 24 22
LESOTHO 15 12 15 13 11 13 21 20 16
LIBERIA 33 % g? 27 Zg 13 32 34 32
21 20 1 13 2 19 05
ﬁi&?SCAR 13 15 17 16 15 13 11 09 03
MALI 08 09 12 15 20 01 03 01 13
MAURITANIA 26 24 27 28 29 13 20 24 27
MOZAMBIQUE 17 18 23 23 26 01 05 11 20°
NIGER 04 03 02 02 01 0l 10 12 12
NIGERIA 28 20 22 22 22 13 31 32 33
RWANDA 06 08 07 07 08 01 08 05 09
SENEGAL 34 33 33 30 28 13 34 32 29
STERRA LEO. 25 27 26 25 23 13 18 15 08
SOMALIA 03 04 05 05 09 01 04 0l 10
S AR AR AN
i%ﬁgu g; 04 04 03 06 | ol 11 15 21
T0GO 20 18 18 18 16 13 28 26 24
UGANDA 29 27 30 32 33 13 16 23 26
UPPER VOLTA 02 02 03 C5 12 0l 02 (0]} 17
ZATRE 22 2; 28 29 30 0l 08 05 07
ZAMBIA 15 3 35 35 35 13 35 35 35
VALUE OF t
TEST STATISTIC N/A |1.640]-0.114 | 0.088 | 0.030 |6.523 0.259] ¢.589 |-0.325
TEST OF
SIGNIFICANCE N/A Hokk

* = STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 10%
*% = STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 5%
*%% = STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 1%



TABLE 1
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF POLICY WEIGHTS

COLUMN: 1 26 27 28
POLICY WEIGHT:

PWFGPU -1.0}-1.0]-1.0 |-1.0
PWAP 0.5 | 0.6 | 0.5 1.0
PWFN 0.5 | 0.6 | 0.0 | 0.0
PWCM Q.5 0.6 1.0 0.5
PWS = 5361.428

PWT = 8.9357

COUNTRY :

ANGOLA 31 31 29 29
BENIN 29 29 27 27
BOTSWANA 16 13 13 19
BURUNDI 10 10 18 13
CAMEROON 23 22 24 26
CAPE VERDE 09 09 09 11
CEN,AFR.EMP. 17 17 26 24
CHAD 05 05 05 04
COMOROS 1IS. 19 18 19 15
CONGO 36 36 36 36
ETHIOPIA 0l 0l 01 01
GHANA 27 28 31 29
GUIENA 23 23 14 22
GUIENA BIS. 11 11 10 08
IVORY COAST 38 38 38 38
KENYA 12 12 15 14
LESOTHO 15 ;3 :13[1‘ ;2
LIBERIA 33 o o o
MADAGASCAR 21 T o 2;
MALAWI 13

MALT 08 08 06 09
MAURITANIA 26 i—g g; }(7)
MOZAMBIQUE 17 o o8 o
NIGER 04 27 2 o
NIGERIA 28 p ™ o
RWANDA 06 34 39 23
SENEGAL 34 . 2 "
SIERRA LEO. 25 o o 03
SOMALIA 03 33 30 3
SUDAN 32 1 39 37 37
SWAZILAND 37 o6 0 05
TANZANIA 07 20 1 19
ggiﬁm ‘;8 29 28 28
UPPER VOLTA 02 22 ?; 2‘;'
g:;%; gg 35 35 35
VALUE OF t

TEST STATISTIC | N/A |70:329[-0.277 | 0.067
TEST OF

SIGNIFICANCE N/A

*
k%
kkk

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 10%
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 5%
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT 1%



TABLE 2
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF DATA

COLUMN: ] 2 3 4 5 f yi 8
CHANGE 1IN

DATA:

PCY 0 +10% | -107% 0 0 +10% |-10% | +10%
FGPU(UNIFORM) 0 0 0 +107% | -10% 1+10% 1-107% | -10%
COUNTRY:

ANGOLA 31 30 31 31 31 30 31 30
BENIN 29 27 30 29 29 27 30 27
BOTSWANA 16 19 10 15 16 10 11 10
BURUNDI 10 10 11 10 10 10 11 10
CAMEROON 23 25 22 23 23 25 22 25
CAPE VERDE 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09
CEN.AFR.EMP. 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17
CHAD 05 05 05 05 05 05 05 05
COMOROS 1IS. 19 18 19 19 19 18 19 18
CONGO 36 36 37 36 36 36 37 36
ETHIOPIA 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01
GAMBIA 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
GHANA 27 29 27 27 27 29 27 29
GUIENA 23 23 23 23 23 23 24 23
GUIENA BIS. 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
IVORY COAST 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
KENYA 12 13 11 12 12 13 11 13
LESOTHO 15 15 16 15 15 15 16 15
LIBERIA 33 33 32 33 33 33 32 33
MADAGASCAR 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
MALAWI 13 12 14 13 13 12 14 12
MALI 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08
MAURITANIA 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
MOZAMBIQUE 17 156 18 17 17 16 18 16
NIGER 04 04 03 03 04 04 03 04
NIGERIA 28 30 25 28 28 31 25 30
RWANDA 06 06 07 06 06 06 07 06
SENEGAL 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
SIERRA LE). 25 24 27 25 25 24 28 24
SOMALIA 03 03 04 03 03 03 04 03
SUDAN 32 32 33 32 32 32 33 32
SWAZILAND 37 37 36 37 37 37 37
TANZANIA 07 07 06 07 07 07 06 07
TOGO 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
UGANDA 29 28 29 30 30 28 29 28
UPPER VOLTA 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02
ZAIRE 22 22 23 22 22 22 23 22
ZAMBIA 35 35 35 35 35 33 35 35
VALUE OF t

TEST STATISTIC| N/A |-.3441-.6201-,5721-1.001)-.4881-.1124-.172
TEST OF

SIGNIFICANCE N/A

k%
k k%

SIGNIFICANT AT 10%
SIGNIFICANT AT
SIGNIFICANT AT

5%
17



TABLE 2
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF DATA

COLUMN: ] 9 10 11
CHANGE 1IN

DATA:

PCY o |-107 |+3224%-32247%
FGPU (UNIFORM) o 1+10% 0 0
COUNTRY :

ANGOLA 31 31 31 31
BENIN 29 30 29 29
BOTSWANA 16 10 16 16
BURUNDI 10 11 10 10
CAMEROON 23 22 23 23
CAPE VERDE 09 09 09 09
CEN.AFR.EMP. 17 17 17 17
CHAD 05 05 05 05
COMOROS 1IS. 19 19 19 19
CONGO 36 37 37 36
ETHIOPIA 01 01 01 01
GAMBIA 14 14 14 14
GHANA 27 27 27 27
GUIENA 23 24 23 23
GUIENA BIS. 11 11 11 11
IVORY COAST 38 38 38 38
KENYA 12 11 12 12
LESOTHO 15 14 15 15
LIBERIA 33 32 33 33
MADAGASCAR 21 21 21 21
MALAVI 13 14 13 13
MALI 08 08 08 08
MAURITANIA 26 26 26 26
MOZAMBIQUE 17 18 17 17
NIGER 04 03 04 04
NIGERIA 28 25 28 28
RWANDA 06 07 06 06
SENEGAL 34 34 34 34
SIERRA LEO. 25 27 25 25
SOMALIA 03 04 03 03
SUDAN 32 gg §§ g;
SWAZILAND 37 oc 07 07
TANZANIA 07 20 20 20
T0GO 20 29 29 29
UGANDA 29 02 02 02
UPPER VOLTA 02 23 22 25
ZAIRE 22 35 35 p
ZAMBIA 35

VALUE OF t

TEST STATISTIC]| nyg | 0-486 -1.00] 0.0
TEST OF

SIGNIFICANCE N/A

SIGNIFICANT AT 10%
SIGNIFICANT AT 5%
SIGNIFICANT AT 1%

* %
Kk %k
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TABLE 3
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF FUNCTIONAL FORM

CCLUMN 1 2 3
FUNCTIONAL FORM | EXPONENTIAL! LINEAR LINEAR
MULTIPLI- ADDITIVE | MULTIPLI-
CATIVE CATIVE
COUNTRY :
ANGOLA 31 28 05
BENIN 29 16 08
BOTSWANA 16 31 25
BURUNDI 10 08 36
CAMEROON 23 29 20
CAPE VERDE 09 09 18
CEN.AFR.EMP. 17 22 26
CHAD 05 05 29
COMOROS 1IS. 19 14 32
CONGO 36 36 03
ETHIOPIA 01 01 37
GAMBIA 14 18 32
GHANA 27 30 15
GUIENA 23 20 12
GUIENA BIS. 11 13 34
IVORY COAST 38 38 01
DENYA 12 25 35
LESUTHO 15 21 28
LIBERIA 13 34 14
MADAGASCAR 21 19 21
MALAWI 13 10 24
MALI 08 03 19
MAURITANIA 26 24 10
MOZAMBIQUE 17 11 12
HTGER 04 12 38
NIGERIA 28 32 17
RWANDA 06 06 30
SENEGAL 34 33 11
SIERRA LEO. 25 17 16
SOMALIA 03 04 30
SUDAN 32 26 07
SWAZILAND 37 37 02
TANZANIA 07 15 33
TOGO 20 26 23
UGANDA 29 23 06
UPPER VOLTA 02 02 27
ZAIRE 22 07 09
ZAMBIA 35 35 04
VALUE OF ¢t :
TEST STATISTIC N/A -0.1607 0.210
TEST OF
SIGNIFICANCE N/A

*
1]

* %k
*kk

non

SIGNIFICANT AT 10%
SIGNIFICANT AT 5%
SIGNIFICANT AT 1%



