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FOREWORD

The United States is a member of an increasingly
interdependent world community. Technological ad-
vances in communications, transportation, education,
economics, and military capability have significantly
increased the impact of world economic, social, and
political develupments on life in this country.

As a large, highly developed country, the United
States has provided leadership and assistance in address-
ing worldwide problems and opportunities—including
agricultural and other development assistance to less
developed countries. Many of our citizens, however,
do not understand the extent and nature of hunger
and poverty, the contributions the United States has
made to agricultural development, and the implica-
tions of this involvement for U.S. security and eco-
ncmic well-being,

The Consortium for International Cooperation in
Higher Education (CICHE)* and the Extension Ser-
vice, USDA, are collaborating with the Cooperative
Extension Services of Georgia, Michigan, Rhode
Island, and Utah to gather existing research-based
information and develop educational materials and
pilot programs that will assist county and state exten-
sion personnel nationwide in integrating international
programming into their current activities,

The CICHE/CES project, entitled “Understanding
World Agriculture,” is supported in part by a grant
from the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) under a p-ogram mandated by
the Biden-Pell Amendment to the International Secur-
ity and Development Act of 1980. Through this
amendment, the Congress authorized the agercy to
facilitate widespread public discussion, analysis, and
review of the issues raised by the 1980 Report of the
Presidential Commission on World Hunger. Substan-
tial support in the form of staff time and other items
of expense has also been contributed by CICHE, ES,
USDA, and the Cooperative Extension Services of the
four participating states.

This handbook for extension personnel is one pro-
duct of the CICHE/CES project and includes material

that addresses:

® Relevant research on the issues of hunger and
poverty.

® Strategies for economic development.

® A history of U.S. involvement in development
assistance.

® Implications for U.S. security and economic
well-being.

® Guidelines for calculating the impact of devel-
opment and trade on a state ur local economy.

e Case studies of current development education
programs and sources of additional information.

I hope this handbook is useful to you in integrating
international perspectives into your current program
efforts.

ﬂ/{ /? ?)uamwi'ﬁg
June 1985 Mary/Nell Greenwood

Administrator, Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

*CICHE is a private, nonprofit corporation composed of five
major higher education associations. One of its members, the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Col-
leges (NASULGCQ), provides technical coordination for the project
in consultation with a national advisory committee.



APPRECIATION

This kandbook, “The United States and World
Agricultural Devclopment,” became a reality because
nf the dedicated service and cooperation of many peo-
ple. The authors have been cooperative in adjusting
their manuscripts to fit the purposes, scope and space
of the handbook.

Eileen A. Fescn, a graduate student in Political
Science, Utan State University, provided a pleasant,
willing attitude and professional skill in researching
essential reference materials in AID and USDA offi-
ces, Washington, D.C., and at various other locations.
John Wallin, Bobbie Libby and Linda Sarlo were most
helpful with typing and word-processing skills. The
editing by Ron Daines and graphic work of Richard C.
Clawson and associates made this publication pos-
sible. Finally, we acknowledge valuable cooperation,
encouragement and financial support from many
sources within USDA, USAID, and colleagues of
Land-Grant Universities.

The Publication Coiamittee



PREFACE

Hunger, starvation, and malnutrition are as old as
man himself. Their harmful influences on the devel-
opment of individuals and nations have been replayed
time and again throughout history as natural and
man-made disturbances have caused imbalances be-
tween food availability and population numbers in
many regions of the world.

Some imbalances have been extreme, causing major
disasters affecting large segments of the popuiation.,
Events in Ethiopia during the 1980s provide a current
reference, but history is replete with such calamaties.
The Irish famine in 1846 and the Bengal famine in
India during the 1940s are just two memorable
examples.

But most hunger has been and is now much less
apparent. Privation and inadequate nutrition plague
much of the world’s population daily, bringing in their
wake incidious and often unseen impacts, which limit
both physical and mental development. Perhaps at no
other time has the need to do something about this
problem been so clear and the urgency so critical as
now. Likewise, at no time has the resolve and willing-
ness of nations been so apparent.

In earlier times, hunger went unchecked and solu-
tions were left mostly to nature as no concept of a
global responsibility existed. It was the recurrence of
such food-related disasters that led Malthus to his
now-famous, dismal prediction of a world future in
which population would greatly outrun food supplies
and create unimaginable suffering.

In more recent times, regions suffering hunger and
starvation fell under the jurisdiction of colonial
powers who controlled vast areas of Asia, Africa, and
Latin America. National development lagged during
this era and while the colonial powers may have agon-
ized over famines and the problems of the poor they
generally lacked a response capability to alleviate
widespread hunger.

The process of one nation helping another and the
concept of a globa! responsibility are fairly recent
phenomena that have evolved with the development
of a highly interrelated global food system. Today,
nations are linked by sophisticated communications,
international financial and commodity markets, effi-
cient and low-cost international transport systems,
and agricultural production systems, which in many
nations feature highly skilled scientific institutions.
The development of this global system, rather than
resolving the issues of the world’s food supply, has
made them more visible and created a greater realiza-
tion of our internationai interdependence. No longer
can or will one nation ignore another nation faced

with starvation and suffering. Fortunately, many
developed nations tuday (some of them former coloni-
al powers) have both the capability and the willingness
to respond to the needs of developing nations.

In addition to the influence of an interdependent
global food system, two happenings in the years right
after World War I helped set the stage for today’s
commitinent by richer nations to assist their poorer
neighbors.

First, beginning in about 1947, the world saw a big
reduction in colonial rule as a partitioning of regions in
Asia and Africa respended to a rising spirit of national-
ism. Independent nations replaced colonies, joining a
long list of other nations in Central and South Amer-
icato form an extensive group of less developed coun-
tries (LDCs) in need of economic assistance.

Second, at about the same time, the United States
was seeing the enormous developmental response of
its Marshall Plan assistance to Germany in the after-
math of World War II. The recovery in Europe (and
Japan) was encouraging and hopes ran high that such
assistance could be repeated in developing nations. In
his 1949 inaugural address, President Truman com-
mitted the United States to this endeavor in what has
come to be known as the Point 4 Program. With this
pronouncement, the United States embarked on a
worldwide effort, since joined by other developed
nations, to rid the planet of starvation and suffering.

This program, now in progress for some 35 years,
has been both praised and criticized. Some see it as an
ethical issue involving basic humanitarian obligations
that contribute to the welfare of the poor and te
international stability. To others, it appears as a
wasteful and ineffective use of U.S. resources that
could be better used at home. But to most Americans,
it is a misunderstood program. In part, this lack of
understanding reflects a basic absence of knowledge.

The purpose of this manualis to fill the information
gap by providing a perspective on world food issues
and a discussion of why and how the U.S. participates.
Our intent is to lay a foundation for better under-
standing of theissues with the hope that this will lead
to a more enlightened and concerned public.
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Chapter 1

THE WORLD FOOD PROBLEM

by E. Boyd Wennergren

The world food problem is defined most often as a
shortage of food which threatens the welfare of large
segments of the world’s population. Starvation, hun-
ger, and malnutrition are common manifestations of
the imbalance between the supply of food and the
number of people. The World Food Organization
estimates that as many as 500 million people suffer
from hunger and the effects of starvation. The World
Bank says that probably 800 million people in the
developing world live in absolute poverty. For the
most part, these conditions are chronic and are rou-
tinely imposed on these people as a daily way of life.

One demonstration of the problem can be seen
from the differences in per capita supply of food for
people in various regions of the world (Figure 1.1). For
example, per capita caloric supply in developing nations
as a whole falls below the world average by about 17
percent. However, only nations in Africa, Asia, and
Latin America are below the world average. It is pri-
marily in these three regions where food shortages
generally exist. All nations (including rich ones) have
poor segments in their populations, but these are not
generally identified as trouble spots when discussing
the issues of the world food problem. The same
general picture of food inadequacy also evolves where
protein from vegetable and animal sources is con-
sidered.

Figure 1.1
Per Capita Food Supply, 1977.

Protein Supply Per
moCapita (g/day)

Calorie Supply Per
ooCapita (cal/day)
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Source: Reproduced from William P. Park, “World Food
Supply: Problems and Prospects,” Staff Paper 84-
01, Agriculture Experiment Station, University of
Te essee, September, 1984.

It should be noted that the average availability of
food worldwide is not accepted as a standard for min-
imum daily nutritional requirements. The issue of
nutritional standards is widely debated and subject to
constant review and revision. Minimum standards
vary for different nations based on culture, weather,
size of the people, work patterns, and various other
determinants of nutritional need. Still, the impression
left by the data in Figure 1.1 is the one most generally
accepted. Food shortages do exist and they are most
critical in the developing nations of Africa, Asia, and,
less so, Latin America.

Contrary to popular belief, the full dimensions of
the world food problem are not expressed just by food
shortages. Hunger exists, starvation is present, and
people are malnourished. But these are only symp-
toms of more basic problems. People are hungry and
malnourished mostly because they are poor. Poverty
is a major source of the world food crisis. It has two
impacts on those in LDCs. On the demand side, it
limits the capability of people to purchase in the mar-
ketplace. Poor people lack money to buy food. On the
cupply side, poverty precludes savings and thus invest-
ment in new technology, which severely limits food
production. Farmers producing at or below a subsis-
tence level have little left over to save or to purchase
new inputs. The food problem is both too little indi-
vidual demand and too little supply. In the aggregate,
poverty combines with food insecurity, population
growth, poor income distribution, and inequitable
social, political, and economic systems to form a truly
complex issue. But at the apex is the inability of people
to purchase or produce adequate amounts of food for
their families.

For simplicity, the food problem is commonly
thought of as the gap between current and future
demand for food and the capacity of the world to meet
this rise in need. Reducing the issues to this simplistic
level enables one to identify the components that
determine the supply and demand for food, other
complex forces related to food issues, and the poten-
tials that exist to someday better feed the world.

Demand For Food

The demand for food is an economic concept that
recognizes people have many different needs that
must be satisfied by limited purchasing power. For
individuals, the demand for food depends on both
their ability and willingness to pay for the food. This
becomes complicated, however, because an increase in
income does not necessarily mean an equal increase in



the demand for food. People may also buy nonfood
items with part of the new income. This tendency is
higher for people with larger incomes than for those
with lower incomes. For poor families, most increases
are speut for food until some income threshold is
realized.

In addition, tastes and preferences for food types,
which arise from nutritional need and are conditioned
by cultural and social tradition, help determine indi-
vidual demand. For example, people in Asia show a
strong preference for rice, while people in some
regions of Africa show an equally strong preference
for corn.

For a nation, the total demand for food is deter-
mined by the sum of individual demands. Therefore,
as population rises the amount of food demanded
increases in direct proportion. Each percentage rise in
population adds to the total demand for food. Thus,
the aggregate food demand is a function of population
and per capita income, plus the influence of tastes and
preferences. These determinants must be clearly
understood if attempts to influence the demand for
food are to be effective.

As suggested earlier, the aggregate world food
problem is more a problem of poverty than ashortage
of food. Too many people in the developing world
either lack the land, tools, knowledge, or resources to
grow enough food for themselves, or they are without
money to buy from others. Population growth merely
means more food is required, and unless food produc-
tion grows faster than population and unless there is
income to buy that food, the welfare of people will not
be improved.

Popuiation Trends And Impacts

Population levels and growth generate the basic
pressures that make the world food problem the
urgent issue it is. Since 1950, the world has experi-
enced a population explosion of unparalleled compari-
son (Figure 1.2). Population grew from 2.5 billion in
1950 to 4.5 billionin 1980, or an overall annual rate of
about 2 percent. During these 30 years, almost 2 bil-
lion people were added to the population, a total only
slightly less than the population existing in 1950. On
average, more than 65 million people were added each
year. Slightly on the brighter side, population growth
from 1970 to 1980 was reduced to 1.8 percent annu-
ally. But even at that level, the world’s 4.5 billion
population will double in about 40 years. By compari-
son it took the world several million years to reach its
present population.

Such a rapid expansion in population has had a
dramatic impact on the total demand for food. The
nature of its impact can be better understood by look-
ing at where population growth occurred and how
growth patterns in different nations and regiors
changed during the period (Table 1.1). Several note-
worthy points are demonstrated by these data:

(1) Of the 15 most populated nations in the world

Figure 1.2a

World Population and Growth, 1950-80.

. Population (billions)

Figure 1.2b
Compound Growth Rate (%)

3 JONE—

[ 18]

1950-60 1960-70 1970-80

Source: The Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1980
and 1984, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census.

Reproduced from T. Kelley White, “The Global
Food System and the Future U.S. Farm and Food
System,” ERS/USDA, 1984.

in 1981, seven were LDCs (including China).

(2) Of the 25 nations with the fastest populatiol
growth (those with 5 million or more population), 1
were LDCs with per capita incomes of less tha
$1,000 per year.

(3) Of the 24 nations with the slowest populatio:
growth, only Afghanistan filled the definition of
poorer nation and its retarded growth rate may b
largely explained by its prolonged internal strife. Al
others were developed nations.

(4) Even among developing nations, growth rate
havedeclined, but the rates are still much higher thai
in developed nations (averaging about 2 percen
annually for all developing nations and even higher i1
the poorer ones). Growth rates up to 4 percent ar
occurring in LDCs, many of which are currentl:
among the poorest and most populated.

(5) The absolute number of people being added t«
the world’s population continues to increase owing t«
the large initial population base to which the birtl
rates are applied. Most of this net addition is occurring
in the developing world. Population growth in th:
developed world is approaching zero.



(6) During the 1970s, the population of the LDCs
represented more than half of the world’s population
for the first time in recent history. Most of this popu-
lation is in Asia and Oceania with significantly fewer
people in Africa and Latin America. Present trends
will only intensify the situation.

The immense population growth in developing
nations since 1950 has resulted from high birth rates
as well as dramatic reductions in death rates. Improved
medical and health treatment have reduced death
rates, especially among infants and children. Vaccina-
tions and more modern medical treatment, though
not universally available to all people and nations,
have been used enough to significantly affect life
expectancy and population levels. As the disadvan-
tages of rapid population growth have been demon-
strated, family planning and other population control
programs havebeen iritiated, but with varying degrees
of success.

Despite continuing efforts to limit population
growth, birth rates in developing nations continue at
levels well above those that would permit a zero popu-
lation change and stabilized population levels. Projec-
tions to the year 2000 are that population will con-
tinue to grow at near 2 percent a year in the
developing world. Significant reductions in popula-
tion growth will be difficult to achieve in these nations
for several reasons:

(1) In total, one individual does not create excessive
population growth. Just as one car does not pollute the
atmosphere in New York, one person’s family size
does not create a population problem in Bangladesh. It
is the collective impact of individual actions within the
group that creates the excess. It is difficult to get one
individual to see this and toact in the group’s interest,
especially if such action is not in his or her self-
interest. In developing nations, limiting family size is
not usually in the best interest of individual families,
particularlv in rural areas.

(2) Inmost societies, the decision to have children is
a free choice, unencunibered by public regulations.
Only in a few nations is this decision influenced suffi-
ciently by government and public policy to have a
meaningfulimpact on population growth (China being
a good example). To make this approach effective, a
society would have to be structured so that incentives
to limit family size can be created by public policy. For
example, a government may decide not to allow free
schooling or free medical treatment for more than
two children in a family. Most developing nations are
not organized to create such incentive systems and
most are not governed stringently enough to permit
such control. Since most developing nations still
retain a high sense of individuality, especially in family
matters, widespread adoption of the Chinese experi-
ence would likely prove to be irapractical.

(3) The agrarian nature of LDCs generates pres-
sures that automatically encourage large families.
Mostly, these revolve around the basic role of children
in the household. In agrarian societies, children repre-
sent productive assets. They provide low-cost labor
services for the farm and also earn income from non-
farin employment, where available. With high infant
mortality, a large number of live biiths ensures an
adequate number of living offspring. Furthermore,
most LDCs do not provide care for the elderly and a
larger number of children helps ensure old-age secur-
ity for parents. Since education is not always rewarded
or valued in these societies, parents often tend to
discourage their children from attending school. Time
in school limits time for farm work and can also
require out-of-pocket expenses, which parents do not
have for books and clothes.

Most older Americans who grew up during this
nation’s rural, agrarian period will readily empathize
with this type of value system. It was only after eco-
nomic development occurred and the role of children
changed that people in the United States (and other

Table 1.1 Population and Growth by Country, 1983.

World’s Most Populous World's Fastcst-G.owing Nations

World's Fastest-Growing Nations

World's Slowest-Growing Nations

Nations (5 mil. or more) (5 mil. or more) (continued) (5 mil. or more) (continued)
Population Population Annual Population Annual Population Annual
{million) (million) Growth Rate (million) Growth Rate (million) Growth Rate
China 1,059.8 Kenya 18.5 4.1% Uganda 13.8 3.0% Belgium 9.9 0.1%
India 730.6 Saudi Arabia 10.4 3.4% Zaire 31.3 2.9% ltaly 56.3 0.1%
Soviet Union 272.3 Syria 9.7 3.4% Morocco 229 2.9% Switzerland 6.5 0.2%
United States 2342 Nigeria 85.2 3.4% Egypt 45.9 2.8% Czechoslovakia 15.4 0.3%
Indonesia 160.9 Iraq 14.5 3.3% Sudan 20.5 2.8% Netherlands 14.4 0.4%
Brazi: 131.3 Rwanda 5.6 3.3% Pakistan 94.8 2.8% Portugal 10.0 0.4%
Japan 119.2 Malawi 6.6 3.2% France 54.6 0.5%
Bangladesh 96.6 Tanzania 20.5 3.2% Spain 38.2 0.6%
Pakistan 94.8 Zambia 6.3 3.2% World's Slowest Growing Nations Japan 119.2 0.6%
Nigeria 85.2 Zimbabwe 8.4 3.2% (5 mil. or more) Romania 22,6 0.7%
Mexico 85.2 Ghana 134 3.2% Soviet Union  272.3 0.8%
West Germany 61.5 Ivory Coast 8.9 3.2% Afghanistan 14.2 -0.2% Yugoslavia 22.8 0.0%
Vietnam 57.0 Niger 6.1 3.2% West Germany  61.5 -0.2% Greece 9.9 0.9%
Italy 56.3 Senegal 6.3 3.2% Denmark 5.1 -0.1% Poland 36.6 0.9%
Britain 56.0 Algeria 20.7 3.1% Hungary 10.7 -0.1% United States 234.2 0.9%
Ecuador 8.8 3.1% East Germany  16.7 0.0% Canada 24.9 1.0%
Venezuela 18.0 3.1% Sweden 8.3 0.0% Pakistan 94.8 2.8%

Bangladesh 96.5 3.1% Britain 56.0 0.0%

Iran 42.5 3.1% Austria 7.6 0.0% World average 1.7%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.



developed nations) found reason to vol*ntarily limit
family size. The quality of life replaced subsistence as
the family goal. In the process, children became eco-
nomic liabilities rather than assets. The nation became
more urbanized and fewer families and children
worked on farms. To give children the education,
training, and life style thought appropriate, it became
necessary to allocate family income more wisely. The
high cost of such items meant the number of children
must fall in line more closely with family resources if
all were to benefit somewhat equally.

This process appears to be among the most feasible
for developing nations, difficult and long run though
it may be. If incomes and education for rural residents
can beimproved, value systems can change and volun-
tary control of population can occur. Strong evidence
worldwide shows that family planning and voluntary
control of family size increase dramatically with
iniproved education and higher incomes, which them-
selves are interrelated. Until these advancements in
the lives of people become fairly widespread, it appears
the population trends of the past 30 yearsin LDCs will
continue much the same. Efforts at control through
family planning will have some impact. But the prob-
lem is enormous and despite even moderate success,
the poorer areas of the world least able to do so will be
forced to deal with the desperate problems of how to
feed a rising population.

Income Trends and Impacts

The rapid rise in populatior. since World War Il has
also been accompanied by economic growth in most
nations. In fact, general economic improvement out-
gained population growth to the extent that per capita
incomes increased (Figure 1.3). The largest percen-
tage increases in economic gr ‘wth were recorded by
developing nations, but some of this may be due to the
low initial income base. The average increase of 3.1
percent from 1970 to 1980 actually exceeded that of
the developed nations. Unfortunately the prosperity
was not shared equally by all LDCs. The exceptions
were the poorest low-income nations where popula-
tion growth was most rapid and food production most
limited.

Today, a significant number of nations have per
capita gross naticnal products of less than $300 per
year (Figure 1.4). Most of these “very poor” nations
are in Africa and Asia. Chad and Bangladesh are the
two countries most often cited for their low average
incomes. Among nations with per capita GNP above
$300 and less than $1,000 annually, most are situated
in these same regions of the world, but several nations
from Latin America also fall into this income range.
Only a handful of nations worldwide reach near the
$12,820 average found in the United States (Appendix
Table 1.1).

Growth trends in per capita income for the period
1955-80 were slowed by the worldwide recession of
the early 1980s. The efforts of developing nations

were also set back by the big rise in petroleum prices in
the 1970s. Even now, civil turmoil and extreme
weather conditions in some nations are taking their
toll on food production and incomes. With population
continuing {0 grow in the face of slowing aggregate
income, per capita incomes in the 1980s are likely
being reduced and are having a less important impact
on demand for food than in earlier periods.

Data on average per capita income help show how
income determines the demand for food, but the dis-
tribution of income is equally relevant. As suggested
earlier, this absence of adequate income and purchas-
ing power in the hands of large numbers of poor

Figure 1.3

Growth of Agricultural Ouiput by
Major Regions, 1950-80.

6C0mpound Growth Rates (%)

o

B

Developed Cent
Planned

Source: USDA World Agriculture Production Indices.
Reproduced from same source as Table 1.2.

people defines the magnitude of the food issues. Peo-
ple without purchasing power cannot command food
in the marketplace.

In most LDCs, the distribution of income favors
rich people. A large portion of the population receives
a small share of the nation’s income (Figure 1.5 and
Appendix 1.3). Among the most distorted distribu-
tions in LDCs, Kenya (in 1969) had 40 percent of the
population receiving only 3.8 percent of the nation’s
income, while 68 percent of the income went to the
highest 20 percent of the population. Other examples
can be seen in Figure 1.5 and Appendix Table 1.2.

The importance of income distribution weighs
heavily on issues of overall economic development
and the ability of a nation to share its wealth with all of
its people. There are no estimates of what distribution
of income would be best for a nation. There is a ten-
dency to favor “more equal as better.”

Many nations, including developing nations, have
adopted extensive public policies to redistribute income
among their people. Welfare, social security, and



Figure 1.4

The Rich and No-So-Rich Nations of
the Third World, 1982.
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Source: World Bank, World Development Report, 1983.

Figure 1.5

Income Distribution in Selected Countric-.
(For more complete listing, see Appendix Table 1.2.)
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Development,” Journal of Development Econom-
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income taxes are a few obvious examples. However,
developing nations generally lack the administrative
structures or resources to implement such programs.
More often they opt for cheap-food policies involving
combinations of subsidies and price controls in an
attempt to make basic food items available to larger
segments of the population at a lower cost.

As will be suggested later, such policies are double-
edged. Artificial control of consumer food prices
increases demand at lower prices so that people con-

sume more and greater supplies are needed. At the
same time, artificially low prices penalize farm pro-
ducers who grow less at lower prices. Food shortages
often result and these gaps are filled by food aid from
developed nations. This is one of the great dilemmas
facing LDCs.

Correcting highly distorted distributions of income
in LDCs is a complicated task, but one that must be
faced if the impacts of poverty are to be remedied. A
more direct solution, now gaining widespread support
as a development strategy, is to try to create more
jobs. This places people in productive employment
both in and outside of agriculture, thus providing
income to buy food. A second aspect of the strategy is
to allow greater participation of market forces in
determining food prices and to reduce the reliance on
controlled prices.

Overall Demand for Food

The combined effects of changes in population and
per capita income determine the magnitude of the
demand for food that must be met worldwide. Based
on the trends of the past 35 years and the potentials
for controlling population and improving per capita
incomes, the most optimistic estimates place increases
in the demand for food at about 2 percent annually.
More pessimistic estimates place the growth at around
2.5 percent. This is the likely range of food need that
will have to be met just to keep world conditions from
deteriorating. Overall improvements in welfare will
require higher levels of output. Also, rates in the
poorer nations will be higher than the averages sug-
gested above, probably by as much as 1 to 1.5 percen-
tage points.

Growth in the demand for food will vary depending
on the type of food. Estimates vary, but one provided
by the USDA suggests greater increases for meat and
oilseed foods and lesser increases for milk, cereals, and
fibers by the year 2000 (Appendix Table 1.3). This
estimate also reflects the differing needs of areas of
the world based on popula‘ion and income growth,
plus preferences for food types. For example, Asiaand
China show a much greater preference for cereals
than some other areas of the world. For the 20-year
period from 1980 to 2000, the estimated annual per-
centage increase (not compounded) in food demand
ranges from 3.2 percent for meat to 1.8 percent for
milk and f:ber foods.

There is a potential paradox that should be clarified
with respect to the changing demand for food. In one
sense, rising demand for food is a desirable trend since
itsuggests that more food is being consumed, with the
benefits of improved nutrition and diet. But this will
be the case only if the primary source of the new
demand is from rising per capita incomes. If the
increased demand for food is derived more from rising
population than from rising per capita income, improve-
ments in human welfare will be less likely.



Population growth adds only to increased food
need, but does not contribute to the ability of people to
obtain food. This ability occurs only with better
incomes, production opportunities, or both. The
immediate effect of population on food demand
assumes that the new population also has income. For
this reason, rising population in developing nations is
often a strong deterrent to eliminating hunger and
starvation if increases in income do not also occur.
Too often, increased food output is needed merely to
keep pace with rising numbers of people. Natione
must “run just to stay even.”

The Supply of Food

Like demand, the concept of the supply of food is an
economic notion not readily understood. The supply
of food is the amount producers are willing and a\ 'e to
produce at a given price. In general, producers will-
ingly supply larger amounts of food at higher prices
and lesser amounts as prices decline. Agricultural
production is not just a biological process but a techni-
cal phenomenon as well that combines the elements of
biological production with those of economic forces
and management,

Care should be taken not to think of food produc-
tion only in fixed physical terms. Those with such a
view often conclude that the potential for improving
food outputis limited. They argue that since there are
too few new land frontiers to open, the world’s best
farmland is already being farmed and available irriga-
tion water supplies are already being used.

This view of food production ignores the impor-
tance of economic forces and human capability. Land
and water availability are important to food produc-
tion, but as they become scarce, economic forces
create strong incentives to use them mcre efficiently.
History shows us how new technology and manage-
ment skills have increased the production from land
and water resources as scarcity has grown. U.S. agri-
culture is an excellent example.

The amount of food supplied is determined by sev-
eral interrelated factors. Among the more important
general classes are the following:

1. The Level of Technology

Improvements in agricultural technology permit
the production process to overcome t!.¢ constraints
imposed by scarcity. For example, if land is scarce,
technology provides new seeds, fertilizer, and irriga-
tion toincrease the output perland unit. If labor is the
constraint, new mechanical technologies evolve to
replace labor and raise output per unit of labor. In all
cases, new technology raises the food output for each
unit of input. Developing nations have a particular
potential to respond to new technology since their
present “ways of doing things” use technologies that
have existed in some cases for centuries. Dramatic
production increases are possible. Ba'kward tech-
nology characterizes the agricultural sectors of most

developing nations and largely explains their low agri-
cultural output. Agricultural research is the source of
most new agricultural technology and an effective
extension service helps spread new ideas to the farm
population.

2. Weather

The influence of weather on food production is
critical in most LDCs. Output is most often deter-
mined by the timely arrival of rains since rain-fed
agriculture prevails. Too often, weather extremes
such as excessive roins or drought impose critical
hardships on agricultural production. The difficult
problems found in the Sahel region of Africa are an
example of what extreme weather can do.

3. Natural Resources

Even though physical resources should rot be
viewed as fix=d, their availability has obvious import-
ance to food output. Good soil, water availability, and
a moderate climi te, which permits year-round crop-
ping, are just a few examples of the advantages that
come with natural resource endowments. Developing
nations often have an abundance of many of these
kinds of natural resources, the productivity of which
can be enhanced by developmental programs.

4, Infrastructure

Food production is influenced by several aspects nf
the physical and institutional infrastructure available
to farmers. The list is long, but includes such items as
transportation, communications, electricity, roads,
and storage facilities. Additiorally, land distribution
and leasing arrangements (land tenure), availability of
credit, seeds, and fertilizer, the presence of water for
irrigation, and the efficiency of the markeiplace all
affect the profitability of farming and the willingaess
of agriculturalists to produce food. In LDCs, many of
these kinds of infrastructure and institutions have not
been constructed or developed. Yet in many cases,
they are so funda:nental as to represent the first and
most critical needs in LDCs. For example, without
roads and economic forms of transportation, products
cannot be moved profitably to the market for sale;
without electricity, many aspects of life, especially in
rural areas, are diminished. In the experience of many
developed naticre. infrastructure development was
critical and often a first step. LDCs are fin'!ng the
same to be true.

5. Producer Incentives

Production decisions are based largely on the
rewards producers receive for their efforts. The com-
bination of product prices and input costs in concert
with the impact of technology, production risk, and
other factors yields incentives or disincentives to pro-
ducers. In some ways, LDC farmers are no different
from U.S. farmers. They try to maximize the returns
to their family efforts even though more food is con-
sumed in the home and less is sold in the marketplace.



Unfortunately, the incentives for farmers in most
LDCs are distorted by market structures and public
policies, as mentioned elsewhere, which artificially
hold prices in check and discriminate against agricul-
ture. These are examples of a wide range of publicand
private institutions that serve agriculture and influ-
ence the agricultural sector.

#, Political Contraints

Public poiicies that maintain low food prices for
consumers 2s a means of improving income distribu-
tion are a primary influence on producer incentives,
but do not motivate farmers to produce more. Public
policies on exchange rates, import/export controls,
and input prices are just examples of other policies
that influence farmer incentives. In addition, govern-
ment stabiiity seems to have a dramatic impact on
national productivity. Constant shifts in political con-
trol are not conducive to prolonged and substantial
improvement in food output. Developing nations
seem to experience a great deal of political unrest,
which often arises from pressures that accompany
widespread poverty. Various political groups find
pocr and illiterate people prime targets for promoting
particular philosophies of social organization and jus-
tice. It is not uncome for 15 or more official political
parties to exist in one developing nation.

7. Human Resources

Agricultural production is critically influenced by
both the quantity and quality of human resources.
The importance of labor availability in agricultural
production has long been recognized, but more
recently the quality of labor has received greater
attention. People, whether they are agricultural
researchers or farm managers, make land and other
resources productive. Most developing nations have
yet to provide enough training facilities and opportun-
ities to create a highly skilled labor force. In too many
of these nations, illiteracy is high, skill training is low,
and public schools are inadequate. The capacity of
people to provide quality labor inputs and to command
reasonably good employment options is severely
limited. Studies suggest that even the acceptance of
agricultural technology is higher with farmers who
have had more education.

The interrelationships of the determinants of food
supply create a complex mosaic that influences pro-
ducer decisions. It is important to note that only two
of the seven determinants listed above reflect natural,
physical endowments. The rest are flexible and can be
altered by individuals or society. Proper management
of these alternatives can dramatically affect food out-
put. The food production record since World War 1l
suggests that at least moderate success has been
achieved. For the future, there is general agreement
among analysts that increased food production must
come from within the LDCs. They have the capacity
and it must be developed.

World Food Production

Evidence of growth in the food supply since World
War Il is encouraging in the aggregate. From 1950 to
1980, world agricultural production (excluding that
from the People’s Republic of China) grew at an aver-
age annual rateof 2.5 percent (Figure 1.6). The encour-
aging point of this trend is that developing nations
fared better than average with a growth of 2.9 per-
cent. Unfortunately, two of the primary problem
areas, Africa and South Asia, grew atonly 2.3 percent
and 2.5 percent, respectively. Viewed for the more
recent 10-year period (1970-1980), growth in world
food output decreased to 2.2 percent, although devel-
oping nations held at 2.8 percent. Annual production
in both Africa and South Asia fell considerably from
their 1950-1980 trends.

Unfortunately, much of the improvement in aggre-
gate food output in LDCs was washed out by increased
population. Growth in per capita agricultural output
averaged only 0.7 percent annually from 1950 to 1980
and declined to 0.4 percent for the more 1 ecent period,
1970 to 1980. Africa and South Asia again registered
the least impressive results. In 1970-1980, per capita
output in Africa fell by 1.3 percent annually, while in
South Asia it grew only 0.1 percent. The present
Figure 1.6
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situation in Africa is acute and widespread. Population
growth is twice as high as in Asia and drought, floods,
and civil unrest have exacerbated chronically inade-
quate diets.

Some may see these overall trends as discouraging.
But in the face of rapid population growth and the
wide range of production problems faced by most
LDCs, their performance must, at a minimum, be
heartening. Two features associated with the output
trends are particularly noteworthy. First, the growth



in food output was broadly shared among regions and
nations (Africa being the general exception). Second,
most of the increased growth in agricultural output
was associated with new technology, which produced
higher yields per unit of input. Of the total increase in
agricultural output, about 75 percent resulted from
greater use of improved technology. The rest was
derived from expanding the land srea under culti-
vation.

Potential for hucreased
Food Production.

The possibilities for augmenting the output of food
in the ycars ahead are excellent. This optimistic view-
point is based on two primary conditions:

First, the efforts of the past 35 years have provided
a diversified base of experience upon which to buiid.
All developing nations now have some experience
with developing programs and exposure to the issues
their individual nations must {ace if they are to suc-
ceed in increasing agricultural output. These nations
currently have development programs in place and
efforts from this point forward can build on this base
rather than begin at poiat zero.

Second, these past prograrns have established a sig-
nificant technological base for agriculture that can
serve as an impetus for the future. Development of
technology is not as critical to improved agricultural
production as it once was, although it must constantly
be addressed in the interest of sustaining productive
agricultural sectors in these nations. The point is that
there is now more confidence that either the needed
agricultural technology exists or that it can be adapted
or developed under local conditions. In other words,
the challenge of world hunger is net so much a techno-
logical challenge as it is a challenge to the political and
popular will in both developed and developing nations.
Success will be determined, in large measure, by how
well these nations can create and implement effective
programs and policies and forge a system and com-
mitment with broad nationwide support. A long-term
commitment from developed nations is also critical if
developing nations are to sustain a growth strategy.
As can be seen, the problem is immense and its solu-
tion must still be found. But the solution and future
increases in food output must come from the LDCs
themselves. While the United States and other deve-
loped nations might be able to produce enough to feed
the world, such a massive transfer of food aid would
be self-defeating over time.

Potentials for increasing domestic food output in
LDCs can be illustrated from the regional disparity in
world grain yields and the use of fertilizer and irriga-
tion. In 1980, average grain yields in Latin America
were only 83 percent of the world average. In North
Africa and the Middle East they were 66 percent (Fig-
ure 1.7). The worst was in Subsahara Africa where
grain yield averages were only 45 percent of the world
average.

The reasons for these disparities are complicated
and reflect complex developmental issues. But much
can be exrlained just by the limited use of fertilizer
and irrigetion since these two inputs are critical to
raising agricultural output. Two of the three regions
mentioned above also lag behind the world average in
the percent of cropland area being irrigated (Figure
1.8). North Africa and the Middle East showed consid-
erable progress in irrigation use since 1980. But both
Latin America and Subsahara Africa are well below
the rest of the world. The progress of China in devel-
oping irrigation is particularly significant as are esti-
mates showing that only 15 pe:cent of the world’s
cropland is under irrigation.

Figure 1.7
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Fertilizer use in these same three regions is also
desperately low, especially in Subsahara Africa (Fig-
ure 1.9). Fertilizer use there is only 12 percent of the
world average and 7 percent of use levels in the United
States. Latin America had a use level of 58 percent of
the world average in 198C, and North Africa and the
Middle East had a use level of 41 percent. Some
improvement has been recorded since 1965, but it
nowhere approaches the enormous need. China has
shown dramatic improvement in fertilizer use, con-
sistent with its extensive application of irrigation, and
has the highest average use per hectare among devel-
oping nations.

Space does not permit a detailed analysis of the
reasons for these disparate figures among regions of
the world, but the data offer a fairly clear indication of
both the deficiencies in agricultural input use and the
production levels to which LDCs can aspire. In this
way, the data support the position that the primary
solution to the food production problem of the world
should and can be found within the resource base and



potentials now present in the LDCs themselves.

Strategies to increase food production in individual
nations will vary to meet the special conditions of
each. For example, strategies in a labor-surplus nation
like Bangladesh will not advocate programs to displace
labor with machines, while a nation like Bolivia, with
extensive land areas and less population pressure,
may find value in a strategy involving mechanization,
al least in some regions of the nation. Beyond the need
to be sensitive tc local conditions, however, are sev-
eral generalized issues that must be addressed as part
of development strategies in all LDCs if success is to
be achieved.

1. Focas on Agriculture

Planners and leaders throughout the developirg
world must better understand the basic importance of
agricvlture to overall economic development. Too
often, agriculture is viewed as a tradition-bound sec-
tor with the sole mission of producing food. Agricul-
ture is not seen in the broader context as the principal
source from which overall development can emanate.

Briefly stated, rising agricultur- production sets
off a chain of changes throughout the economy that
first results in farmers producing a food surplus for
the home that can be marketed for cash. This money
canin turn be used to purchase nonagricultural goods
and services. As agriculture becomes more efficient,
fewer people are needed in agriculture and some can
migrate to nonagricultural employment where salar-
ies might be higher. Since poorer people choose first
to improve their diets, much of the rew income is
spent on {ood, which promotes agricultural progress
and improves nutritional levels.

Figure 1.8
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Poor nations are dependent on poor farmers and a
large proportion of their population is tied to the land.
This high concentration of people in the agricultural
sector 's a fundamental characteristic that distin-
guishes low-income nations from industrial nations.
Among the lower-income natiors, for example, Chad
has 85 percent of its population working in agricul-
ture, Nepal 93 percent, Niger 91 percent, and Bangla-
desh 74 percent. Typically, upwards of 70 percent of
the population in poorer LDCs is in the agricultural
sector. By contrast, among the industrialized nations,
the United States and England have 2 percent of their
populations employed in agriculture, West Germany 4
percent, and Japan 12 percent (Appendix Table 1.4). In
the early stages of development, agriculture provides
the pool of labor for the economy. As development
progresses the labor force exits to other sectors where
higher returns are available. The essence of develop-
ment is this movement of people out of agriculture,
and for this reason rising agricultural productivity is
viewed as the basic engine for overall economic
progress.

It is common in LDCs to acknowledge but not
implement agricultural development asa high priority
in national planning. This attitude needs to be
replaced by one that guarantees higher investment of
public funds in agriculture and long-run commit-
ments to agricultural programs so the sector can fulfill
its role in promoting overall economic progress.

2. Development of Scientific Base and
Research/Extension Capability

Despite major progress in the development of agri-
cultural technology, much remains to be done. Large
gaps continue to exist between actual and potential
crop yields, even among nations that have started to
adopt new technology. Gaps also exist between experi-
mental yields and those obtained by farmers. Exten-
sion of present knowledge must become more wide-
spread.

A scientific research base is the key to the long-run
success of the agricultural sector. Agricultural pro-
duction is a dynamic process that requires a continu-
ing flow of new information about complicated and
sophisticated issues. Just because agriculture in devel-
oping nations is backward does not mean the prob-
lems are simple. For example, LDCs have an extremely
high incidence of uncontrolled plant diseases and
damaging pests that reduce crop output. Moderniza-
tion of agriculture is the basis of increased food output
and to accomplish this in so many diverse nations will
require a huge effort. The special problems of each
nation must be diagnosed and solved. Technical,
scientific assistance must come first from scientists in
the developed world, but ultimately local scientific
capability must be developed. A long-term commit-
ment is needed to ensure the creation of an effective
and productive research and extension system.
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3. Improved Human Skills and Education

The evolution of a quality scientific capability
requires improved education and educational oppor-
tunities for large segments of the population. Quality
universities are needed to train local students in the
sciences and arts of agriculture. This level of training
is needed to support the agricultural research and
extension systems as well as the high government
offices that set national policy and manage the invest-
ment of millions of dollars of public funds and devel-
opment assistance from outside.

Beyond this need for higher education, there is an
even more pressing need to eliminate illiteracy and
provide job skills for masses of the population. With-
out these basic abilities, people’s options are narrowed
and their capacity to earn income becomes ex tremely
limited. Many elements of the development process
are curtailed by an unskilled labor supply. Both indus-
trial and agricultural progress suffer. There is strong
evidence that improved education results in develop-
ment of modern agriculture. Better educated people
more readily adopt new technology. They also tend to
adopt family-planning methods. Perhaps more than
any other factor, the future of the developing world
lies with the people of these areas. People make the
land productive and industry successful. Investments
in both basic and technical skills will greatly improve
the potentials for increasing agricultural output and
all goods and services in these economies.

4. Public Policy and Economic Incentives

There is overwhelming evidence worldwide that
farmers in developing nations, like those in developed
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nations, are economically rational. Farmers invest
their money, plant their crops, and adopt new produc-
tion techniques when they believe such actions are in
their best interest. The marketplace is an important
institution in this process since it provides the infor-
mation farmers need, especially with respect to prices
of products they sell and the cost of inputs they buy. If
the best decisions are to be made, this information
must be accurate. This occurs when the prices accur-
ately reflect the value of scarce products, services, and
resources in the economy.

As development occurs, farmers in developing
nations become increasingly dependent on the sup-
port systems to assist in production and marketing.
Furthermore, they nced help in learning how to
gather, process, and use new and complex informa-
tion. Finally, they need a government to monitor the
activities suggested above to protect consumers and
producers from the unscrupulous.

These types of interventionrs plus public policies
represent an important set of government actions
that affect incentives for farmers. Unfortunately, the
response in most developing nations to most ot these
issues has not produced an effective system. Govern-
ments do not always clearly recognize their own role
and the importance of investments in developing
market efficiency. On the contrary, they often dis-
trust the market and private sector and develop
government agencies tocarry out many of these func-
tions. Likewise, policies needed to encourage produc-
tion and development may in fact be counterproduc-
tive, such as those that fix prices to favor urban
consumers at the expense of farmers. Ironically, these
actions usually occur in nations where agriculture is
less developed, where population is growing most
rapidly, where expanded food production is most
needed, and where the capacity to manage a highly
planned economy is least.

The policy issues in developing nations are extremely
complicated and cannot be addressed in this limited
explanation. But it is clear that if efforts to increase
the world’s food supply are to be successful, a proper
framework of public policies will have to be installed
and monitored in the interest of creating an economic
environment that provides production incentives.

5. Improved Employment Options

Inabroader sense, the same needs apply to nonagri-
cultural areas where product;on efficiency must pre-
vail and the creation of jobs and employment should
represent high priorities in the development strategy.
As will be shown later, it is highly unlikely that agri-
culture will be able to absorb the annual growthin the
rurallabor force and give it employment as population
continues to rise. In the long run, the solution to the
plight of the rural poor will be found largely with
alternatives outside of agriculture. Expansion of non-
agricultural employment usually occurs first in small-
scale rural industries Jf the cottage, handloom types



and in small consumer-goods industries. The service
industries also provide important job options outside
of agriculture. The evolution of employment oppor-
tunities will be made much more efficient if strong
human capital and manpower development programs
seek to train people and balance the variety of availa-
ble technical skills with market needs.

Structuring a full-scale industrial development strat-
egy and expanding the export base in LDCs would
support the search for new employment options.
Agricultural growth is the basis for overall progress
and cannot be left unattended in developmental strat-
egies. But where poverty is so rampant, as in LDCs,
development of the other sectors must also be encour-
aged if employment needs are to be met.

6. Available Natural Resources

Improvements in food production will depend
largely on man’s ability to respond to the scarcity of
natural resources. Major importance must be
attached to the development of land and water re-
sources and the influence of weather.

A large area of potentially arable land exists in the
world that could be brought into production (Figure
1.10). Estimates vary and are probably imprecise, but
they suggest that about 2.5 billion hectares are avail-

Figure 1.10

Estimates of Arable Land in 1970 and
Potential for Increase.

million hectares
1000 L

B 1970 Base
Ultimate Potential

29)

800

000

4C0

€ Percent Pitential Increase

Source: Derived from data in Alan M. Strout, World Agri-
culture Potential: Evidence from the Recent Past.
Discussion Draft, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology (Energy Laboratory) and Resources for the
Future, Inc., March, 1975.
Reproduced here from same source as Figure 1.2.

11

able that could ultimately be put under cultivation.
About 1.4 billion hectares ivere in cultivation in 1970,
which means the land area could be expanded by about
75 percent. Latin America offers the greatest poten-
tial (362 percent), while Africa’s land availability could
be increased by 206 percent. Most other areas have
relatively little potential.

The government plays a critical role in maintaining
an econumic environment that gives accurate infor-
mation to farmers. Its role is most properly identified
with doing things to improve market efficiency, which
individual farmers cannot do themselves. This may
include providing roads and other forms of infrastruc-
ture, guarding against market imperfections such as
monopolies, supplying price and market outlook
information, standardizing weights and measures for
all products, and establishing grades and standards for
food products and farm inputs marketed in the sys-
tem. Education, research, transportation, and com-
munications are other services government should
rightly provide.

The major impediment to developing these lands
for cultivation is the lack of investment and strong
economic incentives. Much of the land is currently
used for livestock, located in marginal climatic zones,
or situated in tropical areas where production of
major grain and oilseed crops is not well developed.
Production risks run high for these lands and efforts
to develop them will be mostly long and arduous.

Water resources to expand irrigated agriculture are-
extensive but have been inadequately inventoried.
Much of the world’s surface water has been oris being
developed, but the potentials for further expansion
still appear promising. In many areas, development of
rivers for surfaceirrigation must involve inter-country
cooperation. In some cases territorial disputes among
nations curtail progress.

Subsurface water potentials are high even though
extensive development in some regions has already
caused water tables torecede. The biggest constraints
are not knowing how much water exists and the
recharging process for individual underground aqui-
fers. Management skills and information are deficient
in most LDCs and water policies and pricing strategies
do not lead to efficient water use.

Development of irrigation and several other types
of agricultural technology are mainly to assist man in
the control of natural events. Flood, drought, plant
and animal diseases, insects, and the like are just some
of nature’s ways that cause problems for agriculture.
Man has been somewhat successful in lessening
nature’s impacts. With perseverance, developing
nations willimprove their ability to deal with nature’s
adversities.

Still, weather looms as a serious factor in attempts
toincrease food production. Extended droughts, major
floods, and outbreaks of crop diseases can cripple agri-
cultural production, sometimes for extended periods,
despite the best efforts of government and individu-



als. Fortunately, weather extremes tead to be local-
ized, so while one area suffers others do not. Thiscnly
highlights the interdependence of nations and the
need for developing an effective system of response
grounded in programs and policies that produce
increasing amounts of food.

7. Continued Donor Support

Economic assistance from developed nations must
continue if food production is to be improved in the
next decade. Output in most LDCs is not far enough
above subsistence levels for most people to permit
extensive mobilizaton of domestic savings for invest-
ment in developmental programming. LDCs do sur-
prisingly well, even now, in providing local resources
fordevelopmentefforts. But the task is too enormous
and the outcomes too important to be left to anything
short of cur best effort. Developed nations must
assume this commitment to fill the gaps in food and
money until such time as developing nations can
succeed.

Since World War II, several nations have reached
developed status (for example, Taiwan and South
Korea) and others have made significant progress. But
a prolonged struggle lies ahead. As will be discussed
later, there are many consequences to developed
nations that come from providing developmental
assistance to these nations. Many go well beyond a
humanitarian response. The self-interest of devel-
oped nations is also served.

Conclusions

Successful strategies to end hunger and starvation
for much of the world’s populace will have to confront
the unwieldy pressures of population. Rising popula-
tion adds to the need for food but does nothing to
create effective demand whereby people can purchase
or produce food and other necessities. Further, popu-
lation growth since 1950 has nullified some of the
impressive gains in the production of food worldwide.
The potentials for population control are restricted,
given the pressures for large families inherent in
highly agrarian societies. Formal education will likely
be an effective control strategy, but that will take time
and require more emphasis than it is now receiving in
development programs.

Given this scenario, the option generally advanced
for the present is to focus on increasing the supplies of
food through self-reliance in LDCs themselves. Even
with this option, there are serious obstacles. The most
obvious is that people must have jobs and money if
they are to benefit from higher food output. Develop-
ing nations now have 35 years of experience and many
elements of a development strategy are in place. With
the help of developed nations, LDCs have a good
chance of increasing production and mounting an
attack on poverty and population growth, plus im-
proving employment options and personal incomes.
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The tragedy in Ethiopia in the 1980s has brought
the realities of developmental failures into vivid focus
for much of the world. Such emergencies are the
product of both internal strife and developmental
failures in agriculture. Too many such failures in
nations with strong populaticn pressures could make
the Ethiopian situation commonplace in 20 or 30
years. The response to this crisis by the United States,
other donor nations, and large numbers of people
acting icdependently hac been impressive. Similar
responze has been repeated previously to meet many
emergencies. Since 1964, the United States kas assisted
victims of more than 750 disasters in 128 countries.
These disasters killed more than 2 million people and
affected another 750 million. The United States pro-
vided $2.4 billion ii. official disaster relief to help vic-
tims recover from these tragedies.

Herein lies a lesson. Hiztory now suggests that this
netion and its peopie will always respond in times of
world food emergency sc long as they have the capac-
ity. They will not sit idly by while other people starve
and suffer. With this attitude, the question of U.S.
assistance to these nationsis no longer optional. It is a
foregone conclusion that this nation will help. By so
doing, the United States is assuming a significant
share of the external costs of national developmental
failures in LDCs.

Tworoads lie before us: We can provide emergency
relief in times of crises, which offers few, if any, long-
run cures. Or we can provide developmental assist-
ance to increase the innate productive capacity of
these nations and prevent the rise of massive hunger
and starvation. One way or another, Americans will
meet this obligation. Their basic sense of right will not
permit them to do otherwise.

whhhd



Chapter 2

HISTORY AND NATURE OF
U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

by E. Boyd Wennergren

The composition of today’s U.S. foreign assistance
has been evolving since the early years following
World War II. U.S. economic aid began principally as
assistance that could alternately be called economic,
technical, or developmental. But in all cases its goal
was to improve the economic welfare of those in less
developed countries.

The rise of Cold War pressures in the 1950s added a
new dimension, driven by political objectives in the
name of what today is know as security assistance.
Since then, :he United States has expanded the scope
of its economic assistance to include nations judged
important toits foreign-policy strategy irrespective of
their strict developmental need. Nations like Iran,
Vietnam, Israel, and Egypt have been major recipients
of both economic and security assistance.

U.S. foreign assistance today encompasses a com-
posite of economic and military aid, and the former
carries a mixture of developmental objectives in
poorer nations and security interests throughout
many other parts of the world.

To provide a more complete understanding of the
nature and scope of the U.S. effort, this discussion will
first deal with an overall discription of foreign assis-
tance. The focus will then narrow onto economic aid
designed to meet the challenge of world hunger and
U.S. security interests abroad.

Its Origin

Since the end of World War Il, economic and devel-
opmental assistance to the less developed world has
become an integral part of U.S. foreign policy. The
genesis of its present-day scope and structure is found
in the words of President Truman in his 1949 Inaug-
ural Address, in which he said:

“Fourth, we must embark on a bold new program for
making the benefits of our scientific advances and
industrial progress available for the improvement and
growth of underdeveloped areas.

More than half the people of the world are living in
conditions approaching misery. Their food is inade-
quate. They are victims of disease. Their economic life
is primitive and stagnant. Their poverty is a handicap
and a threat both to them and to more prosperous
areas.

For the first time in history humanity possesses the
knowledge and the skill to relieve the suffering of
these people.

The United States is preeminent among nations in the
development of industrial and scientific techniques.
The material resources which we can afford to use for
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the assistance of other peoples are limited. But our
imponderable resources in technical knowledge are
constantly growing and are inexhaustible.

I believe that we should make available to peace-loving
peoples the benefits of our store of technical knowl-
edge in order to help them realize their aspirations for
a better life. And, in cooperation with other nations,
we should foster capital investment in areas needing
development.”

Prior to 1949, the United States had only dabbled in
international developmental cooperation.In 1942, the
Institute of Inter-American Affairs was established to
implement the first technical cooperation program
supported in modern times by the United States. In
1948, the United States embarked on its effort of
providing large amounts of capital for war reconstruc-
tion with the Marshall Plan in Europe. The over-
whelming success of this plan strongly induced the
United States to consider a broader effort among
developing nations and to create the initial Point 4
program.

It is noteworthy that President Truman’s official
remarks made no reference to security assistance.
Even so, the idea had been born with the Mutual
Assistance Program in 1947—mostly to Greece and
Turkey—designed to contain Soviet expansion fol-
lowing World War II. The concept was to evolve and
expand in the years ahead through the Mutual Secur-
ity Program (1951), the Security Supporting Assis-
tance (1971), and finally the Economic Support Fund
(1978). Economic assistance was also accorded a politi-
cally oriented role to help reconstruct devastated
economies as a prerequisite for fostering political
stability and the emergence of democraticsocieties. In
the 1950s and 1960s, U.S. assistance programs ex-
panded and the rational shifted from reconstruction
to security concerns. Developmental aid was at its
core.

The United States has since become a preeminent
donor in terms of total assistance offered. As a major
world power, the Unitrd States has developed a tradi-
tion of assistance and leadership with tremendous
potentials for doing either good or harm by its actions
and policies. People in the developing world do not
vote in America’s elections or debate her policies. But
their lives are often made better or worse by what
happens here, Every administration since 1949 has
supported foreign assistance as an essential part of
this nation’s commitment abroad. Still, the programs



have been controversial and often suffered a lack of
public support.

Justification of
U.S. Developmental Assistance

The same justifications for LDC assistance that
stood in 1949 still apply today and are likely strength-
ened by the events that have happened since. The
world has changed, nations have become more inter-
dependent, and the need for action has intensified.
The rationale for this commitment has several dimen-
sions, ranging from a humanitarian responsibility to
self-interest as reflected in the developmental and
political priorities of the United States.

Humanitarian Responsibility

The humanitarian nature of world hunger alone is
enough to justify U.S. participation. This was the
primary motive in 1942. Most Americans can readily
embrace the moral and ethical responsibilities inher-
ent in this commitment. The critical need for food
(discussed in Chapter 1) portrays a condition of mis-
ery and deprivation among many of the world’s inhab-
itants. Whether one speaks of human rights or basic
human needs, the right to food is fundamental. Dis-
cussions of these and other such issues as individual
freedom, human dignity, and social justice become a
mockery until the poor are adequately fed and clothed.
The humanitarian basis of our economic and devel-
opmental assistance is deeply rooted in our national
values, values that are just as strong today as they
were in 1949, if not stronger.

Economic Benefits

While the econoinic intcrests of the United States
may not have appeared as important objectives or
justifications for U.S. assistance in 1949, it has since
become clear that these interests are enhanced by U.S.
efforts to help developing nations. Economic aid is not
simply a drain on the resources and wealth of this
nation. Economicinterdependence has grown and the
United States is as influenced by these changes as
anyone and depends cn world markets to maintain its
own strong economy. Much of its export trade, espe-
cially in agriculture, is with LDCs. Furthermore, suc-
cessful economic development in these nations can
bring them into the orbit of trading partners with the
United States as increased income fosters rising
demands for imperted goods and services. A healthy
global economy is much more likely when the pur-
chasing power of today’s poor is improved and the
mutually beneficial process of widespread exchange
and international trade is set in motion. In the long
run, improvements in the global economy and in-
creases in worldwide food production will benefit
large portions of the world’s populace by improving
the security of food supply and limiting pressures on
increased food prices, both in the United States and
abroad.
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National Security and International Stability

The last chapter of this manual will discuss the
forces and pressures that threaten international stabil-
ity and the security of the United States and the
potential role food availability might play. One of the
more explosive forces in the world today is the frus-
trated desire of rapidly rising numbers of poor people
toimprove their standard of living. As the Presidential
Commission on World Hunger observed in its 1980
report:

“The developing nations now actively involved in
international affairs are resolutely determined to
move into the modern world and secure its benefits
for themselves. But as the aspirations and expecta-
tions of the developing world grow, poverty within it
remains prevalent and coaspicuous—with hunger as
its quintessential symptom. As a result, hunger has
been internalionalized and turned into a continuing
global political issue, transformed from a low-profile
moral imperative into a divisive and disruptive factor
in international relations.”

Beyond its impact on international relations, politi-
cal instability within the LDCs also retards economic
improvement. Examples abound of how civil unrest
has disrupted development programming in these
nations. Hunger can create discontent, which con-
tributes to unstable political processes and often to
changes in national leadership, both of which limit the
continuity of and commitment to development.
Hungry people are difficult to rule no matter by what
form they are governed.

The Administrative Structure
Supporting U.S. Assistance

The U.S. assistance effort is administered by the
United States Agency for International Development
(USAID). The agency’s administrator is appointed by
the President and reports to the Secretary of State.
Funding for the agency and its programs comes
directly from Congress via an annual budget submis-
sion under which Congress reviews, alters, and gives
final approval to both money requests from USAID
and its general program directions.

USAID today is the product of considerable evolu-
tion. Since 1949, the administrative structure and
operational procedures have changed periodically,
including several name changes. The name was last
changed in 1961. USAID has an extensive organiza-
tional structure located both in Washingtonand in the
nations where U.S. assistance programs operate. In
Washington, the agency has four bureau offices that
oversee developmental programming in Africa, Asia,
Latin America, and the Near East (Figure 2.1). In addi-
tion, a large support structure provides guidance to all
regional bureaus. For example, the Science and Tech-
nology Bureau has professionals who work with the
regional bureaus to mobilize USAID technical compe-



Figure 2.1

Organization of the Agency for International Development.

tence, to provide advice on improving scientific com-
petence in LDCs, and to manage centrally funded
projects that operate in countries involving more than
oneregional bureau. The names of the various bureaus
and offices illustrate the wide variety of program and
administrative needs covered by USAID.

A mission director administers USAID programs in
each developing nation. Normally, mission directors
are career UUSAID employees who have progressed
through the USAID system to leadership positions on
the basis of merit. In limited cases, they are politically
appointed. The rest of the in-country organization
varies depending on the size and nature of the pro-
gram. The mission usually comprises a deputy direc-
tor, acontroller, a program officer, and an administra-
tive officer. Heads of divisions reflect the types of
programs being implemented, such as agriculture and
food, population and health, rural development, and
soon. Inaddition, USAID personnel are given responsi-
bility as project oificers to supervise one or more
active projects. All permanent personnel of USAID
are appointed to the civil or foreign service. Most of
the secretarial and other in-country support staff are
recruited from the local populace. Americans serving
in USAID missions normally are assigned for two
years and often are extended for an additional two-
year tour. The shortness of assignments and periodic
rotation can be a problem to the agency since constant
turnover can influence program continuity and the
“memory” of the mission can suffer.
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In recent years, USAID has employed about 3,500
technical and professional people (Figure 2.2). The
number has declined slightly since 1980. The work-
force profile reflects a variety of professional and
technical specialties. Many have advanced university
training and prior foreign experience, much of it with
the Peace Corps. Ironically, relatively few have agri-
cultural backgrounds and training. In 1982, only 250
were agriculturalists and a slight downward trend is
expected by 1986. Since 1980 only about 7 percent of
the USAID professional work force have been agricul-
turalists, but about 75 percent were posted abroad.
The small number of agricultural specialists in the
permanent labor force is a concern for an agency that
stresses agricultural and rural development programs.

Elements of the USAID Program

Program Legal Basis

Development assistance programs administered by
USAID are authorized under the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, which is amended from time to time to
meet changing world conditions and program needs.
The agency also cooperates with the Department of
Agriculture and the Department of State to imple-
ment the Agriculture Trade, Development and Assis-
tance Act of 1954, more popularly known as Public
Law 480 or Food For Peace. Under P.L. 480, surplus
agricultural products are distributed free to nations
that qualify based on need. The products are either



Figure 2.2
Agricultural Officers in the AID Work Force.
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Source: BIFAD, Budget Recommendations, 1985, Agency
for Internal Development, February, 1984.

sold in the LDC and the funds used to finance devel-
opment programs within the country, or they are
distributed as wages to the poorer segments of society
in exchange for work on local development projects.
Mostly, these work projects involve construction of
infrastructure such as canals, farm-to-market roads,
and culverts and waterways. P.L. 480 food is also sold
on concessional loan terms to LDCs. Low interest
rates and long repayment periods characterize the
loans. A variation to this arrangement, which started
in the late 1970s, forgives loan repayment in cases
where the LDC implements policies and procedures
USAID considers vital to development. Emergency
food, such as that sent to Ethiopia in the 1980s, is also
authorized under P.L. 480 as well as from disaster
relief.

The Trade and Assistance Act was initiated in the
1950s when agricultural surpluses were a major prob-
lem in the United States, but the dispusal programs
persist today. Wheat, corn, cotton, and dairy products
have been the most important commodities used in
P.L. 480 programs. The availability of these crops may
be in doubt if U.S. agricultural policy is changed to
reduce or eliminate these historical surpluses.

Classes of Assistance

The agency administers portions of two major
classes of foreign assistance that reflect both the
development orientation and the foreign-policy inter-
ests of the United States. Since the 1950s, these two
have continually been intermingled, the confusing
nature of which can be seen in the budget detail pre-
sented in the following section.
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Foreign Economic and Financial Assistance

Foreign economic and financial assistance is mostly
development oriented, and is classified under two
broad categories, bilateral and multilateral assistance:

(I) Bilateral Assistance. Developmental assistance
is one of the three major sources of economic assist-
ance bilaterally managed by USAID. Together with
Food Aid, it comprises all U.S. assistance obligated to
LDCs under the direct bilateral control of USAID to
satisfy purely developmental objectives. In other
words, these are the funds expressly programmed for
USAID to confront the issues of world hunger. Politi-
cal and security issues have less influence on how
these funds are allocated than is the case with other
classes of assistance. All other assistance budgeted as
bilateral is earmarked by Congress for specific uses,
several of which contribute to the war on hunger. But
administratively these appropriations are only moni-
tored by USAID. Included are such programs as the
Peace Corps and the Inter-American Foundation.
Nondevelopment funds for narcotics control and
refugee problems are under the jurisdiction of the
Department of State.

In 1984, the budget items and proposed amounts
listed under bilateral assistance represented 24 per-
cent of total foreign assistance as follows:

$ Millions

Development Assistance:
Functional Development 1,342.0
Sahel Development Program 103.0

American Schools and Hospitals Abroad 7.5

Disaster Relief 25.0
Operating Expenses (AID) 378.5
Foreign Service Reserve 34.0
Trade and Developmer .t Programs 22.0
International Narcotics Control 53.0
Inter-American Foundation 10.7
Peace Corps 108.5

Africa Development Foundation 3.0

Migration and Refugee Assistance 344.5
P.L. 480 (Food Aid) 1,052.0
Miscellaneous Trust Fund 9.7

Total $3,493.4

(2) Multilateral Assistance. U.S. multilateral sup-
portischanneled through several international banks
and development funds, which have as their primary
purpose to serve the needs of developing nations. The
United States was instrumental in establishing most
multilateral development banks (MDBs) and has tra-
ditionally viewed this participation as complementing
its bilateral assistance program. These institutions
receive support from many donor nations and are
governed by multinational boards. Donor nations
supervise budgetary growth and program priorities
and performance. The United States partially sup-
ports about 1C such institutions including develop-
mentally oriented agencies in the United Nations.



In 1984, U.S. multilateral aid accounted for 13 per-
cent of total foreign assistance and was allocated as
follows:

$ Millions
Multilateral developmient banks, of which:

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) 58.0

IDB Inter-American Investment Corporation  113.6
IDB Fund for Special Operations 20.0
World Bank (IBRD) 109.7
International Development Association 1,095.0

Asian Development Bank 6.9

Asian Development Fund 147.1
African Development Bank 18.0
African Development Fund 50.0
International Fund for Agriculiural Development  50.0
International Organization and Programs 190.0

Total $1,858.3

The average U.S. share of multilateral development
bank assistance is about 25 percent, ranging from 41
percent in the Inter-American Development Bank
(IDB) to about 6 percent in the African Development
Bank {ADB). The U.S. share has declined in recent
years as the cost of supporting these institutions has
becom.e more equitable and widely spread among sup-
porting nations. The fractional participation by the
United States illustrates a commonly held misunder-
standing that the United States is acting pretty much
alone in assisting these institutions and developing
nations. As further evidence, the World Bank, of
which IDB is a part, receives funds from about 75
nations.

Ir. contrast to the political orientation of much of
the U.S. bilateral foreign assistance (mostly security
assistance), the help funneled through MDBs tends to
be oriented more toward the particular developmental
needs of LDCs. For example, the African Develop-
ment Bank reportedly provides 90 percent of its loans
to countries with per capita GNPs under $400. Also,
in 1978, the Inter-American Development Bank estab-
lished guidelines to allocate 50 percent of its lending
portfolio directly to the poorest groups in borrowing
nations. Aid to LDCs through multilateral institu-
tions has consistently emphasized the development of
agriculture, industry, physical infrastructure, and, to
alesser extent, social programs. Credit for agriculture
and international imports has also been important.

U.S. interests are also served by funding passed
through agencies of the United Nations, which, his-
torically, have been seen as offering a viable and
attractive assistance alternative to the controlled or
targeted aid from Soviet Bloc nations. Within the Uni-
ted Nations system, the U.N. Development Program
(UNDP) is the major international means of delivering
multilateral technical assistance programs to the devel-
oping world. The World Heaith Organization (WHO)
has along-standing history of promoting health servi-
ces and international health standards. The Food and
Agricultural Organization (FAO), the World Food
Program (WFP), and the World Food Council (WFC)
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have been instrumental in drawing attention to the
world food problem and providing initiatives for find-
ing solutions. The Food Security Scheme, the FAO
Global Information and Early Warning system, and
the International Fertilizer Scheme are examples of
such initiatives by these U.N. agencies. FAO's collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination of data serve a broad
clientele, both in development and international agri-
cultural trade, and the United States has a large stake
in these and related areas.

International Security Assistance

Security assistance funds are all managed bilater-
ally, but because of their broader political intent are
budgeted under a separate category. Support for
security assistance is an attempt to forge develop-
mental objectives with the political and foreign-policy
interests of the United States. Some see such amerger
as a logical means of administering U.S. support to
preserve its national independence, fulfill its role as a
world leader, and facilitate the collective security
interest of nations. Both military and economic aid are
budgeted under security assistance.

An important part of the aid designed for security
assistance is designated as Economic Support Funds
(ESF). Nations receiving this aid are selected more for
their security need than their developmental need.
Owing to the developmental use of these funds, they
are also managed by USAID. The funds are used to
help promote economic and polirical stability in regions
where the United States has special foreign-policy
interests and has determined that economic assistance
can help secure peace. For example, the major recipi-
ents of U.S. economic supp~rt since 1948 have been
Iran, Vietna:n, Israel, Turkey, and Egypt, a pattern of
aid that closely traces the world’s political trouble
spots during that period.

In 1984, about 70 percent of security assistance was
for military aid and peace-keeping activities. The mil-
itary portions of security assistance do not represent
the total of U.S. military commitments abroad. For
example, Defense Department commitments abroad
do not appear here. The total 1984 allocations to
security assistance amounted to 63 percent of total
foreign assistance, and were divided as follows:

$ Millions

Foreign Military Sales (FMS) (Forgiven Credits)  1,000.0
Guaranteed FMS Loan Commitments 4,658.0
Economic Support Fund (ESF) 2,949.0
Military Assistance Program (MAP) 747.0

{nternational Military Education and Training (MET) 57.0

Peace-keeping Operations 46.0
Antiterrorism Assistance 5.0
Total $9,460.0

Development Program Priorities

Despite the intermingling of political and develop-
ment objectives, U.S. development assistance to LDCs
is driven, in degree at least, by concerns for the poor



and a desire to see the least privileged benefit from
U.S. development assistance. The same strictness of
intent has not always been applied to the use of secur-
ity assistance. Congress exercises a strong influence
over developmental assistance and has periodically
established mandates to guide program development.
For example, in the 1970s, Congress decreed an over-
all concern for the “poorest of the poor” and the “small
farmers” in the developing world. The rights of all
people to basic human needs (food, shelter, education,
and health care) were set as new directions for USAID
assistance. Since then, the participation of women in
development and the rights of minorities to partici-
pateindeveiopment programs have also been stressed
to help ensure broad distribution of the fruits of
development. Congress has strongly opposed devel-
opmental programming that caters to entrenched
elite interests or favors higher-income groups in
LDCs. No program strategy can totally guarantee
such outcomes, and strict adherence to such program
directions limits flexibility and may not always pro-
mote the interests of developnient. But the intent of
Congress has been clear and it has generally exercised
a meaningful impact on USAID programs in LDCs.
The most recent congressional directions have ercour-
aged private-sector participation through me reli-
ance on the marketplace to assist the development
process.

In support of this basic philosophy, most USAID
programming has stressed agriculture and rural devel-
opment. USAID development assistance falls into
four primary categories: (1) Agriculture and Food, (2)
Population, Nutrition, and Health, (3) Rural Devel-
opment, and (4) Public Administration and Policy.
Each involves a wide range of subcategories, which
generates an even greater diversity of individual pro-
jects. In the rarlier years of USAID, focus was given to
capital-intensive projects such as irrigation develop-
ment, road construction, communications, rural elec-
trification, and the like. More recently, the emphasis
has shifted to projects with social dimensions and
human development. Institutional building, agricul-
tural research and extension, family planning, nutri-
tion and health, policy dialogue, and more involve-
ment of the private sector and market forces are the
issues of development being stressed now.

Historically, these directions have not always found
widespread support among developmentalists. Of
particular note is the earlier focus on small farmers as
the basis for development. Many found this approach
ethically acceptable, but developmentally unsound.
Small farmers are not always the most efficient. The
lack of resources and production options on small
farms makes them less capable than medium-size and
larger farms of responding to new technology or the
changing needs of a progressive agriculture. On the
other hand, the recent focus on development of
human resources and agricultural research and the
increased importance assigned to economic policy and
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the marketplace have merited support by most stu-
dents of development in the Third World.

Some Concerns

A program as diversified as the one USAID is asked
to administer and implement ~”" *rs many potentials
for dispute on both technical ¢ d practical grounds.
Space does not permit a full-scale review of these
issues. But two examples may help orient the reader
to the kinds of concerns that surface from time to
time.

On a broad philosophical base, the presence of
USAID within the jurisdiction of the State Depart-
ment is said to make its programs too much a tool of
foreign policy instead of focusing only on develop-
mental issues and those of the world food problem.
The Jnited States has never taken advantage of its
food production pre.ainence (in wheat for example) to
organize formal cartel-type arrangements with other
producing nations to enhance its competitive edge as
have petroleum-producing OPEC nations. Such an
action would signal an official policy to use food as an
overt weapon in foreign diplomacy.

As will be demonstrated more clearly later in this
and other chapters, however, allocation of economic
and fou! assistance (primarily as security assistance)
is often highly correlated with politically sensitive
areas of the world. Furthermore, in-country pro-
grams are sometimes influenced by nondevelopmen-
tal objectives. For example, withholding development
assistance because of human-rights violations, or
favoring specific programs to eradicate agricultural
crops used in drug production, actions USAID has
taken in the past, may have little relationship to
national development or food production. These kinds
of issues reflect the crux of one of the basic philo-
sophicaldetatessurrounding assistance programs today.
Should our development assistance primarily rein-
force U.S. foreign-nolicy objectives abroad or should it
principally support developmental programs to help
poor nations feed their people? At present, both pur-
poses are being pursued under the auspicies of USAID
and a split budget allocation.

Another example, at a more practical level, is seen
with USAID’s Food Aid Program where two criticisms
of using food as a developmental resource commonly
are offered. First, sale of these commodities in devel-
oping nations tends to increase the supply and in the
process lowers their in-country price. While this may
make food available at a lower price to large segments
of the populace, the lower price also restricts produc-
tion incentives for farmers. A second criticism is that
food aid can alter existing food systems and create a
prcference for imported foods over those produced
locally. For example, the introduction of U.S.-milled
flour under P.L. 480 typically has led consumers in
LDCs to prefer it over locally produced flour. As a
consequence, the demand for local flour is reduced
and domestic producers suffer,



Extensive use of food aid as a development strategy
is a likely signal that food shortage and not poverty is
still recognized as the central issue of world hunger.
Food aid likely serves best in emergencies and as a
“stop-gap” at a critical period in the development pro-
cess. At other times, if not introduced skillfully, it has
the potential to harm development efforts.

Funding Support

Total U.S. support for all classes of bilateral, multi-
lateral, and security assistance programs in 1984 was
$14.8 billion (Figure 2.3 and Appendix Table 2.1). The
integration of developmental and nondevelopmental
support is obvious from the way Congress allocates
these funds. All economic assistance (including ESF)
amounted to 56 percent of the total. From the $8.3
billion assigned for economic assistance, USAID
received $1.9 billion (or 23 percent) to implement its
developmental assistance programs and another $1.1
billion (or 13 percent) for Food Aid. The Economic
Support Fund (ESF) administered as security assist-
ance and assigned on the basis of security and political
considerations amounted to $2.9 billion or 35 percent
of all econcuuc assistance, an amount about equal to
that administered directly by USAID for develop-
mental purposes. Most of the remaining funds for
economic assistance went to developmentally related
activities,except for $444 million to narcotics control,
peace-keeping operations, and refugee assistance
programs. Since the late 1970s, economic support
funds have increasingly exceeded those for develop-
mental assistance. For example, in both 1983 and
1984, economic support funds were greater by about
55 percent.

Expenditures from 1968-72 (average) to 1934 (pro-
posed) show this disparity as a long-run trend (Figure
2.4). During that period, development assistance
declined from 37 percent to 22 percent of all aid classi-
fied as “economic.” P.L. 180 funds fell from 33 percent
to 16 percent. Convcrsely, economic support funds
rose from 15 percent to 34 percent.

Figure 2.3
U.S. Foreign Cooperative Program Obligations
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1968-82 inclusive, derived from annualdata in U.S.
Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington: AlD, various
years). 1983 AID Presentation to Office of Management
and Budgel (Washington: AID, October, 1982). 1984
Congressional Presentation, Fiscal Year 1984 (Washing-
ton: AID, 1983). Reproduced herein from “The
Commission on Security and Economic Assistance”
{Carlucci Report).

Source:

*Includes inler alia, Peace Corps, International Narcotics Con-
trol, Peace-keeping Operations, refugee acsistance pro-
grams, and the operating budget for the Agency for Interna-
tional Development, trade and development programs, the
Inter-America Foundation, the Africa Development Founda-
tion and the Miscellaneous Trust Fund.

**Loans at U.S. Treasury cost-of-money interest rates for
purchase of military equipment and services.

Table 2.1 Top 30 Nations Receiving U.S. Foreign
Assistance. 1980-1983.

GNP F.A. Amount

Rank* Rank Nation ($ millions)
80 1 Israel 8,641.0
40 2 Egypt 7,147.7
57 3 Turkey 2,252.1
11 4 India 928.4
79 5 Greece 888.2
26 6 Pakistan 875.1
82 7 Spain 829.9
41 8 El Salvador 804.8
29 9 Sudan 727.1
65 10 Korea, Rep. of 705.7
37 11 Indonesia 663.8
2 12 Bangladesh 654.8
44 13 Philippines 644.5
72 14 Portugal 406.3
42 15 Thailand 394.5
47 16 Morocco 392.4
39 17 Honduras 368.6
63 18 Jordan 352.0
15 19 Somalia 346.2
55 20 Jamaica 337.5
58 21 Tunisia 333.6
o 22 Kenya 325.9
59 23 Costa Rica 303.8
53 24 Peru 298.8
23 25 Sri Lanka 284.6
54 26 Dominican Rep. 258.8
32 27 Liberia 241.2
. 28 Lebanon 222.9
45 29 Zimbabwe 189.9
83 30 Oman 147.1

*Poorest nations are ranked as No. 1, 2, 3, etc.

**Data not available

Source: (1) World Bank, World Bank Development Report, 1983.
(2) USAID, Overseas Grants and Loans.
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Measured in current dollars, general economic
assistance has increased consistently (Figure 2.3).
Since 1968-72, total economic assistance hac increased
135 percent. The greatest gains have come in eco-
nomic support funds, whnich have increased more than
fivefold. Development assistance for the developing
world has risen only 36 percent, and P.L. 480 alloca-
tions have risen about 14 percent.

However, measured in real value of funding levels,
the trends show a different picture (Figure 2.5 and

Composition of U.S. Economic Cooperation Programs.

Development
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Appendix Table 2.2). Total economic assistance has
fallen about 8 percent in real terms since 1968-72. The
classes of assistance most affected by this decline are
those designed most directly to help LDCs. Develop-
ment assistance in 1984 was 46 percent lower and P.L.
480 funds were down 55 percent. By contrast, support
through the ESF has risen 115 percent in real terms.
The composite group of “other” assistance has risen
197 percent, with most of the increase going to narcot-
ics control and peace-keeping operations.

Recipients of U.S. Foreign Assistance

Since 1946, some 150 nations have received U.S.
foreign assistance. About 75 nations now receive
American aid. Most are in Asia and Africa. Fewer
nations receive aid in the Middle East while support
for Latin American nations has been reduced consid-
erably in recent years. Nations in Central America and
the Caribbean are receiving more attention now, but
the amounts of money, compared with other regions,
are small.

Figure 2.6

Distribution of Total U.S. Assistance.

$ Billions

ESF

Source: U.S. Overseas Grants and Loans, USAID.

How Much and for What? To date, estimates show
$266 billion of U.S. assistance has been spread around
the world. Of that, $165 billion (62 percent) has been
for all types of economic assistance and the rest for
military (Figure 2.6). The longer-term allocations for
economic assistance have favored development assis-
tance. Of the total since 1946, 21 percent went to
development aid while 13 percent was for ESF. P.L.
480 also received 13 percent and all other economic
programs 15 percent. As will be shown later, how-
ever, recent trends favor security assistance.



Regionally, the largest amount has gone to the Near
East and South Asia ($84 billion) of which 56 percent
was in economic assistance (Figure 2.7 and Appendix
Table 2.3). East Asia received about $66 billion with
only 43 percent going for economic assistance. Far
lesser amounts have been distributed to nations in
Africaand Latin America. European countries received
about 17 percent of all assistance, much of it following

World War Il
Which Nations? Among individual nations, Israel

with $25.3 billion and Vietnam with $23.4 billion top
the list of all-time recipients (Appendix Table 2.4).
This aid was mostly for security assistance (either
military or from ESF). South Korea, Egypt, and Tur-
key have also received large amounts, mostly as secur-
ity assistance. The major recipients of development
assistance have been India, Pakistan, Indonesia, and
the Philippines. Among other major recipients, sup-
port to Bangladesh has been almost totally for devel-
opment assistance. Today, Bangladesh receives the
largest amount of nonsecurity assistance of any
nation—about $150 million per year from the United
States. Egypt andIsrael cont:nue to be the most highly
aided nations, receiving mostly security assistance to
support the Camp David Middle East peace initiatives.

Recent Trends. Allocation of foreign assistance
since 946 reflects the pressures experienced over this
period, but does not show current conditions, which

Table 2.2 Top 30 Countries Receiving Economic
Security Funds (ESF), 1980-1983.

GNP ESF Amount GNP Per Capita
Rank Rank Nation ($ million) (1982 dollars)
40 1. Egypt 3,215.0 690
80 2, Israel 3,140.0 5090
57 3.  Turkey 983.0 1,370
41 4. ElSalvador 309.0 700
26 5. Pakistan 300.0 380
29 6. Sudan 272.3 440
55 7. Jamaica 190.9 1,330
45 8. Zimbabwe 182.9 850
59 9. Costa Rica 177.0 1,430
44 10.  Philippines 150.0 820
63 11.  Jordan 114.0 1,690
72 12.  Portugal 105.0 2,450
32 13. Liberia 104.2 490
39 14. Honduras 92.8 660
38 15. Zambia 80.1 640
49 16. Nicaragua 62.8 920
27 17. Kenya 60.7 390
Unranked 18. Cyprus 59.0 —
54 19.  Dominican Rep. 49.0 1,330
82 20. Spain 48.0 5,430
15 21.  Somalia 46.0 290
Unranked 22, Botswana 44.9 -
83 23, Oman 35.0 6,090
Unranked 24. Lebanon 20.1 —
42 25. Thailand 14.8 790
16 26. Haiti 11.0 300
Unranked 27. Belize 10.0 —
51 28. Guatemala 10.0 1,130
58 29, Tunisia 10.0 1,390
Unranked 30. Djibouti 6.0 —

Source: Same as Table 2.1,
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can be seen from assistance disbursed since 1980 (Fig-
ure 2.6). For the period 1980-83, military aid still
represented the largest single allocation with 32 per-
cent of the $46.8 billion total. The Economic Support
Fund received 22 percent and development assistance
only 18 percent. This represents a reversal of priori-
ties from the long-run relationship identified earlier, and
shows the growing importance of security assistance.
Overall allocations for this more recent period show
changes from those of the period 1946-83. The major
difference was an increase of about 9 percent in secur-
ity assistance at the expense of both military and
developmental assistance.

The ranking of individual nations also shows some
recent changes from those during 1946-83, but there
is surprising similarity in the naticns receiving aid
between the two periods, especially for those receiv-
ing the larger amounts (Table 2.1). Among the top 10,
Israel remains the largest recipient in 1980-83. Viet-
nam, Taiwan, and Japan have been replaced by Spain,
El Salvador, and the Sudan. For ihe list of 30 top
recipients for 1946-83, 18 still remain. Most of the
changes have occurred in the last 10 places on the list
where only Tunisia and Peru are found for both peri-
ods. Some of the more dramatic shifts in aid have been
to nations in Africa, but the dollar amounts are
nowhere near most of the larger recipients.

Need vs. Assistance. It has been observed pre-
viously that U.S. assistance s strongly oriented toward
objectives broader than just economic development.
This has been true since quite early in the program
and it continues to the present. This picture can be
illustrated by comparing the per capita GNP for indi-
vidual nations (as reported by the World Bank) with
the relative amount of foreign assistance each has
received (Table 2.1).

Overall, there is very little correlation between the
amount of aid received by individual nations for the
period 1980-83 and their per capita GNP in 1982.
(GNP is a measure of individual income; the lower the
numerical ranking, the poorer the nation.) For exam-
ple, Egypt and Israel, the two highest recipients of aid,
ranked 80th and 40th on a list of GNP per capita for 87
nations (Table 2.1). In fact, among the list of the 30
largest recipients of aid only seven nations, Pakistan,
India, Sudan, Bangladesh, Somalia, Kenya, and Sri
Lanka, were also listed among the 30 poorest nations.
At the other extreme, Chad, with the lowest GNP,
ranked 78th on the foreign-assistance list. Of the 10
poorest nations, only Bangladesh was found among
the 30 nations receiving the greatest aid.

Between 1980-83, the 30 poorest nations had only
16 percent of total U.S. assistance. The middle 30
nations ranked by GNP received 46 percent of t"1e aid,
while the 27 richest nations received 36 percent.
Countries without GNP ranks were given the remain-
ing 2 percent.

Part of the explanation for these relationships is
found in the high proportion of military aid given to



Table 2.3 Top 30 Countries Receiving P.L. 480
Assistance, 1980-1983.

Table 2.4 Top 30 Countries Receiving Development
Assistance (D.A.), 1980-1983.

P.L.
GNP 480 Amount GNP Per Capita
Rank Rank Nation ($ million) (1982 dollars)
40 1. Egypt 1,151.8 690
11 2. India 532.7 260
2 3. Bangladesh 340.6 140
26 4, Pakistan 307.7 380
37 5. Indonesia 238.1 580
53 6. Peru 147.6 1,310
47 7. Morocco 145.5 870
29 8. Sudan 139.1 440
15 9. Somalia 138.1 290
41 10. El Salvador 115.2 700
23 11. Sri Lanka 105.6 320
Unranked 12. Poland 102.9 —
36 13. Bolivia 99.9 570
54 14.  Dominican Rep. 82.9 1,330
16 15. Haiti 81.0 300
27 16. Kenya 79.0 390
44 17.  Philippines 66.2 820
55 18. Jamaica 64.7 1,330
33 19. Senegal 58.6 490
Unranked 20. Kampuchea 58.3 -
65 21.  Korea, Rep. of 54.1 1,910
58 22. Tunisia 54.3 1,390
25 23.  Ghana 53.1 360
38 24. Zambia 51.8 640
7 25. Zaire 50.7 190
32 26. Liberia 50.6 490
59 27. Costa Rica 49.5 1,430
9 28. Upper Volta 41.3 210
39 29. Honduras 39.0 660
14 30. Tanzania 38.9 280
Source: Same as Table 2.1.

some nations with higher incomes (Appendix Table
2.5). For example, 67 percent of Israel’s assistance was
military aid. Likewise, 39 percent of Egypt’s aid was
mulitary. Despite these and other individual examples,
there is still a strong tendency for the same nations to
appear as major recipients for all classes of aid, and for
the amounts to be unrelated to theirincome rankings.

Economic Security Funds. A good example of this
relationship, and one not unexpected, is the allocation
of ESF for the period 1980-83. Generally, recipients of
these funds reflect foreign-policy interests of the Uni-
ted States, not all of which are military. Egypt, Israel,
and Turkey head the list of ESF recipients (Table 2.2).
Of the top 30 nations receiving this aid, only five were
also ranked among the 30 poorest nations.

Regionally, the allocation of the ESF follows closely
the political and military stress foundin regions of the
world. In the 1970s, Asia (Vietnam) occupied U.S.
attention, but since 1975, and especially 1977, the
Middle East (Egypt and Israel) has received a large
portion of the ESF support. In fact, aid to Egypt and
Israel, measured either in total or ESF, is about equal
to that received by the rest of the developing nations.
Since 1981, Latin America, particularly Central Amer-
ica and the Caribbean, has received added ESF
assistance.
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GNP D.A. Amount GNP Per Capita
Rank Rank Nation ($ million) (1982 dollars)

11 1. India 395.2 260

2 2. Bangladesh 313.6 140
37 3. Indonesia 290.8 580
23 4.  Srilanka 176.7 320
41 5.  El Salvador 175.0 700
44 6.  Philippines 154.0 820
53 7. Peru 124.5 1,310
39 8. Honduras 113.9 660
29 9. Sudan 112.5 440
42 10. Thailand 99.2 790
27 11.  Kenya 90.9 390
34 12.  Yemen, Arab Rep. 82.4 500
84 13,  ltaly 73.1 6,840
54 14.  Dominican Rep. 71.0 1,330
55 15.  Jamaica 66.7 1,330
59 16. Costa Rica 63.8 1,430
15 17. Somalia 65.7 290
56 18. Ecuador 59.6 1350
4 19. Nepal 56.7 170
33 20. Senegal 55.1 490
21 21. Niger 52.2 310
5 22, Mali 49.5 180
16 23. Haiti 48.6 300
48 24. Cameroon 48.4 890
14 25. Tanzania 47.2 280
* 26. Lebanon 45.6 —
47 27. Morocco 44.1 870
35 28. Lesotho 42.8 510
32 29. Liberia 40.9 490
51 30. Guatemala 37.4 1,130

Gource: Same as Table 2.1.

P.L. 480. About one-half of the nations receiving
the largest P.L. 480 aid are also among the largest
recipients of ESF (Table 2.3). Nations receiving food
aid tend to reflect more closely developmental needs
and interests, but the list does not conform too closely
to rankings based on GNP. Eleven of the 30 highest
recipients of food aid are also among the 30 poorest
nations, but six of those on the list have GNP in excess
of $1,300 annually. One reason for the latter group
may bethat P.L. 480 is flexible and can be used in ways
other than just for food grants and emergencies. As
indicated earlier, food aid can be provided as loans, and
in selected cases where economic policy reforms occur
consistent with development objectives, the initial
loan can be forgiven. This flexibility permits P.L. 480
assistance to be adjusted to meet local conditions and
provide policy incentives for any class of LDC. This
may partially explain the pattern of use in recent
years.

Developmental Assistance. The major recipients of
developmental assistance do not include Egypt or
Israel (Table 2.4). The largest recipient from 1980-83
was Jdia, followed by Bangladesh, both of which
reptesent important developmental situations among
the poorer nations. Seven of the top 30 nations have
per capita GNP of more than $1,300 annually, but the



remaining major recipients all have GNPs less than
$900. This distribution is similar to that for P.L. 480.

Any breakdown of U.5. economic assistance reveals
the often-made point of the intermingling of devel-
opmental and foreign-policy goals. This mix has
become ingrained over time and reflects the expressed
intent of the United States to help its friends. The
absence of a direct correlation between need and aid
for individual nations may be of some concern since a
closer relationship might reflect a more direct impact
on the world fooa problem.

One added factor conditions these trends, especially
since 1980. Much of the present need identified
worldwide exists in Africa, and the stronger focus
there is fairly recent. During the 1960s and into the
1970s, more attention was given to Asia and Latin
America and less to Africa. With this present shift,
Africa is likely to receive more funds to meet its
greater need. Evenso, there are limits to how fast and
how extensive this change can be. Despite their pov-
erty, poor nations are not always capable of absorbing
large amounts of aid. Programming and use of exter-
nal assistance will be most effective if the process is
based on previously established in-country capability.
Some of the important preconditions are improving
theinadequate human capital base, updating outdated
government institutions, and improving ineffective
public policies. To inject huge amounts of assistance
into the economy of ill-prepared small nations would
be wasteful. Gradual build-ups of programs and aid
have often proved most effective.

Figure 2.7
Distribution of U.S. Assistance, 1946-83.
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Type of Funding

Bilateral assistance is provided as both grants and
loans to developing nations. Grants are strictly gifts
and are generally based on need and the inability of
nations to assume loan repayment obligations. Con-
sequently, bilateral grants tend to go to poorer nations.
But the history is mixed. All economic security funds
are given as granis. Loans for other classes of assis-
tance are always made at concessicnal rates of inter-
est, which range from 2 to 4 percent annually, and also
incorporate long repayment periods of up to 40 years.
Loans usually provide a grace period of 5-10 years
during which repayment of principal is delayed but
interest obligations must be met.

Since 1946, about 70 percent of all U.S. aid has been
disbursed as grants (Figure 2.7). Most of the assis-
tance to European nations has been grants, much of it
in the aftermath of World War II. Overall, grants have
been most common to nations of Oceania, East Asia,
and Africa. More recent trends show an increasing
emphasis on loans. For 1966-70, loans accounted for
36 percent of total bilateral assistance, but rose to 50
percent by 1981-83. Despite the trend, grants still play
an important role in U.S. assistance.

Nations obtaining loans must repay them, and the
history has been fairly good (Appendix Table 2.7).
Since 1946, the United States has loaned about $78.5
billion had been repaid as principal and interest. The
data do not separate principal and interest repay-
billion had been repayed as principal and interest. The
data do not separate principal and interest repay-

Figure 2.8

Outstanding Debt of Developing Nations.
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World Bank, World Development Report, 1983,

Source:



ments, so it is difficult to estimate the proportion of
interest repaid. Most loans to developed nations have
been repaid with interest. Most other loans are likely
on schedule for repayment, even among LDCs. USAID
policy decrees that LDCs must remain current on
their repayment of outstanding loans or other assis-
tance will be discontinued. Even though this policy
sometimes causes stress for money-short LDCs, it has
generally been adhered to.

Problems of Debt Management

Financing for the development programs of LDCs is
only partially provided by official assistance from
donor nations such as the United States. Developing
nations also borrow from private banks, and private
investment flows into these nations in response to
private-sector initiatives. The relative importance of
various sources of financing depends largely on the
development progress of the nation. The more devel-
oped the LDC the greater its credit worthiness and
capacity to commard commercial financing. For
example, in 1982, 90 percent of the capital inflow into
lower-income LDCs came from official development
assistance and only about 1 percent from private
sources. For middle-income LDCs, about 45 percent
came from private investment and 10 percent from
official donor assistance. Among the developed nations
giving donor aid, 26 percent came from OPEC nations,
6 percent from Socialist Bloc nations, and 68 percent
from other nations, including the United States.

The composite effect of various forms of borrowing
on developing nations has been a large rise in their
medium- and long-term debt (Figure 2.8). This debt
has risen from $69.4 billion in 1970 to $548 billion in

1982. Official debt represented 36 percent while the
rest was in private hands. The average interest rate on
total LDC debt increased from 6.3 percent in 1970 to
8.9 percent in 1980. Interest payments on medium-
and long-term debt for LDCs amounted to $50 billion
in 1982.

Payment of this debt represents a big hurdle for
developing nations as they continue to strive for eco-
nomic progress and independence. Exports (foreign
exchange) are the resource most needed to service
these debts, but most developing nations find them-
selves with limited export capability. Their imports
traditionally exceed exports, creating a negative bal-
ance of payments. In 1982, the composite net negative
balance of trade for LDCs was $118 billion. In the face
of adverse balances of payments, the debt-manage-
ment situation for developing nations is worsened.

U.S. Capacity to Support
Economic Assistance

Opponents of U.S. economic assistance often argue
that too much money is provided for these programs,
money they say could be used more productively at
home. They also suggest that the United States is
carrying too much of the burden of assisting poor
nations and that other developed nations should be
encouraged to do more.

Several points bear on these arguments. First,
foreign-aid programs represent less than 1 percent of
this nation’s total budget. Programs related strictly to
development efforts account for much less, especially
if ESF totals are excluded. This is small compared with
the large amounts spent on items like defense. It is a

Table 2.5 Net Official Econoiaic Assistance to Developing Countries and Multilateral Agencies.

($ million and percent of GNP)

Net disbursements

1973-73 Average 1980 1981 1982

Countries M as % M As % M As % $M As %
Netherlands 282 0.59 1,630 1.03 1,510 1.08 1,474 1.08
Sweden 211 0.50 962 Q79 920 0.83 987 1.02
Norway 64 0.40 486 0.85 467 0.82 559 0.99
Denmark 100 0.46 481 0.74 403 0.73 415 0.77
France 1,286 0.63 4,162 0.64 4,177 0.73 4,028 0.75
Belgium 191 0.11 595 0.50 575 0.59 501 0.60
Australia 266 0.54 667 0.48 650 0.41 882 0.57
Austria 23 0.11 178 0.23 313 0.48 354 0.53
Germany 881 0.32 3,567 0.44 3,181 0.47 3,163 0.48
Canada 457 0.42 1,075 0.43 1,189 0.43 1,197 0.42
United Kingdom 648 0.41 1,852 0.35 2,191 0.44 1,793 £.28
Finland 21 1.42 110 0.22 135 0.28 144 0.30
Japan 711 0.23 3,353 0.32 3,171 0.28 3,023 0.29
New Zealand 21 0.23 72 0.33 68 0.29 65 0.28
United States 3,242 0.28 7,138 0.27 5,782 0.20 8,202 0.27
Switzerland 53 0.16 253 0.24 237 0.24 252 0.25
ltaly 159 0.13 683 0.17 665 0.19 812 uv.24
Total

DAC Countries 8,616 0.33 27,264 0.28 25,634 0.5 27,851 0.38

Source: World Bank, World Development Report 1984, p.252.
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mistake to pit any group of expenditures in the
national budget against money spent to assist poor
nations. The implication of doing this is that reducing
the latter would have significant impacts on U.S.
domestic programs or lead to meaningful reductions
in the national debt. This is not so. A redirection of
development assistance by as much as one-half would
have a miniscule impact on either domestic programs
or the national debt.

The measure of this nation’s capacity to assist
poorer nations, however, is not best expressed as a
percentage ot the national budget. It should be com-
pared against the nation’s ability as reflected in its
overall wealth or GNP. Since 1949, the total expendi-
tures for economic assistance have been rising, but so
has this nation’s GNP. In 1982, these expenditures
represented only 0.27 percent of the GNP of the Uni-
ted States (Table 2.5). This is about the same propor-

rigure 2.9
U.S. Share of World Development Assistance.
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tion as has persisted since the early 1970s. In 1960,
however, the percentage was 0.53.

The 1982 figure places the United States 15th on a
list of 17 major developed nations that offer economic
assistance. Only Switzerland and Italy gave a lower
proportion of their GNP than the United States.
Nations such as Sweden and the Netherlands gave
slightly more than 1 percent.

The United States still leads all nations in total aid
provided, followed by France, Germany, and Japan.
The $8.2 billion shown as economic support in Table
2.5 for 1982 includes economic security funds asso-
ciated with security assistance. Even so, the contribu-
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tions from other nations have been increasing relative
to those of the United States (Figure 2.9). In 1970, U.S.
contributions accounted for about 38 percent of all
economic assistance from donor nations. Since then,
U.S. contributions have consistently declined to a low
point of about 14 percent in 1980. Increases have
occurred in recent years and in 1982 U.S. aid reached
about 22 percent of the world total.

These trends, coupled with the earlier demonstra-
tion that real expenditures have been declining, indi-
cate a weakening of the funding commitment of the
United States to developmental assistance.

A finai comparison 1s shown in Figure 2.10. Com-
pared with 14 major classes of personal consumption
in the United States in 1982, the $8.2 billion in official
economic assistance ranked last. For example, Ameri-
cans spent $51 billion on alcohol and $28.3 billion on
tobacco products. In other words, Americans spent six
times more money on alcohol than on assisting the
world’s poor. In fact, more was spent in barber and
beauty shops than on economic assistance.

Participation by Other Nations

The 17 nations listed in Table 2.5 are only part of a
much more extensive group of naticns and agencies
that provide economic assistance to the developing
world. The nations identified here constitute the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the
Organization fer Economic Cooperation and Devel-
opment (OECD). The OECD has 24 western-nation-
members that foster development in LDCs. In addi-
tion, several oil-exporting nations of OPEC provide
assistance as do about 10 nations from the Socialist
Bloc. For example, in one nation, Bangladesh, about 35
nations representing these three groups have eco-
nomic assistance programs, along with 10 interna-
tional (mostly multilateral) agencies. The size of the
commitment to Bangladesh, both in number of nations
and amount of assistance, is not typical of that found
in most LDCs. It is common, however, forall LDCs to
have several nations simultaneously extending eco-
nomic assistance.

There are no obvious program specialties associated
with particular donors or groups of nations. Most
donors engage in assistance that is directed toward
agricultural and rural needs, population planning,
physical infrastructure development such as roads,
communications, and irrigation structures, industrial
development, and a wide variety of educational pro-
grams. Within these general areas, donors might
choose a focus, but it is not uncommon for individual
nations to have considerable diversity in their portfo-
lio of assistance projects. Donors normally seek pro-
jects that fit their particular developmental philo-
sophy, their perspective of development constraints
within the LDC, or the availability of excess commodi-
ties or food. For example, much of Canada’s assistance
is food aid (wheat), while Sweden has chosen to
emphasize training,



The tendency away from donor specialization makes
coordination difficult for LDC officials. The difficul-
ties are further heightened by the tendency of donors
to pursue independent relationships with the host
country. This may thwart close contact or collabora-
tive planning among donors. Developing nations are
forced to coordinate diverse, multiple-donor activi-
ties, which places stress on the capacities of both indi-
viduals and institutions within the government.

For most donor nations, issues of security and poli-
tics are not dramatized to the extent found with U.S.
foreign assistance. Russia and some Socialist Bloc
nations are the exceptions. Most OECD nations do
not operate with a concept akin to security assistance.
Mainly, they view their aid as developmental, and do
not attach a strong political dimension to their efforts.

Benefits to U.S. Firms from
Economic Assistance

There is an implicit assumption that the money
provided by the United States for economic assistance
constitutes an outflow of resources without benefit to
the nation. In the next chapter, the international trade
impacts of this assistance on the United States will be
discussed. But in addition to trade relationships, more
direct benefits accrue to U.S. business and industry
from the expenditure of assistance dollars.

Figure 2.10

U.S. Development Assistance Compared with
Personal Consumption Expenditures, 1983.

o5 Billions

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce
Agency for International Development (A.LD.)

A large portion of the support to LDCs is in dollars
or U.S. credits spent for a wide variety of goods and
services needed to implement development programs
and projects. Machinery, supplies, and personal servi-
ces are among the types of items normally purchased.
Assistance agreements between the United States and
LDCs specify that goods and services purchased for
use on projects with 1J.S. funds must have their
“source and origin” in the United States or be available
for purchase from host-country manufacturers or
suppliers. Only development assistance (and to some
extent ESF)is included in this regulation. Multilateral
aid is not regulated in this manner, but portions of the
money are still spent in the United States.

Estimates vary, but usually around 70 percent of
these funds are ultimately spent on goods and services
produced by U.S. suppliers. These expenditures are
made in both the public and private sectors. In 1983,
reports show that $681 million was spent in the pri-
vate sector \Figure 2.11). During the past 12 years,
more than 5,000 U.S. manufacturers and suppliers
received USAID-supported orders totaling more than
$9 billion.

This process is seen by some as a paradox in U.S
foreign assistance. On the one hand, it provides a
realistic justification to Congress and the American
taxpayer for use of U.S. resources abroad. On the

Figure 2.11

AID-Financed Pv.cchases from the Private Sector.

Estimated $ millions

‘Elcclriml Textiles  Wood and Paper
Equipment $22.8 Products
$57.1 $15.9

Chemical
Products
$112.7

Industrial
Machinery-._
$148.7
Metal Products
$34.0
Other - Animal and
508.0/ \ Vegelable
P’roducts
$130.4

Transportation Mineral
Lquipment and I'roducts
Vehicles $19.0
708

Source: AID Highlights, Summer 1984, USAID.

other hand, it clouds the generosity associated with
economic assistance by introducing a self-serving
dimension that limits the independent rights of LDCs.

Both postions can have merit based on whether
grant or loan funds are involved. If grant funds are
being spent, it seems reasonable to attach conditions
and expect them to be used for the purchase of U.S
goods and services. However, if a nation is using loan



funds, which it has a legal responsibility to repay, then
its right to shop for the best deal may be more in order.
The fact that loans are tendered at concessional inter-
est rates may temper this position somewhat.

Before one condemns the U.S. policy too vigor-
ously, it should be recognized that this nation’s posi-
tion is much less stringent than that of many other
donor nations. For example, Japan and the Socialist
nations place “source and origin” restrictions on all of
their assistance. Most other donor nations, especially
the larger ones with important industrial capacities,
also impose similar types of restrictions on the use of
their aid.

Implementation of U.S.
Developmental Assistance

The administrative structure of USAID discussed
earlier exists principally to fulfill the agency’s pro-
gramming and approval process for individual pro-
jects and national programs in LDCs. These pro-
cedures are extensive and require close collaboration
and cooperation with the host nation. All projects
proposed by USAID in a developing nation require the
approval of that nation’s government plus the concur-
rence of appropriate offices in Washington. It is not
uncommon for three years to pass from the time a
project is conceived within either the USAID mission
or the host-country government and the time it
finally receives congressional funding approval. (Ap-
pendix 2.8 gives a few of the key steps in the process.)

USAID’s in-country staff does not participate
directly in implementing specific projects. Aside from
the tasks just mentioned, USAID project officers con-
tinually monitor projects to ensure progress and com-
pliance with contract requirements. The agency makes
extensive use of outside contractors. Project contrac-
tors are selected by the agency and the host country
through a bidding process. Once Congress funds a
project, USAID publicly announces the project for
competitive bidding. Respondents generally come from
the private sector, nonprofit development organiza-
tions, or the U.S. university system. Other U.S.
governmental agencies with a needed expertise, such
as USDA for example, can also be selected without the
bidding procedure. The process has developed an
extensive cadre of private firms interested solely in
providing services in a wide range of development
activities, from such diverse areas as engineering and
construction to population planning.

The Role of U.S. Universities

The U.S. system of higher education has become a
particularly important source of contractual help to
U.S. developmental assistance programs. When the
United States embarked on its initial Point 4 program
in 1949, the U.S. university system was the first group
to which the government turned for contracting
assistance. By the end of 1952, eight universities had
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been given responsibilities for agricultural and rural
development programs in the following nations:

(1) Irag—University of Arizona

2) Panama—University of Arkansas

3) Philippines—Cornell University

4) India—University of lllinois

5) Colombia—Michigan State University
6) Ethiopia—Oklahoma State University
7) Brazil—Purdue University

(8) Iran—Utah State University

This was a new experience for both the government
and the universities. Few universities had previous
experience operating either teaching or research pro-
grams in a foreign nation. That technical assistance
activities were conducted far from the home campus
added many complications. From that relationship has
evolved a system that is becoming increasingly effec-
tive, though it still is not free of operational problems.

Involvement of the university system is critical to
U.S. developmental efforts abroad since the system
houses the greatest concentration of skilled scientific
talentin the world. The land-grant universities have a
special potential to help LDCs based on their role in
promoting the rise of a highly productive agriculture
in the United States and the agrarian nature of most
developing nations. Clearly, if science and technology
are at the base of developmental requirements in the
developing world, the university has an important
part to play.

The performance of universities has been mixed,
but the experience since 1952 has revealed both bene-
fits to the universities and problems in placing their
faculty and expertise abroad. For the most part, the
negative issues reflect on the incentive system asso-
ciated with university commitments abroad. College
deans and department heads have a primary responsi-
bility to implement domestic research, teaching, and
extension programs. The addition of foreign pro-
grams merely adds another dimension to existing
programs. Faculty are usually assigned for at least two
years on foreign projects, which means ongoing state
programs are disrupted and faculty replacements
must be found. A foreign program usually requests
the most experienced and capable faculty members
who probably are already an integral part of an urgent
state program that is exerting much more immediate
pressures on the university. Their withdrawal to
serve abroad may bring strong objections from local
producer groups who argue that their problems
demand the faculty services more.

Individually, facuity members must assess the
impact of their decisions on present research or teach-
ing positions. Family relocation and adjustment also
influence individual decisions. Family safety, health,
education, and disruption of existing social relation-
ships with school, church, and extended family are all
important to an agreement to go overseas.



Consider, too, that on a 10-year contract requiring
the university to assign faculty to fill positions for five
separate agricultural specialists, if each specialist
rotates each two years, 20 faculty will be needed to
fulfill the entire contract. If the program is in a non-
English speaking nation, the need for language train-
ing presents an added difficulty. The composite of
university and faculty issues, the number of faculty
needed, plus the timing of contract and university
needs often mean that technical people cannot be deli-
vered abroad on time, and too often qualified replace-
ments for each position are difficult to provide over
the full life of the contract.

The issues are complicated and their resolution dif-
ficult, but the need for university faculty is critical, so
much so that university and USAID officials have
spent much time establishing a functional relation-
ship, especially in recent years. In 1975, Congress
enacted Title XII to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, a move designed to enlist fuller and more effec-
tive use of the university system in developmental
assistance. Title XII helps strengthen foreign-program
capabilities in agricuitural universities and colleges.

About 50 U.S. universities now participate under
this strengthening rogram. Authority under Title
XIl is exercised through USAID, assisted by a seven-
member, presidentially appointed Board for Interna-
tional Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD).
This more recent emphasis on university/USAID col-
laboration is helping to make more qualified faculty
available for developmental programs abroad.

In 1984, about 120 USAID-funded Title XII projects
were being implemented by U.S. universities world-
wide. During 1983, the universities completed 61 such
projects, most of which had been in progress for sev-
eral years. Typically, the duration of these projects is
from 2 to 10 years.

Benefits to the University

Despite the difficulties, the university system
places hundreds of faculty abroad annually (many
with private firms) to assist the U.S. development
effort. Here, too, the experience of the past 35 years
has demonstrated advantages to the state and univer-
sity alike

The first is the obvious impact on the quality of
education. Faculty with foreign experience bring new
perspectives to their classes, improve departmental
curriculum, stimulate student awareness of world
conditions, and help improve university/community
relationships.

Second, overseas commitment by a university brings
more foreign students to the campus, which adds a
cultural dimension to the university and surrounding
community.

Third, the interchanges of knowledge between the
university and the host country can create a reverse
flow of technical information and commercial oppor-
tunity. For example, few of the agricultural crops in
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the United States are indigenous. While most were
here before 1949, important improvements have
occurred since as a result of reverse technology flows
from LDCs.

Finally, there is an economic benefit to each state.
Faculty salaries abroad, transportation and shipping,
supplies, and equipment are just a few of the contract
costs purchased with USAID funding. A big share of
this money is spent within the state to assist economic
activity. Universities also receive payments for in-
direct costs associated with the contracts. In addition,
the international students spend important amounts
of money on goods and services within the state while
pursuing their education.

Summary Comments

Clearly, the United States has an extensive capacity
for assisting with development needs abroad and a
high level of willingness to do so. The historical evi-
dence is impressive, especially in terms of total assist-
ance and despite some softening of “real” support in
recent years. Part of the effort has been clouded by the
introduction of politically motivated security assis-
tance, which has not always proved successful. In
retrospect, for example, security assistance to Iran
and Vietnam did not produce the desired long-term
results. Much of the criticism leveled against devel-
opment assistance is likely the outgrowth of confu-
sion with security assistance. Because of this inter-
mingling of all economic assistance, the American
public has not always been able to separate purely
developmental efforts from those that are highly
politicized and more controversial.

The issues inherent in the intermingling of devel-
opment and political objectives point to a fundamental
philosophy of foreign assistance that is continually
debated: Should U.S. assistance designed to assist the
world’s poor be separated from security assistance
and other types of noneconomic aid, regardless of the
economic assistance nature of the latter?

A related concern to the American people, whose
taxes support developmental efforts abroad, is
whether past and present aid has been effectively
used. Is reasonable progress being made?

From the data presented in the discussion of the
world food problem, it is apparent that the problem is
a severe one, with exceedingly complicated issues to
be confronted. Yet since 1970, food output in LDCs
has risen so that minimal improvements in per capita
welfare have been achieved. Certainly, this progress
would not have been possible without assistance from
donor nations. In addition, a base has been established
that should make future assistance even more produc-
tive. More is known about the developmental process
now and nations have acquired added experience. Part
of a learning phase has passed and, as distressing as
the problem of world hunger is today, it could be much
worse. The world is better off now than it might
otherwise have been had the needs of poor nations
been ignored these past 35 years.



Both successes and failures can be found in indi-
vidual projects and national programs. Mistakes have
been made and projects have failed or keen less effec-
tive than they should have been. Poor project plan-
ning and implementation are apparent; developing
nations have not always met their obligations in terms
of cooperation and national policies to foment devel-
opment; domestic politics have not always been stable
and administrative procedures havs, on occasion,
permitted graft and power influence to limit effi-
ciency; changes in support and prograrnming focus
have occurred as U.S. political interests have varied;
and population has continued its relentless march. In
far too many developing nations, domestic political
problems, national security issues, and industrial
development strategies have attracted much more
attention than relieving the poor and investing in
agriculture and people. Drought in large parts of
Africa and periodic flooding in other parts of the
world, such as Bangladesh, have complicated the pic-
ture even more by creating truly abnormal natural
conditions that defy immediate solution. The devel-
opmental process being faced now is highly dynamic,
involving all gradients of natural, social, political, and
cultural variation across some 70 widely diverse
nations. Even under ideal conditions it represents a
Herculean task.

But perhaps the greatest error todatein U.S. devel-
opment assistance efforts has been impatience. As
Americans, we have come to expect too much too fast.
Development is a complicated process, and processes
oftenrequire extensive gestation periods. Yet those in
Congress who approve development budgets and
those who pay taxes continually ask for success
stories to shore up support. It is not unreasonable to
ask for accountability and demonstrated progress for
USAID efforts. But if the system places too much
pressure forimmediate success, it can lead to decisions
too often aimed at answering the demands of program
critics back home at the expense of programs that
might provide a longer-run solution to the issues
faced in developing nations. Abandoning a shorter-
run perspective in development programming often
requires acts of faith, as the passage of time (often
long periods) is a crucial irgredient before program
outcomes can be known.

More Still Remains

Beyond our impatience, ourill-advised demands for
early successes, and even our prior lack of apprecia-
tion for the complexity of the issues of world hunger,
public apathy still stands as a vital deterrent to future
success. As already suggested, the historical response
of the United States cannot honestly be faulted des-
pite a softening of “real” support over the years.
Clearly, the American public has supported efforts to
alleviate suffering and privation resulting from emer-
gency shortfalls of food as has occurred in Ethiopia.
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The level of willingness and goodwill in America runs
high and the response both as individuals and as a
government justifies applause.

What is not so clear, however, is that Americans
truly understand that extreme starvation in Ethiopia
or Sudan or Bangladesh, despite the loathsome condi-
tions, is not the world food problem. These emergen-
cies, which spring to the sensational coverage of teie-
vision and burn the sensibility of men, are not the
essence of the problem being faced. They are only an
extreme expression of food shortfalls. The world
problem is thc incidious and continual march of mal-
nutrition and deprivation created by the incapacity of
masses of people to either produce food or earn money
to buy it for their families. It is not clear that Ameri-
cans understand the long and arduous task that must
be attempted and the concomitant support that must
accompany the effort.



The historical absence of a strong public alliance
with official foreign developmental assistance indi-
cates an attitude that has shunned the longer-term
need. Americans react to stark hunger and starvation
when it is publicized, but tend to lose interest and
igriore the problem when the less visible forces are all
that remain.

There have been no national movements protesting
the erroneous development policies in a poor nation or
even heavy lobbying in Congress to express a pop ‘ar
concern. For example, U.S. citizens have taken to the
streets to protest apartheid in South Africa. Yet no
citizen group has pressed the issue of inadequate
developmental policies in Ethiopia or elsewhere that
sentence large numbers of people to starvation and
death. Is one issue really substantially different from
the other? Is not the right to feed and clothe one’s
family as basic as any civil or human right conceived
by man? Does it not deserve the same attention and
sponsorship by the American people as they have
given to other social and moral issues, both domes-
tically and abroad?

With hundreds of millions of people s*ill shackled by
poverty and hunger, there should be no thought of
turning aside from the challenge ahead. There are no
physical or natural reasons why the world’s popula-
tion cannot be adequately fed. The world’s hunger
problems are man-made and so too will be their solu-
tions. The answers are more a matter of public and
popular commitment than of technological deficien-
cies. Future efforts will find ups and downs, but the
trend will be forward. The payoff is too important.
The effort must be made.
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Chapter 3

U.S. ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE

by E. Boyd Wennergren

The average standard of living in the United States
ranks among the highest in the world and this coun-
try’s long-run productive capacity is unmatched in the
community of nations.

This material wealth could not be maintained if the
United States chose to isolate itself and not engage ina
wide range of international trade activities. Exchange
among nations can be a controversial topic, but it has
been demonstrated time and again that the welfare of
nationsis consistently improved by such interchanges.
By its very nature, trade benefits all partners. This is
fortunate since no nation can be completely self-
sufficient in providing all of its needs.

Economic Development and Trade

Participation by an LDC as an active trading partner
is an important signal in the process of economic
development. Such progress reflects gains by a nation
in moving through the stages of economic evolution.
When this occurs, several important steps have been
successfully taken.

Present development thought suggests that the
process begins with rising agricultural productivity
and that meaningful increases are not likely to be
produced by expanding traditional resource use. New
technologies are needed in agriculture so that output
can be expanded and farm profitability improved.
Research and extension are at the base of this change,
which, once set in motion, creates a chain of reactions
throughout the economy. The adjustments are not all
automatic as evidenced by the recurrent economic
problems confronting nations. But progress can and
does occur if proper public policies and investment and
other economic factors are in place and attended to.

Simply stated, the series of changes proceeds in the
following way:

First, as agricultural production rises and becomer,
more efficient, it allows the agricultural secivi to
release part of its labor force to industrial employment
while still meeting the food needs of the nation.

Second, as agricultural output increases, net farm
incomes also rise, thus creating new levels of rural
purchasing power and demand for additional indus-
trial goods as well as a surplus of income over con-
sumption that can be mobilized as savings to be
invested in either industrial or further agricultural
modernization,
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Third, as food output improves, relative food prices
fallso that consumers in the nonagricultural sector (as
well as those in agriculture itself) are able to purchase
food at alower price. In essence, this creates a transfer
of wealth from the agricultural sector to other con-
sumers whereby money previously spent on food is
now available to buy even greater amounts of food
(thus improving nutrition) or for nonfood purchases.
Since people with low incomes tend touse a large part
of their income on food, declining food prices brought
by improved agricultural production can have a signi-
ficant impact on the welfare of these families.

If trade with other nations was not practical, the
impact of the process could stop here. But since trade
is possible, the linkages associated with rising output
in agriculture are extended further. Initially, as agri-
cultural output continues to improve, its efficiency
also improves as unit production costs decline and
agriculture is made more competitive in world trade.
As a consequence, new classes of agricultural output
now become important exports for a developing
nation. Concomitantly, industrial production can also
become more efficient and competitive as labor and
investment resources previously transferred from
agriculture are better employed. The result is an
improved export base and an expanded capacity to pay
for imports.

Second, as this process evolves, both agriculture
and industry require added amounts of modern
machines, equipment, and raw materials, most of
which must be imported. Thus, the major impacts of
development among LDCs begin to be expressed in
world markets, and these needs are met by trading
partners. Depending on the pace of development, the
demar.d for such gocds by LDCs can become signi-
ficant.

Third, the import needs for food and other consu-
mablesin LDCs alsorise as consumer incomes improve
in the face of development progress. As a society
becomes more affluent, its demand for quality and
variety of a wider range of products and services
increases. Where domestic production is inadequate,
the requirements for goods from abroad rise, often
dramatically. To some extent, this demand for new
items can foster new local production depending on
the capacity of producers to meet world competition.
But it is apparent that most LDCs cannot meet all of
the new domestic demand for both consumer and



industrial products. Their developmental progress
and emergence as trading partners, thus, has impor-
tant linkages to developed nations that are positioned
to fill the rising LDC demand for imports.

Much of the future for developing nations depends
on these trade relationships. Imports are vital if these
nations are todevelop. Such strategic imports as fertil-
izer, petroleum, irrigation equipment, and classes of
raw materials to support existing (but usually limited)
industrial plants are basic to developmental progress.
In addition, consumer goods demanded by emerging
middle- and upper-income families add to the eco-
nomicpressures from imports. To pay for these items,
exports must be found to provide international ex-
change. Even in poorer nations where food produc-
tion is a major concern, export needs cannot be
ignored if a viable trade system is to support their
economic progress.

For developed nations, trade is equally important.
Pressures from imports are more severe than in
developing nations, mainly owing to the strong
domestic demand for foreign goods and services. Raw
materials are also important since critical metals and
minerals are often unavailable domestically or may be
less expensive if procured from another nation. Most
developed nations find themselves dependent on other
nations (many of which are LDCs) to provide mater-
ials strategic to their nations’ needs. Like LDCs, devel-
oped nations must export amounts comparable to
their in.oorts or suffer the economic damages to their
economy that accompany negative trade balances.
The trade and market potentials of developing nations
are a material part of the economic structure facing
developed nations. Even at initial stages of develop-
ment, LCCs must engage in trade. But the potentials
expand significantly as development progresses and
then likely benefits offer an important rationale for
the economic support presently provided by richer
nations to the developing regions of the world. One
estimate of the importance of LDC economic growth
toU.S.exports and the economy has been provided by
the United Nations Development Program. According
to its estimate, 500,000 new jobs would have been
created in the United States if the economic growth
rates for LDCs found in the 1970s had not slowed in
more recent years. In other words, a slowing of LDC
progress has had a detrimental effect on U.S. exports
and job creation.

Principle of Comparative Advantage

For all nations, the process of international tradec
sharpens the efficiency of their productive capability
since they must compete in the production of similar
products. The pressure of this competition usually
leads to discoveries of the “best” and “most profitable”
ways to produce. The process can also help a nation
decide which products to import and which ones to
produce at home.
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It is a common notion that a nation should export
goods it can produce at an absolutely lower real cost at
home and import goods for which other nations have
asimilar advantage. This view is based on the concept
of an “absolute” advantage in production. Often it is
best, however, for a nation to import rather than
produce even an item for which it has an absolute
advantage. By sodoing it can concentrate its domestic
production ononly those goods where it has the high-
est possible advantage.

To illustrate the point, suppose a businessman is
expert both in managing his business and doing secre-
tarial work. In other words, he has an absolute advan-
tage over a secretary for typing and related jobs. Why
does he hire a secretary to perform these duties?
Because even though he can do both tasks better than
someone else, it is more efficient and productive for
him to concentrate his limited time where it yields the
greatest income relative to other options and to”"buy”
the services of a secretary to do the lower-paid work.
The same logic applies to nations. Even though the
United States may be more efficient than Japan in
producing both wheat and television sets, it still may
make economic sense for the United States to concen-
trate on producing wheat, if ii provides the highest
returns relative to television sets, and exchange part
of what is produced for television sets.

Tlis is called the “law of comparative advantage.”
Today, world trade is governed by comparative and
not by absolute advantage.

Simply stated, a nation’s comparative advantzge is
determined by four general factors, all of which affect
the cost per unit of output for domestic products: (1)
its natural resource base, (2) its location relative to markets,
(3) its production efficiency as measured by the ratio
of inputs to outputs, and (4) its trade policy as
expressed in such items asimport or export tariffs and
currency exchange rates. The nation’s natural re-
sources and location are mainly fixed and more diffi-
cult to manipulate for economic gain. However, the
ingenuity of man can exercise a significant impact,
especially on the other two factors.

As a consequence, the concept of comparative
advantage has very important implications for nations
involved in international trade. It means that nations
are not necessarily restricted to exporting only goods
they produce best. In fact, they should produce goods
they are relatively good at producing and allow other
nations to do likewise. By so doing, all nations benefit,
and all nations, be they developed or developing, can
identify some type of good or mix of goods to produce
for export.

U.S. Trade Experience

The record of the past 35 years confirms the mutual
benefits that both developed nations and LDCs derive
from trade relationships. It also demonstrates that the
economic development of LDCs can create active and



beneficial trade partners whosz presence comple-
ments those of other nations. Certainly, this has been
the case for the United States. As a nation, we operate
within a world community that supplies critiv.al
imports and serves as a market for our exports. LDCs
are an important subset of this group.

Classes of Imports

There are two broad classes cf imports and each has
a different implication for groups with;n the United
States. The first involves goods that “complement”
the national resource and skill base related to U.S.
production. A significant number of natural resources
essential to U.S. industry and commerce are either not
produced in sufficient quantity domestically or simply
are not available in the United States. Developing
nations are ofter the principal suppliers of these key
commodities.

The second group of imports competes with pro-
ducts made in the United States. These imports are
much more controversial since a decision to bring
them into the country may result in displacement of
U.S. production, and hence U.S. jobs.

Complementary Imports. The United States is
highly dependent on other nations for several com-
plementary imports, (Appendix Table 3.1). For exam-
ple, in 1980, 100 percent of strontium, 97 percent of
tin, 82 percent of bauxite, and 41 percent of petroleum
products consumed in the United States were im-
ported, and most came from developing nations. Also
100 percent of natural rubber imports came from
LDCs. These and other kinds of materials are critical
to the U.S. industrial base and their uninterrupted
availability is a persistent concern.

Agricultural crops constitute a second major source
of complementary imports. Most are tropical fruits
and vegetables. Their production often coincides with
special climatic conditions in various nations that
enhance their comparative advantage. Such crops as
coffee, cocoa, bananas, coconuts, and several classes
of spices are examples of agricultural products not
produced in the United States but imported as com-
plementary items for domestic consumption.

Typically, LDCs that trade with the United States
have a limited export base, which depends heavily on
these primary metals, minerals, and agricultural com-
modities (Appendix Table 3.2). It is common for one or
two crops to account for more than 50 percent of
exports from LDCs. For example, Lesotho obtains 90
percent of its exports from wool, Burundi 94 percent
from coffee, and Namibia 92 percent from three pri-
mary metals. Generally, the value of these single-
product exports is not adequate to carry the full
burden of the nation’s foreign trade, and negative
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trade balances are common. (In 1982, the composite
deficit for all LDCs was $118 billion. See Chapter 2).

Overall world trade relies heavily on these primary
commodity exports from developing nations. For the
most part, they are staple food items or critical miner-
als or metals. Among the more important commodi-
ties, more than 90 percent of coffee, rubber, and cocoa
are supplied by LDCs. (Appendix Table 3.3). Petro-
leum, tin, and tea are also supplied largely from devel-
oping nations.

This tendency toward specialization reflects the law
of comparative advantage as influenced mostly by
natural resource conditions that favor the production
of oneor two products. Either the minerals and metals
are in place as decreed by nature, or the crops are
especially fitted to local climates and have become
stable over a long period of adaptaticn. In the absence
of somewhat recent developmental progress in the
nation, a broader production or export base generally
is not in place.

Thehigh dependence on primary commodity exports
carries extreme risks for LDCs. Prices of primary
commodities tend to be highly variable and LDCs
often find the export value of their products suffers
from declining prices. Also, primary products are very
vulnerable to technological changes that give major
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cost advantages to substitute commodities. A good
example is the competition from synthetic materials
that have displaced wool, cotton, and other natural
fibers in textile manufacturing,.

Finally, agricultural crops originating in the tropics
(as do most from LDCs) have a special susceptibility to
damage from disease and insects. The sudden decline
of cocoa production in Ecuador and the destruction of
banana production throughout much of Central
America from Panama Disease in the 1950s are just
two examples of the widespread havoc that can sud-
denly eliminate or materially reduce a large portion of
the export base for these nations. Lack of diversity in
agricultural production is a major danger in most
LDCs, not only because it limits export flexibility, but
also because it reduces domestic consumption options.
In the latter case, nutrition suffers and the national
diet is commonly deficient in essential vitamins and
minerals.

If these nations are to diversify their production and
exports, markets for their products are essential.
LDCs face adifficult task as they attempt to enter the
highly competitive world of international commerce.
In large measure, the most available markets are
located in developing nations. Development in LDCs
is conditioned by the degree to which these markets
can be secured.

As will be discussed in the next section, the impact is
quite different and the issues much more controver-
sial when imports from LDCs compete with U.S. pro-
ducts. These concerns often lead to protectionist poli-
cies whereby tariffs or other regulations limit entry of
foreign goods into U.S. markets. The export market
needs of LDCs, however, constitute another dilemma
in the application of U.S. economic assistance iibroad.

The success of U.S. assistance to LDCs may be
determined in some important part by the degree to
which portions of selected kinds of increased produc-
tion can be marketed both in the United States and
other donor nations. This is the essence of the North-
South dialogue (to be discussed in Chapter 4) in which
developing nations are calling for a restructuring of
the world’s economic order. One of their requests is
for better access to markets found in the developed
world. The issues are complex and must be dealt with
if the problems of world hunger and economic devel-
opment are to be properly addressed.

To help stabilize prices of agricultural commodities
traded by LDCs and to provide for more orderly mar-
keting, the United States participates in a noncom-
petitive quota system for selected products. The most
important crops included under noncompetitive pro-
curement by the United States are coffee, sugar,
rubber, cocoa, and some types of spices. In 1984, all
noncompetitive imports, mostly from LDCs, ac-
counted for 35 percent of U.S. farm imports.

Competitive Imports. Classes of imports that com-
pete with U.S. products are most commonly manufac-
tured goods that come from other developed nations
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or the more advanced LDCs. However, several classes
of agricultural exports from LDCs are competitive
with U.S. agriculture. Important among these are
beef, swine, dairy, poultry, and certain kinds of fruits,
vegetables, and oilseed products.

Since competitive imports create a controversial
policy issue, it will be useful to discuss the reasons
why imports generally, and even the competitive
ones, can bencfit both the United States and its LDC
neighbors.

A first-level benefit from imports arises from their
interrelationship with exports. When the United States
imports commodities, the process provides foreign
exchange to other nations, which in turn finances
their purchases of U.S. exports. As will be demon-
stroted in the next section, the United States realized a
slightly positive trade balance for most years from its
trade relationships w':h LDCs. Had the United States
not permitted competitive imports to enter its domes-
tic markets, jobs and production would have been
protected in import-related areas. But such a policy
would surely have setinto motion a chain of reactions
that would have limited export sales and foreign
exchange earnings in LDCs and, consequently, jobs in
export-related production would have suffered. The
trade-offs may not be one for one, but they do exist.

A second benefit from importing relates to this
same issue and is based on the principle of compara-
tive advantage. It makes no sense for the United
Qtates to produce everything it can when it can obtain
things at less cost through trade arrangements. Yet
this policy will from time to :ime have an impact on
existing industries and require adjustments in resource
use and production, especially where competitive
imports are involved. Some see these impacts as nega-
tive, and they are in the sense that they cause stress
for people. But they can also be positive if they
sharpen the disciplire of producers and encourage
them to use the situation to redirect resources into
more productive uses. This takes time, and sometimes
the adjustments to people’s lives can be severe until a
new structure is achieved. But this is the nature of
competitive trade relationships.

In the long run, the United States musi maintain an
efficient and competitive economy if the nation is to
continue its prosperity. Failure to meet these issues
head-on and adjust to them continually permits prob-
lems to become masked in import restrictions. With
trade protection, domestic producers can ignore the
need to create more efficient, lower-cost plants ¢s well
as the possibilty of losing markets to more efficient
foreign producers.

To help ease this kind of domestic transition on
industry and people, the U.S. government has enacte !
trade assistance legislation. But in all fairness, the
rules of the game with respect to protecticnism must
be reasonably consistent among all nations if the best
effects or open trade are to be realized among trading
partners. For example, LDCs cannot protect their



producers in the long run with tariff regulations and
expect developed nations to insist that thei. producers
compete unprotected. Thes:: kinds of issues are con-
stantly at the forefront of trade discussions among
nations.

A final benefit from competitive imports is the price
advantage that results for domestic consumers. Im-
ported goods increase the quantity and variety of
available goods and create market pressures that tend
toreduce consumer prices. Savings to U.S. consumers
from purchasing less expensive imports have been
significant. This option is especially important to low-
income Americans. Also, these savings are not lost to
the economy since they can beredirected to savingsor
the purchase of other domestically produced goods,

The cost of allowing competitive imports to enter
the United States is a widely discussed and highly
visible topic. People leaving jobs and industries being
challenged or closed are newsworthy events. But the
underlying benefits, both in the long and short run,
and the intricacies of competing in world markets
should be understood before judgments are passed.
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Composition of U.S. Imports

Total U.S. imports have grown steadily and sub-
stantially since 1975. In that year, they stood at $96.1
billion, but grew 18 percent annually to $261.3 billion
in 1981 (Figure 3.1). The share of imports coming
from LDCs rose for the period from 42 to 46 percent,
an annual change of about 20 percent. The highest
percentage of imports in 1981 from LDCs was for fuel

Figure 3.1
Growth of U.S. Imports in Total and from
Developing Countries.!
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(mostly petroleum) and food items. Despite the high
percentage of food items coming from LDCs, their
dollar value was one of the lowest among all classes of
imports. The import shares for food and fuel have
remained fairly constant since 1975. The fastest
growth, both in market share and annual growth, has
been in capital goods and consumer goods.
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tIncludes centrally planned developing economies.
2Includes coal and related fuels, petroleum and petroleum
products and natural gas.

sIncludes (inter alia) cotton, agricultural materials for inaus-
try, iron and steel, primary metals, lumber, chemicals, tex-
tiles, leather, and glass.

aIncludes (inter alia) electrical industrial equipment, nonelec-
trical ind astrial machinery, tractors, electronic computers,
scientific instruments, aircraft and railway equipment.
sincludes cars, trucks, buses, special purpose vehicles,
engines, and parts.

eIncludes (inter alia) electric household appliances, radios,
televisions, phonographs, clocks and watches, sporting equip-
ment, apparel and other nondurables.

7Includes (inter alia) military type goods and miscellaneous
items.

Notes: Imports are f.a.s. (free alongside ship) transaction
values,

Sources: ODC table based on U.S. ODC highlights of U.S.
Trade (Dec. 1975) and (Dec. 1981) table E-7 and
1-12. Reproduced here from ODC, Agenda, 1983.



About 35 percent of all U.S. agricultural imports are
classified as noncompetitive; the rest are competitive.
In most years, about 60 percent of all agricultural
imports (both competitive and complementary) come
from LDCs (Figure 3.2). The developing nations most
involved in shipping agricultural products to the Uni-
ted States are Indonesia, Colombia, the Philippines,
Malaysia, the lvory Coast, Ecuador, Guatemala, Argen-
tina, Honduras, and El Salvador.

Figure 3.2

Sources of U.S. Agriculture Imports.
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Reproduced here from “Michigan Agriculture and
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State University, 1984,

Source:

It should be kept in mind that many nations classi-
fied as LDCs in these tables are, in fact, emerging
nations that are creating an important industrial pro-
duction and export base. Among the 20 largest U.S.
trading partners in 1981, 11 were classified as LDCs
and they captured 31.5 percent of total U.S. imports
(Figure 3.3 and Appendix Table 3.4). Mexico, Saudia
Arabia, Taiwan, and Venezuela were the four most
important importers among LDCs, but all are upper
middle-income LDCs. Only Nigeria and Indonesia are
classified as lower-income nations among those found
in the top 20. It is noteworthy that most of these 11
LDCs formerly benefited from U.S. assistance. Their
impo.tance as trading partners illustrates the inter-
relationship of development and trade discussed in the
first part of this chapter.
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Figure 3.3

Twenty Largest U.S. Trading Partners.
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tion values.
Source: ODC table based on U.S. DOC Highlights of U.S.

Trade (Dec. 1981), tables E-3 and I-6. Reproduced
here from ODC, Agenda, 1983.



U.S. Export Trade

Exports are the lifeblood of the U.S. economy. Des-
pite its large domestic market, which consumes much
of the nation’s production, the United States needs
sales abroad to earn foreign exchange to pay for the
high level of imports demanded by U.S. citizens.

The export success of the United States is closely
tied to its relationship with developing nations. Of the

Figure 3.4
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%108 billion exported in 1975, about 38 percent went
to LDCs (Figure 3.6). Developing nations’ imports
from the United States rose to 41 percent in 1981 as
total U.S. exports more than doubled. With the excep-
tion of fuels and autos, developing nations received
between 40 percent and 45 percent of all other types
of U.S. exports.
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lIncludes centrally planned developing economies.
Includes coal and related fuels, -:troleum and petroleum
products and natural gas.

SIncludes (inter alia) cotton, agricultural materials for indus-
try, iron and steel, primary metals, lumber, chemicals, tex-
tiles, leather, and glass.

Includes (inter alia) electrical industrial equipment, nonelec-
trical industrial machinery, tractors, electronic computers,
scientific instruments, aircraft and railway equipment.
sIncludes cars, trucks, buses, special purpose vehicles,
engines, and parts.

¢Includes (inter alia) electric household appliances, radios,
televisions, phonographs, clocks and watches, sporting equip-
ment, apparel and other nondurables.

?Includes (inter alia) military type goods and miscellaneous
items,

Notes:  Exports are f.a.s. (free alongside ship) transaction
values.

Sources: ODC table based 7n U.S. DOC highlights of U.S.
Trade (Dec. 1975) and (Dec. 1981) table E-7 and
1-12. Reproduced here from ODC, Agenda, 1983.



Figure 3.5

Ten Largest Developing-Country Markets
for U.S.Exports.*
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*Compound annual rates of change.

The annual growih in exports to LDCs for 1975-
1981 was 15.2 percent, slightly faster than the rise in
all exports. Fuels and consumer goods had the highest
growth rates.

Most of the same nations that are important to U.S.
import trade are also among the more significant
export markets. This only supports the prior claim of
mutual advantage from trade relationships (Figure
3.3). In 1981, Mexico purchased about $18 billion
from the United States, or about 32 percent of all U.S.
sales to LDCs, to head the list of LDC markets (Figure
3.5 and Appendix Table 3.5). Saudi Arabia was the
second most important. Overall, the 10 largest LDC
traders accounted for 56 percent of all U.S. exports to
developing nations.

From 1975-1981, China was the fastest-growing
LDC export market. The annual increase to China
was 51 percent as shipments rose from $0.3 billion to
$3.6 billion. Saudi Arabia increased its purchases by
30.2 percent annually and Singapore by 20 percent. It
is significant, however, that the largest LDC markets
for U.S. exports are the upper-income developing
nations.
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Share of U.S. Exports to Developing Countries.

Average Annual Growth in U.S. Exports, 1975-81.*
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Notes:

Source:

Countries are ranked according to 1981 percen-
tage share of U.S. exports to developing countries,
Data include developing centrally planned econo-
mies.

Total U.S. export figures include trade with uniden-
tified countries.

All figures are f.a.s. (free alongside ship) transac-
tion values.

ODC table based on U.S. DOC, Highlights of U.S.
Trade (Dec. 1975). Table E-3; and (Dec. 1981).
Table E-3. Reproduced here from ODC, Agenda,
1983.



Agriculture’s Role

Agriculture plays an increasingly important role in
U.S. exports. In 1970, agricultural exports approxi-
mated $7 billion and rose consistently to a peak of
about $43 billion by 1981 (Figure 3.6). They fell
slightly in 1982. During the same period, U.S. imports

Figure 3.6
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of agricultural products rose at a slower rate, allowing
agriculture to amass a large trade surplus (Figure 3.7).
Since 1960, the agricultural sector has shown a posi-
tive trade balance each year, and since 1979 it has
averaged more than $20 billion annually. These sur-
pluses are used to offset the purchase of nonagricul-
tural goods and services, which as a group have
created highly negative overall trade balances for the

United States each year since 1970.
The United States is both dependent on world agri-

cultural markets and a significant traa.r in these
markets. The nature of U.S. dependence on export
markets for principal agricultural products produced
in the United States can be seen in Figure 3.8. Since
1954, the percentage of production for several major

Figure 3.8
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Reproduced here from same source as Figure 3.6.

U.S. crops exported abroad has risen dramatically. In
1980, more than 60 percent of all wheat, rice, and
cotton produced in the United States was exported.
Furthermore, about 55 percent of the soybean pro-
duction and 30 percent of corn production was also
shipped abroad.

Within the United States, agricultural exports are
not equally shared by all states. lllinois, lowa, and
California typically lead the list of states exporting
agricultural products (Figure 3.9). Most of the 11
important exporting states are in the Midwest, which
reflects the basic importance of this limited group of
agricultural crops in determining the level of U.S.
exports.

U.S. export of these products represents a large part
of the total volume passing through world markets
(Figure 3.10). In 1981-82, the United States held 59
percent of the world’s wheat market, 74 percent of the
coarse-grains market, and 71 percent of the soybean
market. These export sales have important employ-
ment effects on the U.S. economy. Itis estimated that



Figure 3.9
Leading Agricultural Exporting States.
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Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Re-
search Service, Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United
States (Washington, D.C.). March-April 1983 and
various other issues and personal communication
with officials of U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Economic Research Service.

currently about 1 million jobs in the United States
depend on agricultural exports. Half of them are
direct on-farm jobs and the other half are off-farm
jobs related to agriculture. It is also estimated that for
each dollar generated by farm exports, two additional
dollars are created in economic activity elsewhere in
the U.S. economy.

Importance of Developing Nations

U.S. agricultural exports to developing nations
represent a significant and growing proportion of
total agricultural exports. Since 1970, agricultural
exports destined for LDCs have more than tripled in
dollar amount, and the percentage has increased from
32 percent to 35 percent (Figure 3.11). In 1980, the
dollar value of these exports approximated $15 billion,
which amounted to about 38 percent of the $40 billion
worth of all agricultural exports (illustrated in Figt:.ce
3.9). During this same period, the percentage of farm
exports going to developed nations declined dramati-
cally from 66 percent to 51 percent.

This trend in agricultural exports to developing
nations has a logical base and indicates the ever-
increasing importance of LDCs to U.S. trade. There
are two basic reasons why growth in farm exports to
developing nations might exceed growth in farm
exports to developed nations and become even more
important with time. The first is sheer population
numbers. As was pointed out in Chapter 1, more than
50 percent of the world’s population is now located in
LDCs, and the trend is upward. Their very presence

Figure 3.10
U.S. Exports of Selected Cereal.
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Reproduced from same source as Figure 3.6.

represents a need for food and food products, creating
demand pressures for greater amounts of food.

Second, most people in developing nations have low
incomes, and people with low incomes spend a higher
proportion of their income on food. For example, less
than 20 percent of average income in the United
States is spent on food (Figure 3.12). Conversely, in
India, Tanzania, and Niger more than 60 percent of
people’s incomes goes for food purchases. As individ-

Figure 3.11
Where U.S. Farm Exports Go.
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Source: Reproduced here from same source as Figure 3.6.



ual incomes rise, these relationships persist. Additions
to income for low-income families are spent mostly
for food and less for other consumables. [t is only after
incomes reach higher levels that food needs are satis-
fied and a greater proportion of expenditures goes to
nonfood items.

Rising demand for food not met by domestic pro-
duction must be satisfied by purchases on world
markets. Evidence suggests that as developing nations
progress, their demand for food imports also in-
creases, at least through some interim period until
local production can better respond to the demand.
Even with local production response, only selected
crops will be affected. No nation produces its total
food needs and once the principle of comparative
advantage has helped define the products to be pro-
duced in-country, other nations will fill the demand
gap. Given the large potential associated with popula-
tion and income growth in LDCs, their importance as
trading partners for the United States will improve.

Thisidea can beillustrated by the history of exports
to nations that have progressed developmentally since
World War II (Figure 3.13). For example, agricultural
exports to Brazil between 1969-71 and 1979-81 in-
creased by 1,736 percent, to South Korea by 1,586
percent, and to Taiwan by 805 percent. These and the

Figure 3.12

Income Spent on Food in Selected Countries.
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Source: Mackle, 1983. Reproduced here from same source
as Figure 3.6.

other LDCs shownin Figure 3.13 have benefited from
U.S. economic assistance at some time during these
past 35 years. On the other hand, the growth in U.S.
agricultural exports to developed nations has not
equaled that found with LDCs. The highest growth
rate among developed nations was 605 percent with
the Netherlands. By comparison, exports to tradi-
tional trading partners like the United Kingdom
increased by only 235 percent.

U.S. Trade Balance

Problems of trade balance are a constant concern to
the United States. Since 1970, the trade balance has
been negative for all but about three years and the
trend has been a deepening one (Figure 3.7). Trade
with developing nations has not been a major contribu-
tor to this deficit. (Figure 3.14). From 1970 to 1981,
exports to LDCs have risen from about 30 percent to
38 percent while imports from LDCs have risen from
about 27 percent to 45 percent. The net impacton the
trade balance has been about 10 percent favoring
imports. However, the class of imports most respon-
sible for the negative trade balance with LDCs has
been petroleum, much of which comes from OPEC
nations. Only a few of the OPEC nations are classified

Figure 3.13

U.S. Agricultural Exports to Selected Countries.
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as poorer LDCs. Additionally, about 35 percent of
total U.S. imports are complementary types essential
to industry and manufacturing and most of these
come from LDCs.

The trade relationships among various trading
nations and groups of nations illustrate the role
played by non-OPEC developing nations (Figure 3.15).
In 1981, trade wi'h these nations accounted for 30.2
percent of U.S «ports and 26.4 percent of imports.
The trade surplus with these nations was about $1
billion. There were three other groups of nations with
whom U.S. trade yielded a positive balance, the princi-
pal one being the European Economic Community.

The major source of the trade deficit for 1981 was
the OPEC nations ($28 billion) and Japan ($16 billion).
Overall the trade deficit was $28 billion. In recent
years, the U.S. trade balance has worsened consider-
ably over that of 1981. Detailed data are not available
yet to see the role LDCs have played in these trade
deficits. It is likely, however, that the source of the
rising U.S. trad= deficit is more with manufactured
products supplied by developed nations than with the
more staple, complementary items normally supplied
by LDCs. Trade relationships wiin Japan and OPEC
have likely continued to be the source of U.S. trade
problems.

Changes in the U.S. trade balance are influenced as
much by the value of the dollar relative to other
nations’ currencies as by most other factors. Conse-
quently, it is improper to generalize about trade rela-
tionships based on only one year. When the value of
the dollar is low relative to other currencies, U.S.
exports become relatively less expensive and the
volume leaving the United States expands. During the
late 1970s, this happened and U.S. exports, especially
those from the agricultural sector, enjoyed a dramatic
upswing (Figure 3.6). In more recent years (1983-84),
as the value of the dollar has risen relative to other
currencies, U.S. exports have become more costly and
foreign imports less expensive so the net trade balance
has worsened considerably. In 1983, the deficit ap-
proximated $60 billion.

This is one of the most critical realities that must be
faced in the new order of economic interdependence
among nations. Virtually every sector in the U.S.
economy (including agriculture) is now subject to the
pressures and vacillations ¢f world markets and the
impact U.S. public policy has in influencing these
international relationships. The impacts are wide-
spread. Even the debt-management problems of LDCs
mentioned in Chapter 2, for example, can be impor-
tant to U.S. trade balances. The debt obligations fac-
ing nations like Mexico and Brazil mean that re-
sources previously available for buying U.S. imports
must now be redirected to debt repayment. In 1982,
for example, Mexico’s imports from the United States
were reportedly reduced by $7 billion as part of a fiscal
austerity program.
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Figure 3.14

U.S. Trade with Developed and Developing Countries
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Figure 3.15
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Developing Nations in World Trade

This discussion has centered on the importance of
developing nations as trade partners with the United
States. Primarily, it has attempted to demonstrate
that these nations add an important dimension to U.S.
economic activities and, for the most part, these are
improved by the developmental assistance provided to
developing nations. But nations other than the United
States also assist LDCs and it is informative to see
how developing nations are progressing in the aggre-
gate of the family of trading nations worldwide.

Developing nations (non-OPEC) shipped 12.6 per-
cent of the world’s total exports in 1980. This is about
the average level they have maintained since 1965.
Historically, non-OPEC nations export mostly pri-
mary products, but in more recent years manufac-
tured exports have been eroding the predominance of
primary materials in the export mix of LDCs. OPEC
nations, on the other hand, export mainly petroleum
products and their importance has shown a dramatic
increase since 1960. Normally, OPEC nations have
held about a 6 percent share of the world’s export
market, but in 1980 the share jumped to 15.4 percent.
Most of the adjustment was absorbed by the devel-
oped economies whose export share fell to 63.2 per-
cent in 1980 from a high of 71.8 percent in 1970.

Imports to non-OPEC LDCs accounted for about 17
percent of the world total, which in 1980 represented
$338 billion. The percentage change in market share
for non-OPEC LDCs since 1965 has been nominal,
but the value of the imports has risen dramatically
from only $31.3 billion, a tenfold increase. However,
the total imports for all nations have shown about this
same magnitude of change and all nations have
retained a more or less equivalent relative porition.

On balance, non-OPEC nations had a slight nega-
tive trade balance in 1980 reflecting their limiteu
export capability. But the aggregate data presented in
Figure 3.15 mask the distribution of trade balances
among LDCs. These datainclude many countries clas-
sified as LDCs that have now attained semideveloped
status such as Mexico, Argentina, Syria, and Taiwan,
If only the lower-income nations were counted, the
trade deficit on their current account would be much
more dramatic and an issue of much greater conse-
quence. Most of these low-income nations have run
trade deficits annually since their independence and
thelevels are growing in both real and nominal terms.

For example, Bangladesh has had a negative trade
balance each year since 1971, and during the period
1980-82 it approximated $1.4 billion each year. Fur-
thermore, these lower-income nations are contribut-
ing only minimally to the increases in manufactured
exports. Most low-income LDCs are still highly
dependent on primary products and commodities for
export.




Summary Comments

There is no denying that the economic assistance
program of the United States generates benefits for
this nation and is not just a givzaway of resources to
others. There are compelling economic and security
reasons for the United States to be engaged in such
assistance. Its self-serving nature is real and repres-
ents visible outcomes that are not only important to
the U.S. economy, but also helpful in countering the
pragmatic concerns expressed by some Americans.
Taxpayers raise legitimate questions of why public
funds are sent abroad instead of being used at home.
Demonstration of benefits that serve U.S. self-interest
can help meet these concerns and provide a justifica-
tion for this extensive effort.

But there are limits to how far one can extend this
argument without some reservation. The United
States can benefit extensively from export sales to
expanding LDCs. At the same time, rising agricultural
production can serve to ignite economic growth in the
Third World. At some point, however, the economic
progress of LDCs and the concomitant adjustmentsin
world market structures can logically lead to some
dislocation of production and people in the United
States. Successfully promoting economic development
abroad will help other nations become more competi-
tive in the community of world nations. While the
production most affected will be that which depends
onskills that can be more cheaply duplicated in LDCs,
these are realities of particular concern to Americans.

Still, the long-run outlook for the world is gloomy
unless the productive potentials of LDCs are devel-
opea. Trade-offs exist. The most obvious, short-term
impact on Americans will be found in higher food
prices if the global food supply does not keep pace with
population and othcr demand pressures. In the long
run, extreme starvation will increasingly reoccur
among nations in stress along with the degradation
and high human and monetary costs starvation brings.
The developed world, especially the United States,
will assume much of the economic cost of these trag-
edies. The poteuitial to avoid this devastation lies
mostly within the LDCs.
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Despite the significant self-interest potentials, to
justify U.S. economic assistance entirely on the basis
of values arising from trade relationships with devel-
oping countries or, for that matter, any direct benefits
(be they economic or military) that serve the particu-
larinterests of the United States, is to accept a diluted
premise. The enormity and consequences of this
effort go beyond the limited scope implied by applying
U.S. self-interest as the only criteria. Finding the
means to feed the world is too crucial. Potentials for
creating a sustained and justifizble acsistance effort
would be enhanced if the moralimpe. ative is accepted
and amalgamated with U.S. self-interest. By so doing,
acommitment thatis both pragmatic and moral can be
forged with popular support, one that decrees equal-
ity and justice for all people and the fundamental
human right to be free of hunger, both within and
outside of the United States. This is the kind of world
that will help bring stability to the international order
and opportunities for untold millions to better control
their destiny and to grow and achieve the innate
potential brought by their creation.

Americans can empathize with this vision of a
future world, but the basic issue is whether unsensa-
tional, prodding progress characteristic of develop-
ment can hold their attention and create the needed
long-term political and economic support to sustain
such an effort. Americans are row only dimly aware
of the dimensions of world hunger and what it means
to their future. They react with horror and resolution
to television coverage of starvation in Ethiopia, but
tend tolose interest when these emergency outbreaks
disappear.

Furthermore, they do little to encourage their
governmental representatives to place elimination of
world hunger high on the list of national priorities.
The fact that much of what is classified as foreign
assistance is not directed to nations with the most
critical food needs represents de facto acquiescence by
the American people. Only an enlightened public can
help establish such a goal as a national priority, and
only a commited public can see that it is done. If
successful, such an effort would make the world a
bLetter and safer place, not only for our children, but
for those fr-.m every nation.
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Chapter 4

FOOD SECURITY AND
POLITICAL STABILITY

by William L. Furlong

Theevidence presented in previous chapters, which
discussed the nature of the U.S. foreign assistance
program and its importance in solving the world food
problem, leads to one fairly clear conciusion: A major-
ity of the funds earmarked as foreign av.istance have
not and are not being used to directly combat the
issues of world hunger.

Most funds support military and security assistance
in nations where the issues of security, not food, are
paramount. Even food aid and economic development
assistance are often caught in the broad net of U.S.
political and security interests.

The motive for this union of U.S. foreign assistance
with security interests is found mainly in the priori-
ties of U.S. foreign policy, which, despite the procla-
mation of President Truman committing the United
States to worldwide economic aid, now reflect a
broader set of concerns.

The U.S. State Department and the administrations
of Presidents Carter and Reagan have stressed some
or all of the following goals of American foreign policy
during the last decade: 1) maintain peace and avoid
nuclear war, 2) maintain a nation safe from invasion
throughout the world (a policy of ccrtainment, reaf-
firmed by President Reagan), 4) maintain an interna-
tional economic system that assures the United States
access to markets and resources, and 5) seek a world
where other nations hold similar values as the United
States and have political systems that are siable and
compatible with our own (stressed by President Car-
ter’s human rights and President Reagan’s defense of
democracy).

Eradication of world hunger is not explicitly sut
forthinany of these pronouncements. Efforts to elim-
inate world hunger are seen mainly as a means of
helping to accomplish these broader policy objectives.

Much of U.S. economic assistance is conditioned by
a perceived linkage between food security in LDCs
and views of U.S. defense security. Revolution and
major political instability anywhere in the world are
perceived to have a direct impact on U.S. security
interests, especially if the revolution or instability
might lead to the establishment of a Marxist govern-
ment. In this view, political instability is tied directly
to food security, and this relationship is seen as
another justification for both developmental and food
aid throughout the world. Part of the rationale that
has supported the evolution of security assistance has
been that it would allow the efficient merging of both
developmental and political objectives. Added food, it
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was reasoned, would stop political instability and vio-
lence, thus allowing the United States to fulfill its
foreign-policy objectives.

In this chapter, the relationship of food security and
political stability are discussed. The analysis relies
mostly on historical events that have been played
since 1948 and the inception of U.S. toreign assistance.

Food Security and Political Stability

The concept that well-fed people are more likely to
be happy and satis”ied, and :hat such people are less
likely to participate in political violence, and therefore
become a threat to national security, has a logical,
common-sense ring to it. It also does not necessarily
hold true. Most revolutionary leaders as well as many
of their followers come from upper middle-class fami-
sies and economically comfortable circumstances.
Many of the world’s terrorist leaders fit a similar
socioeconomic profile. Food problems, nevertheless,
can be a catalyst that motivates the masses to partici-
pate in political upheaval and violence.

The world’s poor and starving, often without the
basic necessities of shelter, clothing, and securities,
seldom initiate revolutionary, terroristic, or other-
wise politically violent behavior. The poor usually are
more concerned about survival and family than ideas
and revolution. Their despair and frustration are
more inclined toward inaction than viclence The
starving thous. nds of Ethiopians are characteristic in
their apathy and acquiescence. In 1984-85, they sat
around refugee camps awaiting death like an old
friend. Their less poverty-stricken compatriots in
northeast Ethiopia were in rebellion against the
government.

Similarly, middle-class demonstrations and turbu-
lence created the political atmosphere for the blood-
less coup in Brazil in 1964 and the bloody and violent
coup in Chile in 1973, In Ethiopia, in 1974, idcology,
military self-interest, and widespread economic prob-
lems caused the downfall of Haile Selassie in a more
complex set of conditions than the food crisis wit-
nessed in 1984 and 1985.

The instigators and leaders of revolutions, terror-
ism, and other forms of political violence are, in most
cases, better educated than the general public. They
are also better off economically and usually come from
urban areas. The middle class and professionals like
Fidel Castro of Cuba or Thomas Borge of Nicaragua



are much greater threats to a nation’s stability than
the poor and hungry peasant who has no land and
little food.

In contrast, many of the followers of violence-prone
leaders are from the poorer classes. Mao Tse-tung
used the Chinese peasants as his seain which to exist.
Leaders in Vietnam, Algeria, and Mexico also used
peasant followers extensively. The dissatisfied, the
frustrated, the outcasts, and those who have little to
lose often follow the charismatic, better-educated
leaders. Yet they are not the only followers. Many of
those who follow the Ayatollah Khomeini of Iran are
college graduates from western European and U.S.
universities. Many of those who joined Fidel Castroin
Cuba were middle class and professionals, just as were
those who supported the Sandinistas in Nicaragua in
1979. Similar characteristics are found among the fol-
lowers of many revolutions, but the peasants and
urban unemployed also often join.

What does turn people to acts of political violence
and revolution? Social conditions and hunger can lead
to group action, but the causes are more complicated.
A number of theories attempt to explain the phenom-
enon, but mostinclude factors beyond hunger and the
lack of adequate nutrition, factors that include eco-
nomic, social, and political conditions.

If there is another group with whom the disadvan-
taged can compare themselves, then the level of frus-
tration can be even more severe. This concept of rela-
tive deprivation is important as comparative poverty
can be a much worse condition than one in which most
everyone is suffering equally. If everyone is in the
same boat, there is more acceptance «nd sharing of a
common plight. A sense of camaraderie can result. On
the other hand, if someone has problems and can
blame his condition on the fact that someone else is
doing well, or that this someone else is the cause of his
problems, this can lead to violent behavior. For exam-
vle, a rich landlord who exploits the peasants taking
much of their produce and leaving them constantly in
debt and poverty may become the target of the pea-
sant’s frustratic;1and eventually a target for a violent
reaction.

In a similar vein, if a government is repressive and
exploits its people, o: supports the exploiters, it can
become the target for violence. If a dictator can be
blamed—a Fulgencio Batista, an Anastasio Somoza, a
Shah Reza Pahlevi—that political leader becomes the
symbol and the perceived cause of problems, and thus
can be marked for violence.

The preconditions for and causes of political vio-
lence are varied, complex, and interrelated. No single
condition is usually sufficient to create an atmosphere
of instability. Economic, social, political, and interna-
tional elements together or separately can create con-
ditiong conducive to violence.

Specifically, poor economic conditions can play a
role, including: 1) a gap between the few very rich and
the majority of the very poor, 2) severe exploitation of
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one group by another, 3) a declining economy, 4) a
rapid rise in expectations without a commensurate
rise in capacities to meet those expectations, 5) con-
flict between rich landlords and poor peasants, 6) bad
labor conditions, and 7) high unemployment, among
many other associated economic problems.

Social conditions that can be important factors
include: 1) poor education, 2) lack of health care, 3)
poor and inadequate housing, 4) little prospect for
future improvements, 5) ethnic differences, and 6)
cultural incompatibilities.

Some of the most critical political factors leading to
political violence are: 1) a corrupt political system, 2) a
weak and ineffective government, 3) a government
that is identified as a cause of the social and economic
problems, 4) a fragmented or polarized political com-
munity, and 5) agovernment that lacks legitimacy and
popular support.

International factors that can havean impact include:
1) a neighboring country that is experiencing political
upheaval, 2) a subversive group from outside, 3) an
ideology that places the blame for all social ills on the
old system and also claims to have a solution to these
problems, and 4) a major war that affects a nation.

The issue of governmental fragmentation is partic-
ularly important and deserves special understanding,
especially in view of the focus of the present U.S.
leadership to encourage democracy as a form of
government in LDCs. Demaocracy is seen by Ameri-
cans as a preferable type of government since it pro-
vides for freedom of action and participation in
government processes by each individual. As viewed
from the experience of the United States and other
western democracies, the point is well taken. People
are free and, more than under any other form of
government, their voices are heard. Within limits,
their elected leadership responds.

A critical factor that makes democracy work in
nations like the United States is that the political
community is not excessively fragmented and the
consensus of a majority can be reached—the govern-
ment can govern.

Consider, however, the potentials in many LDCs.
In Bolivia, the United States pressed for open elections
in 1978. The result has been catastrophic. More than
20 candidates representing special groups vied for the
presidency. The one finally elected had only about 35
percent of the popular vote and no majority of popular
or political support. Furthermore, the political free-
dom guaranteed all groups has created chaos as indi-
vidual groups pursue special interests, which, along
with the inability to compromise, has led to disrup-
tions in the orderly process of government. Today,
the nation is on the verge of anarchy, and the stress is
being confounded by food shortages that are an out-
growth of the political chaos since 1978.

There are a number of complex reasons for the
present state of affairs in Bolivia, which began with a
movement toward democracy. Some of the contribut-



ing factors are high levels of illiteracy, unfamiliarity of
people and leaders with the concept of democracy, and
the absence of a political tradition of cooperation so
essential to the successful operation of a democratic
form of government. Perhaps, with time and experi-
ence, democracies can flourish in LDCs. Evidence
suggests, however, that the concept is not a panacea
for these nations, and that considerable effort and
maturing are needed to make democracy work.

One of the most widely accepted theories of political
instability was elaborated by James Davies. He claims
thatit not just poor conditions that cause revolutions,
but conditions that turn worse after a period of
improvement while expectations continue to rise. A
similar argument can be made when the expectations
rise quickiy yet little changes in actual conditions.
(Figure 4.1)

Some people, nevertheless, believe food shortages
alone can causerevolutions. Although the reasons for
revolutions are often complex, food shortages or a
severe and sudden rise in prices can be the sparks that
set off acts of violence and attacks on the government.
If the more general conditicns exist, as stated above, a
food shortage can be the trigger for violence.

The often-remembered statement of Marie
Antoinette, “Let them eat cake,” in response to food
shortages helped bring on the French Revolution. The
Russian and Chinese revolutions also include food
shortages among their many causes. Although suffi-
cient food supplies do not ensure political tranquility
and food shortages do not always lead to violent politi-
cal behavior, many examples illustrate that problems
of food production and distribution can be related to
an upsurge of violent political activity.

Hungry people do not necessarily rebel, but people
in the progressing lower classes and those in the mid-
dle classes do have a greater propensity to react vio-
lently when they have had a fairly good quality of life
and that life style is threatened by the prospect of
hunger and deprivation. These populations can be
volatile and threaten not only the security of their
own nations but the security of regions as well. Major
threats to regional security anywhere in the world can
be perceived by U.S. policymakers as threats to U.S.
security. A Vietnam or a Nicaragua can elicit a defense
response from liberal as well as conservative Ameri-
can presidents.

Forsecurity reasons, the United States must become
more aware of conditions throughout the world that
could lead to violence. It is believed that food aid and
economic assistance can be used to alleviate some of
these conditions, but only temporarily. According to
some developmentalists, more permanent solutions
also must be found. Methods of increasing domestic
food supplies by improving incentives for food pro-
duction must accompany food aid. Therefore, food aid
and other assistance must be used to create lasting
reforms, structural changes, and new institutions.
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Figure 4.1

Need Satisfaction and Revolu‘ion (Davies Curve).
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The North-South Dialogue

International discussions of economic issues involv-
ing developed and developing nations are often re-
ferred to as the North-South dialogue. While North-
Southissues range from the very technical to the very
general, trade and finance are the issues discussed
most often.

Developing nations want improved access for their
exports and improved terms of trade, including higher
and more stable prices for their exportable raw materi-
als. In the financial areas, they seek much larger
resource transfers on a more concessional and less
conditional basis. They also want debt forgiveness or
renegotiation on much more favorable terms for the
extensive external debts they hold. To achieve these
objectives, they are asking for a fundamental restruc-
turing of existing international trade and the world
monetary systen:. The changes envisioned would give
these countries a much more significant operational
role in the international economic system, including
management of such key institutions as the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund.

On a broad international scale, the importance of
food and the discrepancy in well-being between richer
and poorer nations are major concerns thatare closely
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allied to the concern for food security and stability. A
world divided between the “haves” ind the “have-
nots” can lead to insecurity in both areas. In the late
1970s and early 1980s, there has been much talk of a
future North-South conflict. The rationale is that the
north half of the world is developed and the people are
well-fed and healthy at the expense of the exploited
southern half, where the population is hungry, ill-
housed, unhealthy, and poor.

In truth, most LDCs are below the 30th degree
north, longitudinally. (Figure 4.2) The only major
LDC north of this mark is China. The explanation for
such a geographic distribution of rich and poor nations
is complex and lies in several factors related to histori-
cal events in regions of the world. But the undeniable
fact that the distribution exists is the source of consid-
erable debate, the justification of much dialogue, and
the claims that northern nations exploit those in the
south.

One of the most popular economic theories today in
Latin America (and repeated in other forms else-
where) is the “dependencia,” or dependency theory,
which claims that the developed world purposely
keeps the other half of the world underdeveloped for
its own purposes of exploitation.

The crux of this theory, which views aid asimperial-
ism, is that underdeveloped areas are purposely kept
underdeveloped by the more industrialized nations.
These developed nations, led by the United States,
supposedly conspire against the Third World to keep it
poor and illiterate. This is done to benefit the richer
nations so they can buy raw materials and agricultural
products more cheaply and, at the same time, sell their
manufactured goods at higher profits. This theory is
accepted by many Latin Americans today and is widely
held throughout much of the Third World.

Dependency theory argues that economic assis-
tance and even food aid are part of this conspiracy
and that the giver benefits much more than the
receiver. Somesay, for example, that P.L. 480 food aid
is given not to help the poor starving people, but to
pay the American farmers, dispose of surpluses, and
ensure that the international price of food remains
above a predetermined level. To compound this, they
show that in a number of countries that have received
food aid, imports of food continue at high levels after
the crisis and the U.S. obtains a broader market for
food than it had before.

For example, Iran imported only $15 million of
American wheatin 1965. Shipments of P.L. 480 ended
in 1973, yet by 1975 Iran was importing $325 million
worthof wheat, mostly from the United States. At the
same time, Iran’s own production of wheat declined
crastically. Similar situations have been reported in
other nations.

A n.ore familiar charge, however, is that the substi-
tution of wheat consumption for more traditional
grainsin many nations is done to promote markets for
U.S. products. After years of P.L. 480 grain imports,
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many Latin American nations, which traditionally
consume corn and potatoes, have turned more and
more to importing U.S. wheat. This reliunce (depen-
dency) on American grains can make a nation more
vulnerable politically as well as economically. Chile
serves as an example. Before 1970, Chile imported
between 400,000 and 600,000 tons of wheat each year
with U.S. assistance. When socialist Salvador Allende
was elected president in 1970, the United States cut
off government credit for food purchases, and
Chilean wheat imports dropped to only 8,800 tons in
1971-72. This reduction in U.S. imports had a critical
impact on the Allende government and played a part
in its eventual downfall.

As with the geographical distribution of poor
nations, the dependencia arguments are strongly
dramatized by statistics. These data offer a perceived
rationale for poorer nations to argue that they are
being dominated by richer nations and to press for a
new world economic order that ensures greater equal-
ity for LDCs.

The charge of a rich-nat._n conspiracy adds emo-
tion to the debate and places richer nations in the role
of the oppressor, providing someone on whom LDCs
can blame their ills. Right or wrong or as logical or
illogical as these claims may be, they still are a force to
be reckoned with and understood in the operation of
U.S. foreign assistance.
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Asstated earlier, when one group or segment can be
blamed for a people’s ills, that group can become a
target for political violence. It is possible, given cur-
rent revolutionary philosophies and the problems of
food supply, that the northern nations could become
the targets of terrorists, revolutionaries, and other
perpetrators of violence rather than be viewed as
saviors. Thus, U.S. aid can be perceived as adding to
the burdens of the Third World as such cfforts are
perceived as ways to maintain these nations in a
dependent status and to continue to exploit them. In
the longer run, the North-South conflict could be as
important to U.S. security as the highly publicized
East-West debate.

The need and desire to find a scapegoat are not
always limited to individuals, but are often observed
by the governments of LDCs whose attitudes are also
a result of food insecurity and poverty among a large
segment of their populations.

In poor nations, nearly all governments suffer from
insecurity, a condition often brought by the historical
evidence of repeated governmental changes and coups.
Thisis directly the outgrowth of poverty, which leads
people who are ridden with poverty to seek change
since they have little to lose. For the person who has
grown up with the idea that government is all-
powerful and responsible for both his present poverty
and a solution to his ills, maybe a new group will be
better. At least they say they will. For those further up
the social and political ladder, the spoils of office look
attractive. For those who are clinging to office in the
face of developmental failures, a scapegoat for their
failures is needed to engage the passions of the people
and divert their attention. The Americans, the French,
or the Communists are at fault. Or, the Jews, the
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Christians, or the Muslims are causing the problem.
Aseconomist John Kenneth Galbraith observed, “The
poor countries are the focus of internal disturbance,
insecurity, interracial friction, and international con-
flict because these are intimately a part of the politics
of privation.”

Concluding Comments

Evidence of the relationships between food security
and political stability cannot be conclusively demon-
strated from the experience of history. Food security
has the potential to create stability yet in some cases
instability has occurred in the presence of apparent
food sufficiency. The factors leading to political stabil-
ity are more complex than just one deficiency. Still,
one’s sense of right and logic suggests that the proba-
bilities of both world peace and the stability of internal
political systems are to be heightened if people in want
are properly fed and their basic physical needs pro-
vided. Unfortunately, we have never known such a
world or had the experience of knowing how people
and political systems might react if all mankind were
honestly and actually cared for. It would be one of
man’s greatest experiments and accomplishments if
hunger and starvation could be eliminated. For many
reasons, it is an effort worth making and one that is
within the reach of a dedicated and worldwide effort.
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Part 11

GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING THE IMPACT
OF DEVELOPMENT AND TRADE ON A LOCAL ECONOMY

by Joan Joshi

Part I of this handbook discusses interdependence
and the impact of development assistance on the
security and economic well-being of the United States.
To make these complex issues more relevant, and thus
more meaningful, to locz! audiences, a number of
states have found it useful to document the effects of
trade and development on their own economies. The
guidelines that follow are designed to highlight those
areas where theimpact is most visible and most easily
quantifiable.

The guidelines are in the form of questions and are
divided into two parts:

a) evidence of interdependence; and
b) the local impact of development assistance.

The same questions can be asked from the perspec-
tive of a local community, a region of a state, or an
entirestate. They can also be answered with statistics,
with case studies, or with a blend of the two. The
choice should depend on the audience for which the
material is intended. In any event, collection of the
data will probably require considerable legwork, in-
cluding visits to local financial institutions, agribusi-
ness organizations, and industries as well as to institu-
tions of higher education, especially the state’s land-
grant universities. Statistics will be most readily
available from state departments of trade and com-
merce or of agriculture, the U.S. Departments of
Agriculture and Commerce, and the U.S. Agency for
International Development.

Initial contact should be made through the follow-
ing offices:

Information Division

Office of International Cooperation and Development
U.S. Departmerit of Agriculture

Washington, D.C. 20250

(Tel. 202/475-4071)

Office of Public Affairs

U.S. Department of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230

(Tel. 202/377-3263)

Office of Public Inquiries

Bureau for External Affairs

Agency for International Development
Washington, D.C. 20523

(Tel. 202/632-1850)
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A. Evidence of Interdependence

1. Exports:*

a. Which locally produced goods (agricultural and
industrial) are exported?

b. How much do they earn?

¢. What percentage of local industry or agriculture
do they represent?

Example: Percentage of acreage producing for
export, percentage of crop X or manufactured
product Y exported.

d. How many jobs are directly involved?

e. What are the indirect benefits to the local
community/state?

Example: Dollars circulating in the local econ-
omy as a secondary result of export earnings,
numbers of jobs these create.

*In making export calculations, it is useful to note the methodology
described in a brochure produced by Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University, Blacksburg, VA:

“Determining which U.S. agricultural exports were actually
grown on Virginia farms is about like trying to determine
which part of the pond the water in the drain pipe is coming
from. In a market economy, commodities, like pond water,
seek a new level once some is removed.

“In view of this market fluidity, estimates of Virginia’s share
of U.S. exports have been made relating Virginia’s sales of
commodities to U.S. sales of the respective commodities.
Such a procedure for estimating export shares assumes that
U.S. exports have a proportionate impact on each state pro-
ducing the commodity. Although the product of a given state
may not actually be exported, the product of that state has
the opportunity to meet the demand for such a product that
otherwise would be met by the exported item.”



2. Imports:

a. What raw materials are imported for local
industry or agriculture?

b. Why are they imported?
Example: Materials not produced, grown or
mined in the United States, or an import price
substantially below the domestic price.

c. How does the local consumer benefit from
imports?
Example: Prices moderated owing to competi-
tion from foreign goods, goads available (coffee,
diamonds) that cannot be produced locally.

d. What negative impacts do imports have on the
local economy?
Example: Number of jobs lost through foreign
competition, dollar losses to local industry and
agriculture.

3. Financial Ties:

a. How much and in what industries have local
industries invested abroad?
Example: Overseas subsidiaries.

b. What* are the earnings on these investments?

c. Has this had a positive or negative effect on the
local economy?
Example: Jobs lost orcreated, decrease or increase
of dollars in circulation.

d. How much have local financial institutions
loaned to foreign governments and institutions?

e. What are the earnings (or losses' on these
loans?

f. How much foreign capital has been invested in
the local economy and in which industries?

g How has this investment affected the iocal job
market and the dollars in circulation?

4. Educational Ties:

a. How many foreign students are enrolled in local
institutions of higher education?

b. What positive and negative impacts do they
have on the local economy?

Example: Their expenditures for tuition, room,
and board versus local government subsidies for
their tuition.

c. What ties do local educational institutions and
their faculties have with institutions abroad?
Example: Formal institution-to-institution affili-
ations, collaborative research projects, con-
sultancies.

5. Cultural Ties:

a. Is there local participation in the Sister Cities or
Partners of the Americas programs?



. What international programs in the arts do the

local population patronize?

Example: Foreign movies, imported television
shows, performances of visiting artists.

6. Ethnic Mix of the Population:

a.

b.

From what parts of the world did the local popu-
lation immigrate to the United States?

Is there a recent immigrant population?

Why and hew did they come to the United
States?

. What are its members contributing to the local

community/state, or what problems are created
by their presence?

B. Local Impact of Development Assistance Programs

1. Project doHars spent in the local community/state
for goods and services:

a.

How much is paid to local people, especially uni-
versity staff, to participate in AID projects?

. What locally produced goods are purchased for

use irt AID projects (or those of other funding
ageacies, such as the World Bank)?

Example: Trucks, fertilizers, irrigation equip-
ment.

. How many P.L. 480 dollars are spent on the

purchase of local agricultural products?

. How many of the foreign students at local insti-

tutions are participants in AID training pro-
grams?

2. Byproducts of development assistance activities:

a.

What germplasm, originating abroad and identi-
fied in development assistance projects, has
been introduced into local agriculture?

. Are there any methodologies developed through

development assistance projects that have been
useful to local agriculture?

Example: Farming <ystems methodology, in-
creased understanding of technology transfer
to agricultural producers, new cropping systems.

3. Impact on trade:

a.

How have local industry and agriculture been
affected by development abroad in the last
decade, two decades, three decades?

. Has development in certain countries led to

competition with local products?

. Has increased purchasing power in certain

countries led to their import of local products?

. Has lack of development in certain countries, or

their decreased purchasing power had any effect
on the local economy?

Example: Decreases in exports, disappearance of
foreign goods from the market, immigration of
competitive (or needed) foreign labor?
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DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION PROGRAMS

by Joan Joshi

Although many institutions, especially those with
religious affiliations, have worked for years to increase
publicawareness of the issues addressed in this hand-
book, AID’s Biden-Pell support has stimulated a pro-
liferation of programs. Collectively know as “devel-
opment education,” these programs have as their goal
“to create a level of public understanding, promote
values, and stimulate actions that:

® Recognize the interdependence of the world’s peo-
ple and particularly the commonality of interests
between the United States and the developing
world;

® Contribute concretely wo eliminating root causes of
world poverty and inequity and to removing ob-
stacles to development.”* See end of Part I

What follows is a sampler of projects, activities, and
events that take a variety of forms, presented to con-
vey the range of possibilities in development educa-
tion. Many other programs that are equally effective
have been generated; the choice of what to include or
exclude was difficult. Some of the organizations noted
below have produced resource lists identifying materi-
als and activities developed by other groups. As this
manual was being published, thought was being given
to creating a central resource bank for development
education materials.

1. World Food Day

Some 150 government and people’s organizations
of all kinds at all levels around the world have
observed World Food Day each years since 1981 on
October 16, the founding date of the Food and Agri-

World Food Day

These interconnected gears of different sizes and
colors are symbolic of World Food Day. They can
represent the local, national, global partnership, peo-
ple networking, ideas in action, coalition building,
organizational collaboration, cross-sectoral planning,
or anything that motivates and mobilizes effective
action creatively and cooperatively.
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culture Organization. In the United States, the
National Committee for World Food Day is sponsored
by more than 350 private volunteer organizations
that share a commitment to solve the problems of
hunger and poverty. Such coalition building is ore of
the movement’s goals. The committee believes that
when organizations collaborate, the strengths of each
are multiplied rather than added, that sharing deeply
felt concerns inevitably leads to planning and acting
together.

The national observance in 1984 involved a con-
gressional resolution and presidential proclamation of
World Food Day. The occasion was marked by a
nationwide teleconference that united the country on
the issues in a kind of town meeting. The conference
was telecast from noon to 3 p.i-. (EDT). The first hour
featured a panel composed of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, amember of Congress, the executive director
of BIFAD, the ambassador of a Third World country,
the president of a major university, and a representa-
tive of FAO. Actor Eddie Albert was the chairman.,
The second hour was devoted to local activities and
speakers while the central station remained dark. In
the third hour, participants from around the courtry
called into the Washington station with questions for
the panelists.

At the local level, schools, colleges, churches, clubs,
and volunteer organizations have observed World
Food Day by planning hundreds of activities each
year. Among these:

* A farm-state coalition for World Food Day organ-
ized a statewide gathering of wheat, which culmi-
nated on the steps of the capitol with a speech by
the governor. The wheat then was donated to an
international relief organization.

® Because of the appeal of World Food Day to con-
science and compassion, many religious denomina-
tions have placed October 16 on their liturgical
calendars, preparing special materials for worship
and study.

® Inthe middle hour (for local activity) of the national
satellite teleconference, many universities chose
speakers from developing countries, often found
among visiting faculty or foreign students, to get
firsthand knowledge of world hunger problems.

The observance of World Food Day has often moti-
vated later events, such as:

® Inan castern state capital, the fact that the World
Food Day coalition was already in place provided
the structure for an Ethiopian famine relief
campaign. )



® A city coalition prepared a directory of “food
resources” that was used as a model for a coalition
in another state to publish a directory of resources
for emergency assistance for the hungry and
homeless.

® Because of a contact made tarough World Food
Day, a National Committee member organization
and a state university jointiy plarned a conference
or rural women and the eronomics of hunger.

The National Committee for World Foed Day (1001
22nd Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20437, Tel. (202)
653-2404) can provice information on activities
planned by and resources available from its member
organizations.

In addition, the World Hunger Education Service
(WHES)—(1317 G Street, N.W., Washington, DC
20005) publishes a useful aid to coalition building and
resource collection: Who's Involved with Hunger, An
Organization Guide f2r Education and Advocacy. The fourth
edition, published in 1985 with partial support of AID,
describes the purposes and nature of the work of
about 450 organizations—both public and private—
from which information is available on the technical
factors relating to hanger and poverty in the United
States and th~ Third Werld. The cost is $8, including
postage and handling.

WHES also publishes Hunger Notes nine times a
year. The double issue fcr June and July is an anno-
tated bibliography of current books and films on
hunger, poverty, food production and distribution,
development, life style, and advocacy. Each of the
other eight issues covers one topic in depth, with a
guide to further sources of information and program
materials. Single issues are $2.50, the double issue is
$4. Subscriptions are $15 for individuals, $25 for
institutions.

2. Development Education in the School/College
Curriculum

The formal education system provides one setting
for development education, and a number of organi-
zations have responded to teachers’ specific needs.

With the support of a 1983 Biden-Pell grant, a New
York-based organization prepared a curriculum pack-
age titled World Hunger: Learning to Meet tie Challenge. 1t is
designed to educate teachers and students in the
basics of world hunger and to guide them in organiz-
ing student groups to take action that will help combat
hunger, both locally and globally. The package is
divided into three sections:

® Background information on world hunger: who
and where the hungry are, what it is like to be
hungry, why we have hunger, what is being done
about it, what needs to be done, and how people can
become involved.

® Teaching strategies for ~lementary, junios, and
senior high school. The secondary strategies are
designed for five school disciplines: social studies,
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language arts, visual arts, the sciences, and health
and nutrition.

® Resource materials: books, films, organizations to
contact, evaluation procedures, and a guide to
forming and carrying out student action.

The package is available from Impact on Hunger,
145 East 49th Street, New York, NY 10017, Tel. (212)
355-2922. A $6 donation is requested to cover print-
ing and postage for each curriculum, but no one will be
refused a copy because of inability to pay.

Another Biden-Peh grantee, the International
Nursing Services Association (INSA) of Atlanta, pro-
duced Teaching about Developing Nations... The Role of Food
and Hynger for grades 6 and up. The curriculum takesa
factuul approach to understanding the global implica-
tions of hunger and poverty in developing countries.
It includes seven units: Personal Nutrition; Facts
about Hunger; Haiti: A Developing Nation; Water,
Water Everywhe.re; Follow-up; Resources, and Evalu-
ation. Materials can be duplicated. Each unit and its
activities can be used independently or in conjunction
with others, and optional activities are suggestec for
more thorough study.

Order from INSA, P.O. B 15086, Atlanta, GA
30333, Tel. (404) 634-5748. C1 st is $6 a copy.

Global Perspectives in Educaztion, Inc., serves ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers with numer-
ous resource materials (equally useful in informal
educational settings). Among them are resource biblio-
graphies on food and hunger and on development
generally, including books and articles for teachers
and students, curriculum units and kits, simulation
games, and films and film strips. Bibliographies, at $2
each, and a full publications catalog of “curriculum
materials for a global age” may be ordered from
Information Center, Global Perspectives in Educa-
tion.Inc., 218 East 18th Street, New York, NY 10003,
Tel. (212) 475-0850.

University-level curricula have also been designed.
At Swarthmore College in Pennsylvania, a seminarin
Food and Famine: Past and Present is offered in the history
department, with collaboration with faculty in social
and natural sciences. In addition, Swarthmore (and
four othersmallliberal arts colleges) recently received
amajor grant from the Kellogg Foundation to develop
a Food Systems and Food Policy Program to give stu-
dents a better understanding of the relationship
between food systems and the policies pursued by
governments and international agencies 1he project,
which will reach beyond the student body itself, is
directed by Professor Ray Hopkins, Department of
Political Science, Swarthmore College, Swarthmore,
PA 19081, Tel. (215) 447-7127.

3. Outreach Through the Media

Devclopment education can affect large popula-
tions through the use of electronic or print media.



Maln Street
Misslssippi

John Hamilton, former foreign correspondent and
current World Bank official, recently conducted an
experiment with Frank Sutherland, managing editor
of the Hattiesburg, Mississippi American, a 25,000-
circulation daily newspaper. The experiment was
designed to test how much “foreign news” the news-
paper’s readers would tolerate if it was cloaked in
stories reporting local connections. What resulted was
a five-day, front-page series called “Mair: Street
Mississippi and the Third World.” It touched on many
segments of life in Hattiesburg: exports from local
businesses, imports used in local manufacturing and
sold to local consumers, migrants contributing to the
community, foreign students in local institutions, and
community-sponsored foreign-aid programs. Accord-
ing toasubsequent survey, the percentage of American
subscribers reading each of the five main stores
ranged from 38 to 57. (The nationwide average read-
ership of all front-page stories is 47 percent.)

For a copy of the series, write ].M. Hamilton, D-828,
The World Bank, 1818 H Street, N.W., Washington,
DC 20433, Tel. (202) 447-5762.

AtMichiezn State University, volunceers and exten-
sion staff designed a series of six ,ublic service
announcements to help Michigan residents become
more aware of some of the state’s international ties. A
television station in northern Michigan donated staff
time and production facilities to produce the 10- and
20-second tapes. Each showed Michigan residents
using a Third World product or engaged in a familiar
activity and a parallel picture from the Third World;
each closed with the words, “Michigan: Partners with
the World” and a zoom shot showing the state linked
with the world. The texts:

® Coconuts from the Third World are used in many
of our everyday products.
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® We depend on Central America and other Third
World nations for the bananas we enjoy.

® Wedepend on the Third World for the chocolate we
enjoy.
® The tea we enjoy is grown by Third World farmers.

® Water...we all need it, but only half of us can get it
easily. (Pictures of a Michigan girl getting water
from a faucet and an African woman carrying
water in a jar.)

® For most of us in Michigan, firewood neans a relax-
ing campfire or an alternative source of heat; but
for almost half the world’s people, firewood is their
only affordable source of energy. In Nepal, soil
erosion from deforestation washes away agricul-
tural land and contributes to flooding. Researchers
from Nepal and Michigan State University have
worked .ogether to tind solutions to Nepal's for-
estry and energy problems. (Pictures of Michigan
teens around a campfire, soil erosion in Nepal, and
MSU researchers working with Nepaliresearchers.)

Michigan Extension emphasizes volunteer involve-
ment in program design since it not only makes maxi-
mum use of resources but provides a better learning
experience for the volunteers and a chance for the
staff to learn “what the folks want.” This activity as
well as another described as “exhibits” below was
funded by a mini-grant to a volunteer group from an
AID-supported project of the Michigan Partners of
the Americas and the MSU Extension Service titled,
Feeding the World: International Interdependence Project. For
more information on this strategy and on the range of
projects developed, contact International Extension
Training Program, 48 Agriculture Hall, Michigan
State University, East Lansing, MI 48824-1039, Tel.
(517) 355-0115.

The Purdue University Office of International Edu-
cation and Research sponsored a series of World Bank
films over Greater Lafayette Cable Television. Accord-
ing to Purdue, the films helped citizens understand
the thrust of international development, the issues,
the relevance of global interdependence, and the
impact LDCs have on such Indiana communities. One
such film, Nimai, is the story of a farmer in West
Bengal and of agricultural development in areas
where rice, jute, and sugar cane are grown. The film
demonstrates the Training and Visit system designed
by Daniel Benor that has been highly effective in
teaching farmers how to triple their output within
two years simply by improving methods of cultiva-
tion. Based on the use of an agricultural extension
agent who visits farmers with advice and assistance
on a regular basis, the system has been used by 50
million farm families in India. Since understanding
this agricultural project requires an understanding of
the hopes and ways of life of the people it affects, great
care is taken in the film to present the culture and life
style in Nimai’s home village.



World Bank films rent for $20-25. A catalog is avail-
able from The World Bank Film Library, Room D-842,
1818 H Street, N.-W., Washington, DC 20433, Tel.
(202) 477-8350.

4. Conferences, Workshops, Meetings

Development education can take place in public
gatherings of all kinds.

OEF Internationals, by means of seed money grants
from a larger AID grant and organizational guidance,
served as a catalyst in the development of one to two
workshops for women in six U.S. cities. Each work-
shop was planned and sponsored by a coalition of local
organizations. The programs revolved around the
theme, Women and World Hunger: The Role of Women as Food
Producers. It reackied 17,000 participants from entre-
preneurial and corporate women’s groups and widely
based women’s organizations. Their goal wvas to move
from awareness to individual and community action
designed to eliminate the root causes of world hunger
and poverty.

OEF’s experience in developing such meetings has
been i~corporated into a resource handbook for peo-
pleinterested in organizing community workshops to
learr more about women overseas and how Third
World development problems are linked with those in
developed nations. The Women and World Issues Handbook
is divided into three sections: Setting the Stage;
“Action” Model—How to Use It, and Guide for Task
Groups. The model is participatory and emphasizes
widely based community involvement. A one-year
work plan with a step-by-step calendar is included.

The handbook is available from OEF Publications
Service, Suite 916, 2101 L Street, N.W., Washington,
DC 30037, Tel. (202) 466-3439. Other useful materi-
als are listed in OEF’s catalog of reports, surveys, and
manuals.

The Minnesota Awareness Project (MAP), with
partial AID funding, assists state residents in organiz-
ing awareness activities. Often, teams of interna-
tional student speakers traiiied by MAP vicit Minne-
sota communities and make presentations to schools,
chu~ches, and community organizations. Playing a
crucial role to expedite these activities are MAP com-
munity represert*atives who work with local groups
to plan meetings on the issues of food and poverty.

In October, 1983, MAP speakers participated in a
retreat weekend for 4-H members and leaders at a
nearby campsite. There, the 4-H’crs met students
from Ghana, Ethiopia, Mexico, and iNepal as well as
professionals from the state Agricultural Fxtension
Service, the Washington County Community Health
Office, the Peace Corps, Save the Children, and the
Stillwater Villey Food Co-op. Participants learned
about cooperative games, good nutrition, and food
and family customs of people from other couatries.
They also had opportunities to talk about ways they
could make an impact in their homes, communities,
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and the world, beginning with awareness. Activities
developed for the retreat, Food: An International Family
Affair, have been compiled into a resource guide for
leaders.

MAP strongly recommends international students
as a development education resource; almost 350,000
are now enrolled in U.S. colleges and universities and
are easily contacted through an institution’s foreign-
student advisor.

A collection of public relations and content material
to assist local representatives of community-based
development education projects in organizing pro-
grams is available at a cost of $4 from Minnesota
Awareness Project, 711 East River Road, Minneapolis,
MN 55455, Tel. (612) 373-0055.

Our
Threatened
Hthage
worldwide

Conservation
~hallenge




The National Wildlife Federation’s Biden-Iell pro-
gram focused on environmental problems in Latin
America (for example, deforestation, pesticide mis-
use) and their effects on economic development and
global environmental quality. The program consisted
of aseries of meetings around the country designed to
present Latin American environmental issues to con-
servation organizations, school groups, and other
interested audiences. A demonctration of a live migra-
tory bird (a peregrine falcon) introduced these audi-
ences to the fact that migratory wildlife populations
car. be adversely affected by ecological disturbances in
their Latin American overwintering habitats. A slide
show, educational literature, and guided discussions
further explored the adverse effects that environ-
mentally unsound development practices can have on
global natural resources, population, and economic
growth. The meetings were intended to prompt
follow-up activities that address the issues, such as
twinning with an environmental group in Latin Amer-
ica, raising funds for an envirormenta!ly sound devel-
opment project, or purchasing environmental educa-
tion materials for a Latin American conservation
group or school.

A booklet, Our Threatened Heritage: Worldwide Conserva-
tion Challenge, linking environment and development in
acomprehensible way, is available free of charge. The
30-minute slide show—without the falcon—may be
borrowed from International Program, National Wild-
life Federation, 1412 16th Street, N.W., Washington,
DC 20036, Tel. (202) 797-6800.

5. Exhibits

Education can also take place through exhibits—
placed not only in museums but in schools, libraries,
shopping malls, department stores, community cen-
ters, and other sites where passer-by traffic is heavy.
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Save the Children collaborated with Teachers Col-
lege of Columbia University to produce—again, with
partial support from the Biden-Pell program—an
interactive, multimedia exhibition on children in an
interdependent world. The exhibit, Someone Like Me,
features a UNICEF film; children’s artwork, poetry,
games, and music from different parts of the world;
descriptive maps; several participatory games, includ-
ing a computer game in which players act as the head
o¢ a hungry family seeking to make the best use of
limiied resources; a display that helps participants
experience the effects of inadequate diet on energy
levelsand growth; a structured environment in which
visitors engage in a simulation of the two chores most
commonly performed by children in the Third World:
gathering firewood and fetching water, and Do It!, a
station that encourages action to help end hunger and
poverty. Pre- and post-visit materials were prepared
for teachers leading school groups.

For information on the exhibit, contact National
Outreach Division, Save the Children, 54 Wilton
Road, Westport, CT 06880, Tel. (203) 266-7271.

Staff and volunteers on the Michigan State 4-H
Crops and Soils Science Development Committee
prepared a portable exhibit to introduce state resi-
dents to some of the ways in which Michigan is inter-
dependent with other countries. The exhibit has been
used primarily by 4-H youth agents vsho have arranged
to have it displayed at state extension service events
such as Crop-O-Rama, Farmers Week, Extension
School, and World Food Day.

With pictures and text, the exhibit—Partners in Agri-
culture: Our Interdependence with the World—covered Mich-
igan’s agricultural exports, Third World trade part-
ners, and tropical foods in Michigan markets. It was
accompanied by a handout with 1-H project ideas.

This is one of the activities of the Michigan Partners/
Extension Service project described under “media”
above.

6. Games and Experiential Activities

Projects that require active participation often make
the most long-lasting impact on the mind.

A simulation game, The Twenty-First Year, is designed
to familiarize individuals with some of the differing
approaches proposed for helping poor nations. Players
act as officials of the Planning and Development
Office of Talesh, a develoring country of the Third
World. Planners are first briefed on the climate, popu-
lation, economy, and so forth of Talesh, then pre-
sented with a choice of development strategies for
each of three planning phases ending in the year 2000.
The choices include some of the most advanced theor-
ies of development as well as some of the approaches
that have proved unsuccessful or even counterpro-
ductive. Players must reach a consensus within a fixed
time (since time is a factor in development) among
four strategies in each of four areas: employment,
health and education, international trade, and other
aid including security assistance.



At the con<lusion, each decision is evaluated based
on studies of how that strategy is working in the
world today and an overall score is assigned. This, in
turn, translates into a description of the quality of life
in Talesh at 2000 so players can determine the ulti-
mate impact of decisions mide in early development
stages.

The game of Talesh is part of Ending Hunger, It's
Possible, It's Happening available from Information Ser-
vice, American Friends Service Committee, 15 Ruther-
ford Place, New York, N 10003, Tel. (212) 598-0972.
The cost is $5.50 plus 15 percent for postage and
handling.

The INSA staff (see “curriculum” above) conceived
a series of creative activities for school groups, 4-H
clubs, Girl Scout troops, and the like as part of INSA's
“awareness to action” approach to develoment educa-
tion. Four examples:

® Children construct hand puppets for use by INSA
health trainers in India to illustrate oral rehydra-
tion therapy. American youngsters are encouraged
to put on a performance for their friends and fami-
lies before mailing the puppets to India. A script and
directions for making puppets are available.

® Other groups collect and clean small, 35mm film
cannisters that are used as waterproof containers
for medicines distributed through INSA projects
abroad.

® Children cut out and color arm circumference
bands for distribution by INSA health workers to
mothers in Haiti to determine the presence and
degree of malnourishment in the Haitian children.

® School classes raise money to“adopt a goat” through
a project designed to upgrade the Haitian goat pop-
ulation by breeding local does with purebred Nubian
bucks at Winrok Internationai’s experiment station
in Hinche. In the process, Amrican children learn
about goats and the importante of their milk and
meat to family healt~ and nutrition as well as the
economic impact when farmers sell these products.
In Haiti, after does are bred, farmers are taught
their proper care, and INSA’s trained extensionists
are supplied with tools for both routine and emer-
gency medical care for goats. Participating farmers
agree toreturnonekid to the project to be given to
another family. A self-learning manual about goats
for young people is available.

For information on al! these activities, and others,
inquire at INSA, P.O. Bex 15086, Atlanta, GA 30333,
Tel. (404) 634-5748.

IF's Only Hunger is a sensitizing activity that allows
participants to experience the feeling of hunger and
the boredom of eating a monotonous diet and to focus
feelings about the prospect of living with hunger and
poverty. Modifiel forms of this activity have been
used successfully with both youth and adult groups.
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Instructions: Gather 25 to 50 people together for a
day-long hunger experience. Announce in advance
that all three meals will be served. On arrival, quietly
separate participants into “haves” and “have-nots” by
randomly selecting one-fourth of the group to repres-
ent the “haves.” This can be achieved by drawing lots,
using symbols on name tags, or other similar methods.
Provide comfortable chairs and tables for the privi-
leged group and plan to serve them more-than-
adequate, nutritionally balanced meals. Their tables
should appear overabundant and be located close
enough to the “have-nots”—who are seated on the
floor—that the groups can see each other. Serve the
“have-nots” for the morning and afternoon meals a
small cup of diluted tea, a small-to-medium-size piece
of bread, or a small bowl of rice. For the evening meal,
serve a small bowl| of watered-down chicken and rice
soup and a piece of fruit.

Program: During the course of the day, time could
be spent providing background information on the
scope and dimensions of world hunger. Films or slides
could be shown that focus on the world food problem,
followed by group discussion, playing simulation
games, reading, and so on. Group members should
remain together the entire time, if possible. Near the
end of the program, debriefing should focus on reac-
tions to:

a. the feeling of hunger;

b. the feeling of confinement;

c. boredom, resentment, frustration, hostilities;
d

. the feeling of being a member of an affluent
minority, or of an impoverished majority;
e. how the “have-nots” perceived the “haves” and
vice versa, and
f. if there were beggars, how it felt to be one, or to
be begged.

7. Training Programs for Development Educators

Several organizations have used Biden-Fell support
to train those who will serve as development educa-
tors for a wider audience.

Partners ot the Americas trained two volunteers
from each of its Central American and Caribbean
partnerships in a three-day seminar. Participants
were briefed on the concept of development education
and on development issues relevant to their geo-
graphicarea of interest. They also played a simulation
game that emphasized the impact of culture on devel-
opment issues relevant to their geographic area of
interest. And they were assisted in identifying re-
sources and in designing an educational project to
increase awareness of their partnership area among
school and community groups in their home states.
Small grants were made available to aid in the pur-
chase of materials.

The seminar involved knowledgeable speakers (a
representative of the Inter-American Foundation, the
deputy director of AID’s Central American Office,
among others) but also engaged the volunteers in
participatory activities and allowed ample time for
discussion with speakers and among themselves. The
34 participants now form a network available to assist
others in their communities.

For information on the seminar and a network list,
contact Development Education Coordinator, Partners
of the Americas, 1424 K Street, N.W., Washington,
DC 20005, Tel. (202) 628-3300.

Earthscan, an international news and information
service that is part of the International Institute for
Environment and Development, focused its training
on specialist journalists, those whose regular beat is
agriculture or science and the environment. The train-




ing consisted of one-day seminars featuring promi-
nent experts as speakers and panelists; the seminars
were designed to address the connections between
domestic issues regularly covered by the reporters
and comparable or related issues affecting the Third
World. For example, a program in Chicago titled The
Third World and American Agriculture: Competing or Compat-
ible Interests? includes an address on the long- and short-
range beneficiaries of agricultural development in the
Third World and a panel discussing ways to minimize
resource costs in feeding a world of 6 billion people.
Following lunch with a speaker on the importance of
Third World genetic resources to agriculture, repre-
sentatives of two assistance agencies considered the
30-year history of U.S. food aid, where it succeeded
and where it failed. Participants carried away a press
packet of supplementary material and now regularly
receive Earthscan’s briefing documents on develop-
ment issues. A number of articles under the bylines of
participants appeared in Midwest press in the weeks
following the seminar and substantial later ripple
effects have been documented.

Earthscan publishes paperbacks and technical re-
ports on Third World development and natural re-
sources as well as a bimonthly newsletter. For a
catalog, write Earthscan, 1717 Massachusetts Avenue,
N.W., Washington, DC 20036, Tel. (202) 462-2298.

*From A Framework for Development Education in the United Slates, a paper
prepared by the Joint Working Group on Development Education of
the American Council of Voluntary Agencies for Foreign Service
and Private Agencies in International Development (now merged
and known as INTERACTION), April, 1984.
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Appendix

Appendix Table 1.1 Basic Indicators for Developing Nations.

Percentage
Life of labor
Area GNP per Adult expectancy force in
Population (thousands Capita literacy at birth  Agriculture
(millions) of square Dollar (percent) (years) culture
Countries Mid-1981 kilometers) 1981 1980 1981 1980
Low-Income Economies

1. Kampuchea, Dem - 181 - - - —
2. Bhutan 1.3 47 80 — 45 93
3. Lao, PDR 3.5 237 80 44 43 75
4. Chad 4.5 1,284 110 15 43 85
5. Bangladesh 90.7 144 140 26 48 74
6. Ethiopia 32.0 1,222 140 i5 46 80
7. Nepal 15.0 141 150 19 45 93
8. Burma 3.1 677 190 66 54 67
9. Afghanistan 16.3 648 - 20 37 79
10. Mali 6.9 1,240 190 10 45 73
11. Malawi 6.2 118 200 25 44 86
12. Zaire 29.8 2,345 210 55 50 75
13. Uganda 13.0 236 220 52 48 83
14. Burundi 4.2 28 230 25 45 84
15. Upper Volta 6.3 274 240 ] 44 82
16. Rwanda 5.3 26 250 50 46 91
17. India 690.2 3,288 260 36 52 69
18. Somalia 44 638 280 60 39 82
19. Tanzania 19.1 945 280 79 52 83
20. Vietnam 55.7 330 — 87 63 71
21. China 991.3 9,561 300 69 67 69
22. Guinea 5.6 246 300 20 43 82
23. Haiti 5.1 28 300 23 54 74
24. Sri Lanka 15.0 66 300 85 69 54
25. Benin 3.6 113 320 28 50 46
26. Central African Republic 2.4 623 320 a3 43 88
27. Sierra Leone 3.6 72 320 15 47 65
28. Madagascar 9.0 587 330 50 48 87
29. Niger 5.7 1,267 30 10 45 91
30. Pakistan 84.5 804 650 24 50 57
31. Mozambio.e 12.5 802 - a3 — 66
32. Sudan 19.2 2,506 380 32 47 72
33. Togo 2.7 57 380 18 48 67
3: Ghana 11.8 239 400 —_ 54 53
35. Kenya 174 583 420 47 56 78
36. Senegal 5.9 196 430 10 44 77
37. Mauritania 1.6 1,031 460 17 44 69
38. Yemen Arab Rep. 7.3 195 460 21 43 75
39. Yemen, PDR 2.0 333 460 40 46 45
40. Liberia 1.9 111 520 25 54 70
41. Indonesia 149.5 1,919 530 62 54 55
42. Lesotho 1.4 30 540 52 52 87
2. Bolivia 5.7 1,099 600 63 51 50
44. Honduras 3.8 112 600 60 59 63
45. Zambia 5.8 753 600 44 51 67
46. Egypt 43.3 1,001 650 44 57 50
47. El Salvador 4.7 21 650 62 63 50
48. Thailand 48.0 514 770 86 63 76
49. Philippines 49.6 300 790 75 63 46
50. Angola 7.8 1,247 — .- 42 59
51. Papua New Guinea 3.1 462 840 32 51 82
52. Morocco 20.9 447 860 28 57 52
53. Nicaragua 2.8 130 860 90 57 43
54. Nigeria 87.6 924 870 34 49 54
55. Zimbabwe 7.2 391 870 69 55 60
56. Cameroon 8.7 475 880 - 50 83
57. Cuba 9.7 115 -— 95 73 23
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Appendix Table 1.1. Basic Indicators For Developing Nations (continued).

Percentage
Life of labor
Area GNP per Adult expectancy  force in
Population (thousands Capita literacy at birth  Agriculture
(millions) of square Dollar (percent) (years) culture
Countries Mid-1981 kilometers) 1981 1980 1981 1980
Middle-Income Econoniies
(based on GNP of 1000 to 3000)
58. Congo, People’s Rep. 1.7 342 1,110 - 60 34
59. Guatemala 5.7 109 1,140 — 59 55
60. Peru 17.0 1,285 1,170 80 58 39
61. Ecuador 8.6 284 1,180 81 62 52
62. Jamaica 2.2 11 1,180 90 71 21
63. lvory Coast 8.5 322 1,200 35 47 79
64. Dominican Rep. 5.6 49 1,260 67 62 49
65. Monogolia 1.7 1,565 —_ -— 64 55
66. Colombia 26.4 1,139 1,380 81 63 26
67. Tunisia 6.5 164 1,420 62 61 35
68. Costa Rica 23 51 1,430 9N 73 29
69. Korea, Dem. Rep. 18.7 121 — — 66 49
70. Turkey 45.5 781 1,540 60 62 54
71. Syria Arab Rep. 9.3 185 1,570 58 65 a3
72. Jordan 34 98 1,620 70 62 20
73. Paraguay 3.1 407 1,630 84 65 44
74. Korea, Rep. of 38.9 98 1,700 93 66 34
75. Iran, Islamic Rep. of 40.1 1,648 — 50 58 39
76. Iraq 13.5 435 _ — 57 42
77. Malaysia .2 320 1,840 60 65 50
78. Panama 19 77 1,910 85 71 27
79. Lebanon 2.7 10 - _ 66 11
80. Hungary 10.7 93 2,100 99 71 21
81. Algeria 19.6 2,382 2,140 35 56 25
82. Brazil 120.5 8,512 2,220 76 64 30
83. Mexico 71.2 1,973 2,250 83 66 30
84. Portugal 9.8 92 2,520 78 72 28
85. Romania 22.5 238 2,540 98 71 29
86. Argentina 28.2 2.767 2,560 93 71 13
87. Chile 11.3 757 2,560 - 68 19
88. South Africa 29.5 1,221 2,770 - 63 30
89. Yugoslavia 22,5 256 2,790 85 71 29
90. Uruguay 2.9 176 2,820 94 71 11
Upper-Income Economies
{based on GNP of 3001 and up)
91. Venezuela 154 912 4,220 82 68 18
92. Greece 9.7 132 4,420 — 74 37
93. Hong Kong 52 1 5,100 90 75 3
94. Israel 4.0 21 5,160 - 73 7
95. Ireland 34 70 5,230 98 73 18
96. Singapore 2.4 1 5,240 83 72 2
97. Spain 38.0 505 5,640 —_— 74 14
98. Trinidad & Tobago 1.2 5 5,670 95 72 10
99. ltaly 56.2 301 6,960 98 74 11
100. New Zealand 3.3 269 7,700 99 74 9
102. United Kingdom 56.0 245 9,110 99 74 2
103. Japan 117.0 372 10,080 99 77 12
104. Austria 7.6 84 10,210 99 73 9
105. Canada 24.2 9,976 11,400 99 75 5
106. france 54.0 547 12,190 99 76 8
107. United States 229.8 9,363 12,820 99 75 2
108. German Fed. Rep. 61.7 249 13,450 99 73 4
109. Sweden 8.3 450 14,870 99 77 5
110. Switzerland 6.4 41 17,430 99 76 5

Countries not accounted for: Albania, Bulgaria, Poland, USSR, Czechoslovakia, and German Dem. Rep.
SOURCE: World Bank, World Development Report, 1983,
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Appendix Table 1.2 Income Distribution in Selected Countries.

% of income received by:

Per Capita Gini
GNPinUS. $ lowest highest concentratio

Country (1970 prices) 40% 20% ratio*
Developir.g countries
Pakistan 11043.64) 94 6.5 45.5 .365
Tanzania (1967) 94 5.0 57.0 458
Sri Lanka (1969-70) 109 6.0 46.0 370
India (1963-64) 110 5.0 52.0 418
Kenya (1969) 153 3.8 68.0 550
Philippines (1965) 224 3.9 55.4 465
Korea (1970) 269 7.0 45.0 362
Tun:sia (1970) 306 4.1 55.0 473
Ivory Coast (1970) 329 3.9 57.2 .493
Taiwan (1968) 366 7.8 414 325
Colombia (1970) 388 3.5 59.4 507
Malaysia (1970) 401 3.4 55.9 475
Brazil (1970) 457 3.1 62.2 519
Peru (1970) 546 1.5 €0.0 557
Costa Rica (1971) 617 5.4 50.6 419
Mexico (1969) 697 4.0 64.0 526
Uruguay (1967) 721 4.3 47.4 .406
Chile (1968) 904 4.5 56.8 463
Developed countries
Japan (1968) 1,713 4.6 43.8 372
France (1962) 2,303 1.9 53.7 481
Norway (1963) 2,362 4.5 40.5 346
United Kingdom (1968) 2,414 6.0 39.2 322
New Zealand (1970-71) 2,502 4.4 41.0 346
Australia (1967-68) 2,632 6.6 ° 38.7 310
West Germany (1970) 3,209 5.9 45.6 .378
Canada (1965) 3,510 6.4 40.2 322
United States (1970) 5,244 6.7 38.8 315
Socialist countries
Yugoslavia (1968) 602 6.5 41.5 337
Poland (Poland) 661 9.8 36.0 .265
Hungary (1967) 873 8.5 335 .249
East Germany (1970) 2,046 10.4 30.7 213

*Measure of income concentration used in economic analysis. A value of zero would mean total equality.
Source: Montek S. Ahluwalia, “Inequality, Poverty and Development,” Journal of Development Economics 3 (1976). 340-41.

Appendix Table 1.3 World Agriculture Demand in the Year 2000.

Region Meat Milk Cereals Ollseed Fiber
North Africa/Mid East 13.2 43.0 142 10 1.7
Sub-Saharan 9.9 19.3 108 9 .8
European Community 25.4 111.0 133 44 1.2
Other Western Europe 7.3 26.3 58 10 A4
U.S.SR. 24.3 118.3 306 20 3.6
Eastern Europe 14.8 56.7 139 17 1.2
South Asia 4.1 72.7 291 17 6.4
East Asia 18.7 15.1 224 23 3.5
China, Vietnam, Laos

Kampuchea, North Korea 424 14.3 457 37 7.3
Oceania 3.2 8.8 16 2 4
Latin America 29.5 68.0 161 18 1.9
North America 33.9 79.1 254 43 1.5
World Total 226.7 632.5 2290 249 29.9
Growth from 1980 64% 36% 46% 62% 37%

Reproduced from: U.S. Department of Agriculture
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Appendix Table 2.1 U.S. Foreign Cooperation P ograms, Total and by Major Classifications (Gross Obligations in
Current Dollars, Millions).

1968-72 1973.77 1978-82 1983 1984
Average Average Average Estimate Proposalt
Economic Assistance
P.L. 480 1,220 1,182 1,262 1,351 1,052
Economic Support Fund 548 1,154 2,254 2,977 2,949
Development Assistance 1,387 1,477 1,940 1,962 1,890
Contributions to MDBs 341 735 1,292 1,537 1,618
Contributions to International
Organizations and Programs* 153 192 302 249 240
Other** 83 126 207 649 597
TOTAL 3,732 4,866 7,357 8,725 8,346
Military Assistance
Concessional 3,078 2,206 904 1,604 1,808
Non-Concessional***® 378 1,203 2,771 3,932 4,656
TOTAL 3,456 3,409 3,675 5,536 6,464
GRAND TOTAL 7,188 8,275 11,032 14,261 14,811

*Includes contribution to International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD).

**Includes, inter alia, Peace Corps, International Narcotics Control, Peacekeeping Operations, refugee assistance programs, and the operating budget for the Agency
for International Development, trade and development programs, the Inter-America Foundation, the Africa Development Foundation and the Miscellaneous Trust
Fund.

***Loans at U.S. Treasury cost-of-money interest rates for purchase of military equipmer.t and services.
tAdjusted based on Appendix A & B, Commission on Security and Econornic Assistance (Carlucci Report), 1983.
Source: 1968-82 inclusive, derived from annual data in U.5. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington: AID, various years).
1983 AID Presentaton to Office of Management and Budget (Washington: AID, October, 1982).
1984 Congressional Presentation, Fiscal Year 1984 (Washington: AID, 1983).
Reproduced herein from The Commission on Security and Economic Assistance (Carlucci Report).

Appendix Table 2.2 U.S. Foreign Cooperation Programs in Constant 1982 Dollars, Millions.

1968-72 1973-77 1978-82 1983 1984
Average Average Average Estimate Proposalt
Economic Assistance
P.L. 480 2,817 2,043 1,601 1,312 947
Economic Support Fund 1,260 1,905 2,647 2,826 2,669
Development Assistance 3,201 2,515 2,292 1,868 1,711
Contributions to MDBs 806 1,71 1,534 1,464 1,465
Contributions to International
Organizations and Programs* 349 289 322 237 217
Other** 189 190 220 619 537
TC AL 8,622 8,253 8,659 8,310 7,938
Military Assistance
Concessional 7,007 4,070 1,050 1,527 1,636
Non-Concessional*** 850 2,011 3,273 3,745 4,214
TOTAL 7,857 6,081 4,322 5,272 5,850
GRAND TOTAL 16,479 14,334 12,982 13,582 13,396

*Includes contribution to International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD).

*“lucludes, inter alia, Peace Corps, International Narcotics Control, Peace-keeping Operations, refugee assistance programs, and the operating budget for the Agency
for International Development, trade and development programs, the Inter-America Foundation, the Africa Development Foundation and the Miscellancous Trust
Fund.

***Loans at U.S. Treasury cost-of-money interest rates for puichase of military equipment and services.
1Adjusted based on Appendix A & B, Commission on Security and Economic Assistance (Carlucci Report), 1983.
Source: 1968-82 inclusive, derived from annual data in 11.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington: AID, various years).
1983 AID Presentaton to Office of Management and Budgel (Washington: AID, October, 1982).
1984 Congressional Presentation, Fiscal Year 1984 (Washington: AID, 1983).
Reproduced herein from The Commission on Security and Economic Assistance (Carlucci Report).
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Appendix Table 2.3 Distribution ot U.S. Foreign Assistance 1946-1983.
Total Loans
Area & Grants Loans Grants E.A. M.A.
European Nations 45,810.9 10,773.6 35,037.3 28,8259 16,585.0
46 of Total 17 23 77 63 27
Oceania & other 1,018.8 130.1 888.7 898.8 120.0
% of Total 1 13 87 88 12
Canada 305 17.5 13.0 17.5 13.0
% of Total . 57 43 57 43
Africa 12,947.0 4,569.7 8,377.3 10,991.6 1,955.4
% of Total 5 35 65 85 15
East Asia 65,736.6 10,423.0 55,313.6 2,8018.1 37,718.5
% of Total 25 16 84 43 57
Latin America 17,604.5 9,758.9 7,843.% 14,9264 2,676.1
% of Total 7 55 45 a5 15
Near East & South Asia 83,990.3 42,545.8 4,144.5 47,081.8 36,908.5
% of Total 31 51 49 56 44
Interregional Activities 38,694.2 266.9 38,427.3 34,563.1 4,131.1
% of Total 14 1 99 89 1
TOTAL 265,832.8 78,485.5 187,347.3 165,323.2 100,509.6
% of Total 100 30 70 62 a8
*Less than 1 percent
ource: U.S. Overseas Grants and Loans.
31. Dominican Rep. 892.3 830.4 61.9
Appendix Table 2.4 Top 100 Nations Receiving U.S. 32. Sudan 847.5 636.6 2109
Assistance. 33. Pacific Islands 824.2 824.2 —
34. SriLanka 731.3 725.2 6.1
Total Amount 1946-83 ($ millions) 35. Ethiopia £78.0 397.8 280.2
3%5. Honduras 658.4 537.3 121.1
Total 37. Peiand 646.9 646.9 -
Country Assistance Economic Military 38. Kenya 645.0 474.0 171.0
1. Israel 25,345.2 7,941.0 17,404.2 39. Ecuador 587.6 463.0 124.6
2. Vietnam 23,362.9 6,946.8 16,416.1 40. Syria 582.0 581.9 01
3. Korea, Rep. of 14,200.5 6,041.0 8,159.5 41. Costa Rica 559.7 546.0 13.7
4. 7 .pt 13,690.7. 9.409.2 4,281.5 42. Guat 'mala 551.5 510.0 41.5
5. India 10,975.0 10,828.5 146.5 43. Liberia 545.4 492.8 52.6
6. Turkey 10,216.2 3,780.3 6,435.9 44. Afghanistan 542.7 537.1 5.6
7. Taiwan 6,567.3 2,206.9 4,360.4 45. Jamaica 512.2 504.0 8.2
8. Pakistan 6,525.2 5,550.1 975.1 46. Lebanon 499.9 251.7 248.2
9. Greece 6,283.2 1,910.3 4,372.¢ 47. Panama 481.6 455.5 26.1
10. lapan 3,950.8 2,711.1 1,239.7 48. Somalia 480.4 384.0 96.4
11. Indonesia 3,642.0 3,103.8 538.2 49. Argentina 462.9 199.3 263.6
12. Philippines 3,611.5 2,404.4 1,207.1 £0. Ghana 442.6 440.6 2.0
13. Spam 3’234_3 1,096.0 2,1383 51. Nlcaragua 424.6 392.2 32.4
14. Brazil 3,068.4 2,428.4 640.0 52. Ryukyu Islands 413.7 413.7 —
15. Yugoslavia 2,832.3 2,109.1 723.1 53. Nigeria 408.3 406.5 1.8
16. Thailand 2,734.5 838.0 1,896.5 54. Haiti 396.2 388.5 7.7
17. Jordan 2,617.2 1,468.2 1,149.0 55. Mexico 369.1 353.9 15.2
18. Laos 2'5093 902.6 ],6067 56. Venczufla 353.9 201.5 152.4
19. Kampuchea 2,189.9 909.6 1,280.3 57. Tanzania 336.6 336.6 -
20. h.an 211704 765.6 1,4048 58. Saudl Arabla 234.2 31.8 292.4
59. Nepal 318.3 315.9 2.4
21. Bangladesh 1,856.0 1,854.9 1.1 60, 7ambia 267.8 267.8 —
22. Morocco 1,660.0 1,176.9 483.1 61. “alaysia 266.3 92.0 174.3
23. Columbia 1,627.5 1,374.8 252.7 62. Uruguay 250.6 161.3 89.3
24. Portugal 1,624.6 908.1 716.5 63. Burma 237.6 148.5 89.1
25. Chile 1,395.9 1,178.9 217.0 64. Senegal 235.3 2231 12.2
26. Tunisia 1,357.7 967.5 390.2 65. Libya 230.1 212.5 17.6
27. Peru 1,146.7 889.8 217.0 66. Paraguay 225.0 194.6 30.4
28. El Salvador 1,028.3 806.7 221.6 67. Yemen Arab Rep. 219.3 196.9 224
29. Bolivia 941.2 860.2 81.0 68. Algeria 203.3 203.3 —
30. Zaire 917.2 733.4 183.8 69. Upper Volta 197.7 197.1 0.6
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81. Mauritania 100.6 100.5 0.1
Appendix Table 2.4 Tcp 100 Mations Receiving U.S. 82. lraq 95.5 45.5 50.0
Assistance (continued). 83. Malawi 90.8 90.5 0.3
84. Malta 84.4 83.9 0.5
Total Amount 1946-83 ($ millions) 85. Uganda 77.9 77.8 0.1
86. Chad 76.5 76.5 —_
Total , 87. Mozambique 76.1 76.1 -
Country Assistance Economic Military 88. Togo 75.4 75.2 0.2
89. Swaziland 73.1 73.1 -
70. Zimbabwe 196.9 196.7 0.2 90. Benin (Oahomey) i 59.8 —
71. Cyprus 193.3 193.3 - 91. Rwanda 56.3 54.6 1.7
72. Czechoslovakia 193.0 193.0 —_ 92. Cape Verde 54.8 54.8 -
73. Mali 192.3 188.7 3.6 93. Madagascar 51.1 S1.1 —
74. Niger 185.9 178.4 7.5 94. Ivory Coast 47.9 47.6 0.
75. Guinea 185.5 184.5 1.0 95. Burundi 45.6 45.5 0.1
76. Botswana 170.4 164.0 6.4 96. Hong Kong 43.8 43.8 -
77. Cameroon 147.9 131.0 16.9 97. The Gambia 43.1 43.1 —
78. Lesotho 141.4 1414 - 98. Trinidad & Tobago 40.9 40.9 —
79. Guyana 112.7 112.6 0.1 99, Mauritius 40.8 40.8 -~
80. Sierra Leone 110.7 110.6 0.1 100. Cento 39.6 39.6 —
*Includes Economic Security Funds.
Source: U.S. Overseas Grants & Loans, USAID.
Appendix Table 2.5 Amount of U.S. Foreign Assistance Received by Nations by Class of Assistarice and by
GNP R=nk, 1980-83.
Other Percent
GNP FA Devel. P.L. Milit. Econ. Total of Total
Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist, Assist. Assist.
1 18 Chad 3.1 94 2.8 0 0 15.3 .04
% of Total 20.0 61.0 18.0 100
2 12 Bangladesh 313.6 340.6 0 6 0 654.8 2.00
% of Total 47.0 52.0 1.0 100
3 69 Ethiopia 0 25.3 0 0 0 25.3 .10
% of Total 100 100
4 44 Nepal 56.7 14.5 0 .3 6.6 78.1 .23
% of Total 72.0 18.0 3 8.0 100
5 50 Mali 49.5 5.7 0 4 5.5 60.9 .18
% of Total 81.0 9.0 6 9.0 100
6 56 burma 26.4 2 0.4 20.3 20.3 47.3 14
% of Total 56.0 .49 1.0 43.0 100
7 32 Zaire 37.3 50.7 5.0 34.5 15.9 143.4 42
% of Total 26.0 35.0 3.0 24.0 11.0 100
8 65 Malawi 25.2 4.3 0 3 2.7 32.5 .10
% of Total 78.0 13.0 .09 8.0 100
9 41 Upper Volta 34.8 41.3 0 4 5.7 82.2 24
% of Total 42.0 50.0 4 7.0 100
10 67 Uganda 16.6 13.7 0 2 0 30.5 .10
% of Total 54.0 45.0 6 100
11 4 India 395.2 532.7 0 S 0 928.4 3.00
% of Total 43.0 57.0 .05 100
12 66 Rwanda 17.1 11.7 0 1.7 3 30.8 .10
% of Total 55.0 38.0 5.0 1.0 100
13 70 Burundi 18.2 8.8 0 0 3 27.3 .10
% of Total 67.0 32.0 1.0 100
14 40 Tanzania 47.2 38.9 0 0 3.8 89.9 30
% of Total 52.0 430 4.0 100
15 19 Somalia 65.7 138.1 46.0 96.4 0 346.2 1.00
% of Total 19.0 40.0 13.0 28.0 100
16 31 Haiti 48.6 81.0 11.0 1.7 1.6 143.9 42
% of Total 3.0 56.0 8.0 1.0 1.0 100
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Appendix Table 2.5 Amount of U.S. Foreign Assistance Received b

GNP Rank, 1980-83. (continued)

y Nations by Class of Assistance and by

Other Percent

GNP FA Devel. P.L. Milit. Econ. Total of Total

Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist, Assist. Assist, Assist,

17 79 Benin 7.3 4.2 0 0 3.6 15.1 .04
% ot Total 48.0 28.0 240 100

18 85 Cen. African Rep. 1.0 1.1 0 0 54 7.5 .02
% of Total 13.0 15.0 72.0 100

19 92 China 0 2.3 0 ] 0 2.3 .006
% of Total 100.0 100

20 61 Guinea 11.1 23.8 [ 0 0 34.9 .10
% of Total 32.0 68.0 100

21 43 Niger 52.2 5.3 5.0 7.4 9.6 79.5 23
% of Total 66.0 7.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 100

22 68 Madagascar 4 29.7 0 ] 0 30.1 .10
% of Total 1.0 99.0 100

23 25 Sri Lanka 176.7 105.6 0 2.3 0 284.6 1.00
% of Total 62.0 37.0 1.0 100

24 64 Togo 13.3 8.6 ] ] 9.1 31.0 .10
% of Total 43.0 28.0 29.0 100

25 45 Ghana 16.4 53.1 0 1.0 8.0 78.5 .23
% of Total 21.0 68.0 1.0 10.0 100

24 5 Pakistan 0 307.7 300.0 261.4 6.6 875.7 3.0C
% of Total 35.0 34.0 30.0 1.0 100

27 22 Kcnya 90.9 79.0 60.7 81.8 13.5 325.9 1.00
% of Total 28.0 24.0 19.0 25.0 4.0 100

28 60 Sierra Leone 8.9 16.1 ] 0 10.6 35.6 .10
% of Total 25.0 45.0 30.0 100

29 9 Sudan 112.5 139.1 272.3 203.2 0 727.1 2.00
% of Total 15.0 19.0 37.0 28.0 100

30 53 Mauritania 22.6 23.6 ] .1 4.9 51.2 15
% of Total 44.0 46.0 .1 9.5 100

31 * Yemen, R.D.R. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

32 27 Liberia 40.9 50.6 104.2 34.3 11.2 241.2 1.00
% of Total 17.0 21.0 43.0 14.0 5.0 100

33 34 Senegal 55.1 58.6 5.0 1.1 7.8 127.6 .40
% of Total 43.0 46.0 4.0 1.0 6.0 100

3 36 Yemen, Arab Rep. 824 2.2 0 20.5 44 109.5 32
% of Total 75.0 2.0 19.0 4.0 100

35 42 Lesotho 42.8 33.3 ] ] 5.3 81.4 .24
% of Total 53.0 41.0 6.0 100

36 35 Bolivia 20.3 99.9 0 .4 5.4 125.9 .40
% of Total 16.0 79.0 .29 4.8 100

37 11 Indonesia 290.8 238.1 ] 134.9 ] 661.8 2.00
% of Total 44.0 36.0 20.0 100

38 33 Zambia .1 51.8 80.1 0 ] 132.0 .40
% of Total .07 39.0 61.0 100

39 17 Honduras 133.9 39.0 92.8 92.4 10.5 368.6 1.10
% of Total 31.0 11.0 25.0 25.0 3.0 100

4C 2 Egypt ] 1151.8 3215.0 2780.9 ] 7147.7 21.10
% of Total 16.0 45.0 39.0 100

41 7 El Salvador 175.0 115.2 309.0 204.7 .9 804.8 2.40
% of Total 22.0 13.0 38.0 25.0 .1 100

42 15 Thailand 91.2 0 14.8 268.9 19.6 394.5 1.20
% of Total 23.0 4.0 68.0 5.0 100

43 96 Papua New Guinea 0 0 0 0 1.2 1.2 .003
% of Total 100.0 100
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Appendix Table 2.5 Amount of U.S. Foreign Assistance Received by Nations by Class of Assistance and by
GNP Rank, 1980-83. (continued)

Other Percent
GNP FA Devel. P.L. Milit. Ecen, Total of Total
Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist, Assist, Assist, Assist.
44 13 Philippines 154.4 66.2 150.0 253.7 20.2 644.5 2.00
% of Total 24.0 10.0 23.0 39.0 3.0 100
45 29 Zimbabwe 0 6.8 182.9 2 0 189.9 .56
% of Total 4.0 96.0 .1 100
46 * Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
47 16 Morocco 44.1 145.5 0 192.7 10.1 392.4 1.16
% of Total 11.0 37.0 49.0 3.0 100
48 48 Cameroon 48.4 5.6 0 9.6 9.0 72.6 .20
% of Total 67.0 8.0 13.0 12.0 *00
49 a8 Nicaragua 20.8 19.6 62.8 0 1.7 104.9 .30
% of Total 20.0 19.0 60.0 9.0 100
50 90 Ivory Coast 0 0 0 0 2.8 2.8 .01
% of Total 100.0 100
51 46 Guatemala 37.4 21.8 10.0 0 8.0 77.2 .23
% of Total 48.0 28.0 13.0 10.0 100
52 83 Congo, Rep. Of 4.2 3.5 0 .1 0 7.8 022
% of Total 54.0 45.0 1.3 100
53 24 Peru 1245 147.6 0 17.2 9.5 298.8 1.00
% of Total 42.0 49.0 6.0 3.0 100
54 26 Dominican Republic 97.6 82.9 49.0 19.0 10.3 258.8 1.00
% of Total 37.0 32.0 19.0 7.0 4.0 100
55 20 Jamaica 66.7 64.7 190.9 7.3 7.9 337.5 1.00
% of Total 20.0 19.0 57.0 2.0 2.0 100
56 20 Ecuador 59.6 7.4 0 17.2 12.8 97.0 .30
% of Total 61.0 8.0 18.0 13.0 100
57 3 Turkey 0 2 983.0 1266.9 3.0 1266.9 7.00
% of Total .1 44.0 56.0 1 100
58 21 Tunisia 36.2 54.3 10.0 229.5 3.6 333.6 1.00
% of Total 11.0 16.0 3.0 69.0 1.0 100
59 23 Costa Rica 63.8 49.5 177.0 6.7 ) 303.8 1.00
% of Total 21.0 16.0 58.0 2.0 2.0 100
60 54 Colom.ia 3 4.6 0 11.8 30.8 47.5 14
% of Total .6 10.0 25.0 65.0
61 75 Paraguay 3.3 1.2 0 .1 12.3 16.9 .05
% of Total 19.0 7.0 1.0 73.0 100
62 89 Syrian Arab Rep. ] 3.0 0 0 0 3.0 .01
% of Total 100.0 100
63 18 Jordan 0 4.7 114.0 233.3 0 352.0 1.00
% of Total 1.0 32.0 66.0 100
64 59 Malaysia 0 0.6 0 32.8 5.7 39.1 1
% of Total 1.0 84.0 15.0 100
65 10 Korea, Rep. of 0 54.1 0 647.3 4.3 705.7 2.1
% of Total 8.0 92.0 1.0 100
66 54 Pariama 27.7 5.3 0 11.6 0 44.¢ 13
% of Total 62.0 12.0 26.0 100
67 64 hile 0.1 16.0 0 0 15.7 31.8 1
% of Total 0.3 50.0 49.0 100
68 86 Brazil 0 2.4 0 0 2.2 4.6 .01
% of Total 52.0 48.0 100
69 62 Mexico 0 0 0 0.4 4.1 34.5 .1
% of Total 1.0 99.0 100
70 * Hungary 0 0 0 0 0 0
71 . Algeria 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix Table 2.5 Amount of U.S. Foreign Assistance Received by Nations by Class of Assistance and by GNP
Rank, 1980-83. (continued)

Other Percent
GNP FA Devel. P.L. Milit. Econ. -Total of Total
Rank Rank Country Assist, 480 ESF Assist. Assist, Assist. Assist.
72 14 Portugal 0 38.0 105.0 263.3 0 406.3 1.2
% of Total 9.0 26.0 65.0 100
73 101 Argentina 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 .0003
% of Total 100.0 100
74 * Romania 0 0 0 0 0 0
75 94 Uruguay 0 0 0 0.1 1.9 2.0 .019
% of Total 5.9 95.0 100
76 . South Africa 0 0 [ 0 0 0
77 101 Yugoslavia 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.2 .0006
% of Total 100.0 100
78 98 Venezuela 0 0 0 0.1 0.4 0.5 .001
% of Total 20.0 80.0 100
79 4 Greece 0 0 0 888.2 0 888.2 3.0
% of Total 100.0 100
80 1 Israel 0 1.0 3140.0 5500.0 0 8641.0 25.5
% of Total 0.01 36.0 67.0 100
81 102 Singapore 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 .0003
% of Total 100.0 100
82 6 Spain 0 0 48.0 781.6 0 829.9 2.4
9% of Total 6.0 94.0 100
83 30 Oman 0 0 35.0 110.2 1.9 147.1 4
% of Total 24.0 75.0 1.0 100
84 47 llaly 73.1 0 0 0 0 73.1 2
% of Total 100.0 100
85 99 Trinidad & Tobago 0 0 0 0 0.3 0.3 001
% of Total 100.0 100
86 ¢ Austria 0 0 0 * 0 *
% of Total 100.0
87 ‘ Finland 0 0 0 . 0 *
% of Total 100.0
OTHERS WITHOUT GNP RANK
Angola 0 13.4 0 0 0 13.4 .04
% of Total 100.0 100
Barbados 0 0.2 0 0.3 0.4 0.9 .005
% of Total 22,0 33.0 44.0 100
Belize 6.7 0 10.0 0.1 3.8 20.6 1
% of Total 32.0 0 48.0 0.49 18.0 100
Bhutan 0 24 0 0 0 0.24 .01
% of Total 100.0 100
Botswana 0.4 15.3 449 6.4 5.5 72.5 2
% of Total 0.05 21.0 62.0 9.0 8.0 100
Cape Verde 12.4 10.9 0 0 (o] 23.3 .04
9% of Total 53.0 47.0 100
Comoros 0 1.8 0 0 0 1.8 .005
% of Total 100.0 100
Cyprus 0 0.2 59.0 0 0 59.2 2
% of Total 0.39 99,7 100
Dijibou i 33 5.0 6.0 1.7 0 16.0 .05
% ot Total 20.0 1.0 37.0 11.0 100
Equatorial Guinea 3.c 0.4 0 0.1 0 35 .01
% of Total 86.0 11.0 3.0 100
Guinea—Bissau 8.0 8.2 0 0 0 16.2 .05
% of Total 49.0 51.0 100

75



Guyana 5.5 2.5 0 * 0.2 8.2 .03

% of Total 67.0 33.0 2.0 100

(The) Gambia 15.4 4.7 0 ] 32 233 .07
% of Total 66.0 20.0 14.0 100

Kampuchea 0 58.3 0 0 0 58.3 2
% of Total 100.0 100

Lebanon 45.6 2.2 20.1 155.0 0 222.9 .5
% of Total 20.0 19.0 9.0 69.0 100

Mauritius 0.3 16.4 4.0 0 0 20,7 .06
% of Total 1.0 79.0 19.0 100

Mozambique 0 27.9 0 0 0 37.9 11
% of Total 100.0 100

Poland 0 102.9 5.0 0 0 107.9 .31
% of Total 95.0 5.0 100

Sao Tome & Principe 1.6 0.6 0 0 0 2.2 .007
% of Total 73.0 27.0 100

Seychelles 1.1 1.3 4.0 0 0.6 7.0 .02
% of Total 16.0 19.0 57.0 8.0 100

Suriname 0 0 0.5 0 0.1 0.6 .002
% of Total 83.0 17.0 100

Appendix Table 2.6 All Nations Receiving U.S.Foreign Appendix Table 2.6 All Nations Receiving U.S. Foreign

As~istance, by Regicn and Kind, Assistance, by Region and Kind,
1946-83 (millions). 1946-83 (millions) (continued).
Total Total
Region Assistance  Economic*  Military Region Assistance  Economic*  Military
Near East & South Asia
1. Afghanistan 542.7 537.1 5.6 39. Haiti 396.2 388.5 7.7
2. Bahrain 2.4 2.4 — 40. Honduras 638.4 537.3 121.1
3. Bangladesh 1,856.0 1,854.9 1.1 41. Jamaicz 512.2 504.0 8.2
4. Bhutan 2.5 2.5 - 42. Mexico 369.1 353.9 15.2
5. Cyprus 193.3 193.3 — 43. Nicaragua 424.6 392.2 324
6. Egypt 13,690.7 9,409.2 4,281.5 44. Panama 481.6 455.5 26.1
7. Greece 6,283.2 1,910.3 4,372.9 45. Paraguay 225.0 194.6 304
8. India 10,975.0 10,828.5 146.5 46. Peru 1,146.7 889.8 25¢.9
9. Iran 2,1..4 765.6 1,404.8 47. Suriname 6.5 6.4 1
10. Iraq 95.5 45.5 50.0 48. Trinidad & Tobago 40.9 40.9 -
11. Israel 25,345.2 7,941.0 17,404.2 49. Uruguay 250.6 161.3 89.3
12. Jordan 2,617.2 1,468.2 1,149.0 50. Venezuela 3539 201.5 152.4
13. Lebanon 499.9 251.7 248.2 Regional Spending 1,457.3 1,452.9 4.4
14. Nepal 318.3 315.9 2.4 East Asi
16. Pakistan 6,525.2 5,550.1 975.1 “5’1 ’B‘_ ”6 148.5 .
17. Saudi Arabia 324.2 31.8 292.4 i 7. : 89.
18. Sri Lanka 731.1 725.2 6.1 2. Chna 2.3 2.3 -
19. Syria 582.0 581.9 1 53. Hong Kong 43.8 43.8 =
y .
20. Turke 10.216.2 3.780.3 6.435.9 54, Indonesia 3,642.0 3,103.8 538.2
b2 v ’ ( . c
21. Yemen Arab Rep. 219.3 196.9 22.4 55. Japan (zerolreceat yrs) 3,953.8 2,711.1 1,239.7
22. Yemen, Peoples 56. Kampuchea 2,189.9 909.9 1,280.3
Dem. Re 4.5 45 _ 57. Korea, Rep. of 14,200.5 6,041.0 6,159.5
p- : ' 58. Laos 2,509.3 902.6 1,606.7
Re23|o Efg'° i 6338 683'3 ~ 59. Malaysia 266.3 92.0 174.3
glonal spending ‘ ‘ 60. Philippines 3,611.5 2,404.4 1,207.1
Latin America 61. Ryuiyu Islands 413.7 4137 —
24. Argentina 462.9 199.3 263.6 62. Singapore 22.0 2.8 19.2
25. Bahamas 3 3 - 63. Thailand 2,734.5 838.0 1,896.5
26. Barbados 3.9 3.7 2 64. Vietnam 23,3629 6,946.8 16,416.1
27. Belize 30.1 30.0 .1 65. Western Samoa 124 124 —
28. Bolivia 941.2 860.2 81.0 66. Taiwan 6,507.3 2,206.9 4,360.4
29. Brazil 3,068.4 2,428.4 6400  Regional Spending 414.7 414.7 -
30. Chile 1,295.9 1,178.9 217.0
31. Colombia 1,627.5 1,374.8 252.7
32. Costa Rica 559.7 546.0 13.7
33, Cuba 20.1 4.0 16.1
34. Dominican Republic 892.3 830.4 61.9
35. Ecuador 587.6 463.0 124.6
36. El Salvador 1,028.3 806.7 221.6
37. Guatemala 551.5 510.0 41.5
38. Guyana 112.7 112.6 .1
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Appendix Table 2.6 All Nations Receiving U.S. Foreign Appendix Table 2.6 All Nations Receiving U.S. Foreign

Assistance, by Region and Kind, Assistance, by Region and Kind,
1946-83 (millions) (continued). 1946-83 (millions) (continued).
Total Tota;

Region Assistance Economic*  Military Region Assistance  Economic®  Military

Africa Europe
67. Algeria 203.3 203.3 — 118. Albania 20.4 204 -
68. Angola 16.1 16.1 — 119. Austria 1,257.0 1,135.2 121.8
69. Benin 59.9 59.8 B 120. Belgium/Luxembourg 1,867.5 592.3 1,275.2
70. Botswana 170.4 164.0 6.4 121. Czechoslovakia 193.0 193.0 -
71. Burundi 45.6 45.5 .1 122, Denmark 922.0 281.9 640.1
72. Cameroon 147.9 131.0 16.9 123. Finland 57.2 56.8 4
73. Cape Verde 54.8 54.8 — 124. France 8,466.7 3,918.1 4,548.6
74. Central African Rep. 21.9 21.8 .1 125. Germany, Dem. Rep. 8 .8 —
75. Chad 76.5 76.5 — 126. Germany, Fed. Rep. 4,980.5 4,041.1 939.4
76. Comoros 1.8 1.8 —_ 127. West Berlin 1319 1319 -
77. Congo, Rep. of 17.2 17.1 .1 128. Hungary 32.7 327 —
78. Dijibovti 18.8 17.1 1.7 129. Iceland 82.3 82.2 1
79. Entente States 38.3 38.3 — 130. Ireland 146.5 146.5 —
80. Equatorial Guinea, 131. ltaly 5,954.2 3,408.9 2,545.3

Rep. of 35 34 .1 132. Malta 84.4 83.9 .5

81. Ethi()pia 678.0 397.8 280.2 133. Netherlands 2,312.3 1,027.6 1,284.7
82. Gabcen 28.7 16.2 12.5 134. Norway 199.0 199.0
83. Gambia, The 43.1 43.1 - 135. Poland 646.9 646.9 -
84. Ghana 442.6 440.6 2.0 136. Portugal 1,624.6 908.1 716.5
35. Guinea 185.5 184.5 1.0 137. Romania 22.4 224 —
86. Guinea Bissau 27.4 27.4 — 138. Spain 3,234.3 1,096.0 2,138.3
87. lvory Coast 47.9 47.6 3 139. Sweden 109.0 109.0 -
88. Kcnya 645.0 474.0 171.0 140. United Kingdom 8,779.6 7,672.1 1,107.5
89. Lesotho 1414 141.4 — 141. U.S.S.R. 186.4 186 .4 —_
90. Liberia 545.4 492.8 52.6 142. Yugoslavia 2,832.2 2,109.1 723.0
91. Libya 230.1 212.5 17.6 Regional Spending ©19.0 619.0 —
92. Madagascar 51.5 51.5 —
93, Malow, 90.8 90.5 .3 Oceania & Others
94. Mali 192.3 188.7 36 143 Australia 906 - 90.6
95. Mauritania 100.6 100.5 1 144 New Zealand 8.6 4.3 4.3
96. Mauritius 40.8 40.8 o 145. DPacific Islands . 824.2 824.2 -
97. Morocco 1,660.0 1,176.9 483.1 146. Papua New Guinea L6 1.5 1
93. Mozambique 76.1 76.1 o Regional Spending 61.0 60.9 .1
99. Niger 185.9 178.4 7.5 147. Canada 30.5 17.5 13.0

100. Nigeria 408.3 406.5 1.8

101. Riwanda 56.3 54.6 1.7 Interregional Activities 38,694.2 34,563.1 4,131.1

102, Sao Tome & Principe 2.6 2.6 — *Includes Economic Security Funds.

103. Senegal 235.3 223.1 12.2 Source: U.S Overseas Grants and Loans, USAID.

104. Seychelles 9.1 9.1 —

105. Sierra Leone 110.7 110.6 .1

106. Somalia 480.4 384.0 96.4

107. South Africa, Rep. of 1.3 1.3 -

100. Sudan 847.5 636.6 2109

109. Swaziland 731 73.1 —_

110. Tenzan's 336.6 336.6 —

111. Togo 75.4 75.2 2

112. Tunisia 1,357.7 967.5 390.2

113. Uganda 77.9 77.8 .1

114. Upper Volta 197.7 197.1 .6

115. Zaire 917.2 7334 183.8

116. Zambia 267.8 267.8 -

117. Zimbabwe 196.9 196.7 2

Regional Spending 1,010.7 1,010.7 -
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Appendix Table 2.7 Loans, Grants, and Repayments of Foreign Assistance, 1946-83.

Total Total Repayments Loans
GNP Loans & Loans and Less
Rank Country Grants ($ millions) Interest Repayments*

1. Chad 76.5 ] 0 ]

2, Bangladesh 1856.0 769.0 127.0 642.0

3. Ethiopia 678.0 179.2 91.2 88.0

4, Nepal 318.0 7.6 3.3 4.3

5. Mali 192.3 6.8 1.5 53

6. Burma 237.6 40.4 64.8 24.4

7. Zaire 917.2 458.0 153.5 324.6

8. Malawi 90.3 3a.1 5.7 27.4

9. Upper Volta 197.7 0 0 0
10. Uganda 77.$ 11.6 3.5 8.1
11. india 10975.0 7517.8 5251.5 2266.3
12. Rwanda 56.3 1.5 4 1.1
13. Burundi 45.6 0 0 0
14. Tanzania 336.6 93.5 22.8 70.7
15. Somalia 480.4 158.9 17.6 141.3
16. Haiti 396.2 101.0 14.4 86.6
17. Benin 59.9 23.7 29 20.8
18. Cental African Rep. 21.9 0 0 0
19. China 2.3 0 0 0
20. Guinea 185.5 105.8 36.3 69.5
21, Niger 185.9 9.0 L6 7.4
22, Madagascar 51.5 2.6 2.2 20.4
2 Sri Lanka 731.3 554.0 105.5 448.5
24, Togo 75.4 0 0 0
25. Ghana 4426 275.9 149.4 126.5
26. Pakistan 6525.2 3686.5 1274.2 2412.3
27. Kenya 645.0 328.4 106.2 222.2
28. Sierra Leone 110.7 16.7 4.5 12.2
29, Sudan 847.5 242.7 44.6 198.1
30. Mauritania 100.6 14 2.2 -0.8
a1, Yemen, PDR 4.5 0 0 0
32. Liberia 545.4 195.0 40.1 154.9
33. Senegal 235.3 9.6 7.1 2.5
4. Yemen, Arab Rep. 219.3 20.4 0.2 20.2
3as. Lesotho 1414 0 0 0
36. Bolivia 941.2 436.6 152.0 284.6
37. Indonesia 3642.0 2682.0 836.5 1845.5
38. Zambia 267.8 277.5 44.9 182.6
39, Honduras 658.4 364.5 69.3 295.2
40. Egypt 13690.7 8696.7 1453.2 7243.5
41, El Salvador 1028.3 459.5 65.3 394.2
42. Thailand 2734.5 537.3 239.5 29/.8
43. Papua, New Guinea 1.6 0 0 0
44. Philippines 3611.5 970.7 428.4 542.3
45. Zimbabwe 196.9 5.0 7.7 -2.7
46. Nigeria 408.3 83.9 31,7 52.2
47. Moracco 1660.0 1004.4 661.3 343.1
48. Ca’eroon 147.9 58.7 18.7 40.0
49. Nicaragua 424.6 264.7 51.3 213.4
50. Ive-y Coast 47.9 143 9.6 4.7
51. Guatemala 551.5 209.4 69.% 139.5
52, Congo, Rep. of 17.2 1.9 - 1.9
53. Peru 1146.7 610.6 285.2 325.4
54. Dominican Rep. 892.3 519.5 167.6 as51.9
55. Jamaica 512.7 401.5 35.1 366.4
56. Ecuador 587.6 236.5 166.5 70.0
57, Turkey 10216.2 3779.0 1551.1 22279
58. Tunisia 1357.7 761.4 350.7 410.7
59. Costa Rica 559.7 361.3 52.0 309.3
60. Colombia 1627.5 1104.1 605.0 499.1
61. Paraguay 225.0 89.7 52.5 28.9
62, Syria 582.0 494.2 62,3 431.9
63. Jordan 2617.2 420.4 421.6 498.8
64. Malaysia 266.3 187.1 169.7 V.4
65. Korea 14200.5 3207.8 1758.1 1449.7
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Appendix Table 2.7 Loans, Grants, and Repayments of Foreign Assistance, 1946-83.

Total Total Repayments Loans
GNP Loans & Loans and Less
Rank Country Grants ($ millions) Interest Repayments*
66. Panama 481.6 265.1 90.0 175.1
67. Chile 1359.9 917.7 584.7 333.0
68. Brazil 3068.4 1990.3 1032.9 957.4
69. Mexico 369.1 123.6 118.5 5.1
70. Hungary 32.7 15.9 21.8 -5.9
71. Algeria 203.3 11.6 14.2 -2.6
72, Portugal 1624.6 789.5 401.6 387.9
73. Argentina 462.9 357.1 338.4 18.7
74. Romania 22.4 0 0 0
75. Uruguay 250.6 147.1 91.7 55.4
76. South Africa 1.3 1.3 1.3 0
77. Yugoslavia 2832.2 922.0 788.9 133.1
78. Venezuela 353.9 252.5 292.3 -39.8
79. Greece 6283.2 2085.5 1256.5 829.0
80. Israel 25345.2 12433.8 5051.3 7382.5
B81. Ireland 146.5 128.2 173.0 -44.8
82. Hong Kong 43.8 0 0 0
83. Spain 3234.3 1464.1 682.9 781.2
84. Singapore 22,0 17.2 8.5 8.7
85. Oman 149.2 130.0 30.5 99.5
86. Trinidad/Tobago 40.9 0 0 0
87. Italy 5954.2 401.2 486.7 -85.5
88. New Zealand 8.6 58 5.8 0
89. Libya 230.1 7.0 8.4 -1.4
90. United Kingdom 8779.6 4213.3 3226.0 987.3
91. Austria 1257.0 52.9 34.3 -1.4
92, Japan 3950.8 964.3 1060.5 -96.2
93, Belgium 1867.5 106.8 139.5 -32.7
94. Finland 57.2 52.8 56.6 -3.8
95. Netherlands 2312.3 188.8 239.9 -51.1
96. Australia 123.6 123.4 127.9 -4.5
97. Canada 30.5 17.5 6o -1.3
98. France 8466.7 706.9 867.2 -160.3
99, Germany, Fed. Rep. .8 0 0 0
100. Denmark 922.0 34.3 45.9 ~11.6
101. Sweden 109.0 22.0 27.0 -5.0
102. Norway 1245.7 63.4 81.¢ -17.6
103. Saudi Arabir, 324.2 258.5 257 1.1
Total 177552.3 72881.7 35032.8 37859.5
All Countries and Regions 265,832.0 78,485.0 39.540.0 38,945.0

*A negative balance in this column denoles loar has been repaid. Amount shown in
Source: U.S. Overseas Grants and Loans, USAID.,
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Appendix Table 2.8 A.L.D. Program and Budget Process.

Key steps in this process include:

At regular intervals, a Mission drafts a Country Development Strategy Statement (CDSS) which analyzes the country’s
economic situation and development programs, and describes A.LD. goals and strategy.

In the Ann:.al Budget Submission (ABS), the Mission lists projects in order of priority, with funding required, and includes
descriptions of proposed new projects.

A.LD. regional and central bureaus review the ABSS, and recommend bureau programs and levels to the Bureau for Policy
and Program Coordination (PPC).

PPC drafts a proposed A.LD. program and funding levels.

The A.LLD. Administrator decides ditferences between PPC and bureaus.

Ti-e State Department reviews A.L.D. program and levels of funding,.

State and A.LD. submit their views ‘if different) to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the White House.
OMB reviews A.LLD. program and levels.

The President subinits the budget for the entire U.S. Government to Congress.

A.L.D. submits a justification (Congressional Presentation) to Congress of its program and budget, and testifies in hearings.
EITHER Congress passes a bill which determines the amount of funds available for obligation in the budget year,

OR Congress fails tocomplete action and passes a “continuing resolution” allowing for funding of existing programs (but no
new programs) at the previous year’s level.

About 16 months will have elapsed from the time a Mission includes a proposed project in an ABS, to the beginning of the initial
year for which Congress has approved funding. Typically, several months of consultation between the Mission and the
Government of the country where it is working will precede the preparation of the ABS.

Note that new projects originate as proposeals from A.1.D. country missions (unless they are worldwide or regionalin scope); and
their final approval depends on their consisicncy with the program approved by Congress.

Following project approval, A.L.D. solicits preposals for carrying out the project. A.1.D. and the host nation selects the contractor,
negotiates an agreement—and implementa: on begins.

Source: Reproduced from “U.S. Foreign Assistance, A.. . and BIFAD—An Introduction,” BIFAD Staff Paper by John Rothberg, 1984.
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)ppendix Table 3.1 U.S. Imj.orts of Selected Metals and Minerals, 1981 (percentage of total imports).

.

Imports from Imports from

Developing Developed Import Principal supplies with Percentage
Countries (%) Countries Reliance (%) of U.S. Imports Supplied by Each
Strontium®* 100 - 100 Mexico, 99%
Tin*** 97.3 2.7 80 Malaysia, 44% Thailand, 20%
Bolivia, 17% Indonesia, 10%
Columbium 91.7 8.3 100 Brazil, 84% Canada, 8%
Nigera, 7%
Graphite 88.6 11.4 100 Mexico, 57% Brazil, 10%
China, 10%
Chromium 83.9 16.1 90 South Africa, 34% Zimbabwe, 9%
Yugoslavia, 8%
Antimony 83.9 16.1 51 Bolivia, 35% China, 12%
France, 9%
Bauxite** 82.0 18.0 94 Jamaica, 36% Guinea, 22%
Australia, 18%
Petroleum 85.3 14.7 31 Saudi Arabia, 25% Nigeria, 14%
Mexico, 11% United Kingdom, 8%
Ma.ganese*” 76.2 238 98 South Africa, 33% Australia, 17%
France, 17% Gabon, 12%
Tungsten®* 70.7 29.3 53 Canada, 26% Boliviz 25%
China, 18% Thailand, 9%

Platinum Group
Metals 63.2 36.8 85 South Africa, 57% USSR, 13%
United Kingdom, 11%

Cobalt 45.0 55.0 91 Zaire, 27% Canada, 12%
Norway, 10%

Copper** 50.9 49.1 14 Canada, 28% Chile, 23%
Japan, 20% Zambia, 12%
Peru, 10%

Silver** 49.1 50.4 7 Canada, 39% Peru, 23%
Mexico, 19%

Nickel 319 68.1 72 Canada, 38% Norway, 11%
Philippines, 5%

Iron Qre** 308 69.2 28 Canada, 69% Venezuela, 14%
Brazil, 8%

Vanadium 23.1 76.9 42 Canada, 26% Germany, Fed., 20%
South Africa, 18%

Zinc** 19.4 80.6 60 Canada, 66% Peru, 7%
Avctralia, 6% Mexico, 6%

*Import reliance = net importreliance asa percentage of apparent consumption. (Netimport reliance = imports - exports + adjustments for government and industry
stock changes. Apparent consumption = U.S. primary and secondary production [i.c., from scrap and wastel + net import reliance.)
**1980 ligures.
“**1979 figures.
Sources: CDC table based on U S. DOE, Petroleum Supply Annual 1981, Vol. 1; U.S. Department of the Interior, MineralCommodity Summaries 1982; and additional
data wupplied by the Department of the Interior, Reproduced here from Overseas Development Councii /{CDC), Agenda 1983.

31



Appendix Table 3.2 Export Dependency on Primary Commodities for Selected Developing Nations,

1975-77 (average).

(in % of total expo.« earnings)

Over 90 percent

Lesotho*
Zimbabwe*
Burrndi®
Zambia®
Uganda®
Namibia*®
Kiribati®
Zaire*
Liberia*

. Mauritania

Gambia®

80 to 99 percent

1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9

. Malawi

. Swaziland*
. Togo*

. Rwanda®

Guinea-Bissau®

. Reunion*
. Ghana*
. Guinea®
. Peru

70 to 80 percent

SPENOLAE LN~

—

12.
13.

Guadeloupe
Guyana

Burma

Equatorial Guinca
Mauritius*®

lvory Coast
Honduras

Sudan®

Belize®

Sri Lanka*

'. Central Africa

Empire
Dominican Republic
Ethiopia®

Wool 90%, Wheat 10%

Tobacco 59%, Sugar 18%, Cotton 13%
Coffee 94%

Copper 92%

Coffee 84%

Copper 65%, Lead 14%, Zinc 13%
Phosphate 95%

Copper 64%, Coffee 18%

Iron Ore 71%, Rubber 12%

Iron Ore 879

Groundnuts 56%, Groundnut oil 34%

Tobacco 47%, Tea 20%, Sugar 119%
Sugar 62%, Iron Ore 14%

Phosphate 56%, Cocoa 17%, Coffee 11%
Coffee 68%

Groundnuts 78%

Sugar 82%

Cocoa 68%, Timber 11%

Bauxite 76%

Copper 19%, Fishmeal 13%

Bananas 42%, Sugar 37%

Sugar 38%, Bauxite 30%, Rice 10%
Rice 46%, Timber 20%

Coffee 43%, Cotton 24%

Sugar 73%

Coffee 33%, Cocoa 19%, Timber 17%
Bananas 25%, Coffee 229%, Timber 11%
Cotton 51%, Groundnuts 18%

Sugar 65%

Tea 51%, Rubber 179

Coffee 34%, Timber 21%, Cotton 14%
Sugar 43%, Coffee 13%
Coffee 56%, Hides/Skins 10%

60 to 70 percent

Colombia*
El Salvador*
Fiji*

Nepal*
Cameroon

Dl ol it

6. Chile*

7. Papua New Guinea
8. Sovlomon Island

9. Nicaragua

0. Tanzania

1'. Costa Rica

12. Yemen Arab Rep.
13. Guatemala

14. Mali
15. Philippines

50 to 60 percent

Martinique*
Madagascar
New Hebrides
Haiti

Senegal

Bl o

Kenya
Thailand
Benin
Morocco
Chad

eove=®ENge

Coffee 57%

Coffee 52%, Cotton 10%

Sugar 64%

Rice 56%

Coffee 29%, Cocoa 22%,
Timber 10%

Copper 56%

Copper 32%, Coffee 14%

Timber 30%, Copra 29%

Cotton 24%, Coffee 23%

Coffee 33%, Cotton 14%

Coffee 29%, Bananas, 21%

Cotton 419%, Coffee 22%

Coffee 35%, Sugar 12%,
Cotton 10%

Cotton 45%, Groundnuts 10%
Sugar 19%, Coconut Oil 12%

Bananas 57%

Coffee 46%

Copra 43%

Coffee 369, Bauxite 14%

Groundnut Oil 35%,
Phosphate 15%

Coffee 35%, Tea 13%

Rice 16%, Sugar 11%

Cotton 29%

Phosphate 45%

Cotton 46%

*heavy dependeni on a single commodity; a includes Nauru, Christmas Island, Gceean island.

Source: World Bank, Commodity Trade and Price Trends, 1979 £diticn. Reproduced here trum Presidential Coramission Report on World Hunger, 1980.
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Appendix Table 3.3 Major Primary Commodity Exports of Developing Market Economies, 1978-80 and
1980 Averages.

Developing Developing
Market-Economy Exports Market-Economy

Major 1978-80 Average! Fxports, 19802 (% of Major Suppliers

Exports ($ millions) ($ millions) world exports) 1978-1980

Petroleum 212,294 295,483 87 Saudi Arabia, 27% Iraq, 8%
Nigeria, 7% Iran, 7%

Coffee 11,063 11,643 92 Colombia, 18% Brazil, 18%
Ivory Coast, 6% Indonesia, 5%

Copper 5,529 6,779 62 Chile, 18% Zambia, 12%
Zaire, 9% Peru, 7%

Timber 5,516 6,333 30 Malaysia, 9% Indonesia, 8%
Ivory Coast, 2% Yugoslavia, 2%

Rubber 3,763 4,325 99 Malaysia, 50% Indonesia, 25%
Thailand, 14% Sri Lanka, 4%

Sugar 3,672 5,716 35 Brazil, 6% Philippines, 3%
Mauritania, 2% Dominican Rep., 2%

Cotton 3,185 3,543 46 Egypt, 6% Mexico, 5%
Sudan, 4% Syria, 3%

Cocoa 2,970 2,822 95 Ghana, 22% Ivory Coast, 21%
Nigeria, 16% Brazil, 13%

Iron Ore 2,702 3,192 43 Brazil, 21% Liberia, 5%
India, 5% Venezuela, 2%

Tin 2,158 2,380 81 Malaysia, 33% Thailand, 17%
Indonesia, 15% Bolivia, 11%

Rice 1,812 2,160 43 Thailand, 18% Pakistan, 8%
Burma, 3% India, 3%

Tobacco 1,707 1,829 45 Brazil, 7% Turkey, 6%
Zimbabwe, 4% India, 4%

Tea 1,394 1,442 77 India, 26% Sri Lanka, 21%
Kenya, 10% Indonesia, 5%

Maize 1,335 1,521 14 Argentina, 6% Thailand, 3%
Yugoslavia, 1%

Phosphate

Rock 1,206 1,522 65 Morocco, 34% Jordan, 6%

Togo, 6% Senegal, 3%

‘Ranked by average value of exports in 1978-1980 period.

tWorld exports of commodites {(on which percentages are based) include the Soviet Union and Eastern European countries.
Notes: E«porty aref.o.b.(free onboard) values. Unless otherwise indicated, the data do not include exports of Asian centrally planned economies (except Vietnam),

Cuba, Hong Kong, or Singapore.

Source: World Bank, Commodity Trade and Price Trends (1982), Tables 7, 10, and 11. Reproduced here from ODC, Agenda 1983.
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Appendix Table 3.4 Twenty Largest U.S. Trading Partners, 1981 ($ billions).

Total

Transactions Exports Imports
Canada $ 86.0 $ 9.6 $ 46.4
Japan 59.4 218 7.6
Mexico 3l.6 17.8 13.8
Lnited Kingdom 25.2 12.4 12.8
Saudi Arabia 21.7 7.3 14.4
Germany, Fed. Rep. 21.7 10.3 11.4
France 13.2 7.3 5.9
Taiwan 123 4.3 8.0
Venezuela 11.0 5.4 5.6
Netherlands 11.0 8.6 2.4
Nigeria 10.7 1.5 9.2
Italy 10.6 5.4 5.2
Korea, Rep. 10.2 5.1 5.1
Brazil 8.3 3.8 4.5
Belgium/Luxembourg 8.1 5.8 2.3
Hong Kong 8.0 2.6 5.4
Australia 7.7 52 2.5
Indcnesia 7.3 1.3 6.0
Libya 6.1 0.8 5.3
Algeria 5.7 0.7 5.0
TOTAL, 20 Countries $375.8 $167.0 $208.8
TOTAL, 11 Developing Countries 132.9 5C.6 82.3
TOTAL U.S. Trade $495.0 $233.7 $261.3
11 Developing Countries as % of Total U.S. Trade 26.8% 21.7% 31.5%

Note:  All figures are f.as. (free alongside ship) transaction values.
Source:  ODC table based on U5 DOC. Highlights of 1.5 Trade (Dec. 1981), tables £-3 and 1-6. Reproduced here from QDC, Agenda 1983,

Appendix Table 3.5 Ten Largest Developing-Country Markets for U.S. Exports ($ billions and percentages).

1975 1981 1975-1981
Share of U.S. Share of U.S.
Exports of Exoorts of Average Annual
U.S. Developing U.S. Developing Growth in

Exports Countries Exports Countries U.S. Exports*

($ bil.) (%) ($ bil.) (%) %)
Mexico 5.1 12.5 17.8 31.8 23.2
Saudi Arabia 1.5 3.7 7.3 13.1 30.2
Venezuela 2.2 54 5.4 9.7 16.1
Korea Rep. 1.8 4.4 5.1 9.1 19.0
Taiwan 1.7 4.2 4.3 7.7 16.7
Brazil 3.1 7.6 3.8 6.8 34
China 0.3 0.7 3.6 6.4 51.3
Singanore 1.0 2.4 3.0 5.4 20.0
South Africa 1.3 3.2 2.9 5.2 14.3
Hong Kong 0.8 2.0 2.6 4.7 21.7
Total, 10 Countries 18.8 46.0 55.9 56.1 19.9
Otirer Developing Countries 22.1 54.0 43.7 43.9 12.0
Total \I.S. Exports 170.6 2337 138
Developing Countries 40.9 96.2 15.3

(as % of total exports) 38.0 41.2
Developed Countries 66.2 136.6 12.8
(as % of total exports) 62.0 58.4

*‘C »mpound annual rates of change.

Notes: Countries are ranked according to 1981 percentage share of U.S. exports to developing countries. Data include developing centrally planned econornies. Total
U.S. export figures include trade with unidentified countries. Figures are f.a.5, (free alongside ship) transaction values.

Source:  ODC table based on U.5. Doc. Highlights of LS. Trade (Dec. 1975). Table E-3; and (Dec. 1981). Table E-3. Reproduced here from ODC, Agenda, 1983,
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