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FOREWORD
 

"United States Agriculture and the Developing World Partners or Coin
petitors,"isthe concluding, or Final Report of the Curry Foundation's recent study, 
United States Agriculture and Third World Development: The Critical 
Linkage. The study was initiated to suggest to policy makers a range of policy 
options for increasing United States agricultural exports in harmony with Third 
World development. The author of the report, Dr. Robert L. Paarlberg of 
Wellesley College and Harvard University explo, es the reasons behind the recent 
decline in American farm exports, and examines how American farmers may 
benefit more from policy decisions which place problems in the agricultural sector 
in the context of the wider global economic environment, than from more 
narrovwly focused prescriptions like the export enhancement and food assistance 
programs which carry the day on Capitol ilill. 
The study was launched in the Fall of l1985, and isthe third in a succession of 

Curry Foundation studies which have examined the key issues in American 
agriculture as they have evolved over the last few years: domestic farm policy, 
Americati-European agricultural trade, and now, agriculture and the developing 
world. It consists of two series of papers and the Fi'al Report, which draws on the 
project papers and on comments expressed at the Curry F'oundation's working 
conference held in Washington, 1).C. in July of 1986. The conference provided an 
opportunity for ke, idividuals in government, research, agribusiness, develop
ment and the farm aid commodity community to comment on and criticize the 
project papers and to suggest the extent to which the prescribed policy 
recommendations could be successfully implemented within the current political 
and economic environment. 

For the American farmer, the 1970s was a prosperous decade of ostensibly 
unlimited demand for U.S.farm exports. In 1973 alone, U.S. farm exports rose by 
$5.7 billion, and they continued to increase by $2.1 billion each year, reaching a 
peak of $43.8 billion in 1981. But in that year, the demand for U.S. agricultural 
exports began a precipitous decline. By 1985, foreign sales of U.S. farm products 
fell to $31.2 billion and are projected to fall to $26.5 billion in 1986. 

Today, the world economy isexperiencing its fourth year of consecutive-albeit 
sluggish and uninspiring -growth. But the agricultural sector continues to falter. In 
June of this year, the industry suffered its first monthly farm trade deficit in 27 
years. Indeed, the 1980s has become an arduous decade for many American 
farmers, and for still others, the ei.of a family tradition. 

In response to this crisis in American agriculture, and in reaction to what are 
seen as unfair trade practices by foreign competitors, protectionist sentiment in 
both Houses of Congress ison the rise. Imports are restricted and exports are being 
heavily subsidized, even in the restrictive budgetary environment of Gramm-
Rudman. But with increasing competition from America's traditional trading 
partners, most notably the European Community, and with an ever-increasing 
number of countries joining the ranks of agricultural exporters each year, there is 
almost no hope that the United States will regain its export markets of the past. 



Where then are the opportunities for increased U.S. farm exports? Paarlberg
believes those opportunities lie in the Third World through apartnership betweenAmerican and developing country farmers. The basis for this partnership rests on
the relationship between agricultural development in poor countries and theresulting demand for imported agricultural products. Successful farm development
in developing countries promotes broad-based economic growth which in turn
leads to higher incomes which in most cases go directly to additional food
consumption. And in nearly all developing countries larger food consumption
demands will include tastes for higher value goods which are often unavailable
domestically, or which the United States can provide most cheaply.

In his Final Report, Paarlberg makes it clear that the United States must worktoward increasing the growth-promoting prospects of agricultural development
and trade in the developing world if it expects to restore health to its own
agricultural trade sector. Policies which ignore or stifle such tremendous
possibilities in the Third World will, in the end, only be self-defeating.

A hardbound volume containing this Report and the other project papers will be 
published inearly 1987. 

Elizabeth Morrison 



UNITED STATES AGRICULTURE AND THE DEVELOPING
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Agricultural development in the developing countries issometimes described as 
a menace to American agriculture. Evc,) additional bushel of farm production in 
the Third World isseen to represent one less bushel of farm sales potential for the 
United States. A recent surge of farm production in poor countries, some believe, 
has been a major cause of the recent slump in U.S. farm trade. 

Here we shall challenge some of these common assumptions, by reviewing the 
evidence which shows that additional farm production in developing countries has 
not been an important contributor to the recent slump in U.S. farm trade. With the 
proper policies in place, in fact, additional farm production in developing countries 
can actually benefit U.S. farm trade. American and Third World farmers ought not 
to view one anotier as just competitors. Under properly managed circumstances 
they can often operate as partners. 

The Porsibility of Partnership 
The possibility of a partnership between Americrn and Third World farmers 

rests on the unique contribution which farm production can make in poor 
countries to broad-based income growth and hence to dietary improvements and 
enlarged food consumption demands. 

Among wealthy developed countries, to be sure, additional farm production 
may not make this contribution. In regions where citizens are already wealthy and 
where diets are already rich - such as the European Community (EC) 
additional farm production is not likely to add much to broad-based income 
growth, and to internal food consumption demands. Additional farm production 
in such regions will more likely replace trade, or enter export markets. U.S. farm 
operators therefore have every reason to feel threatened by production subsidies in 
other rich farming countries. 

But an entirely different response to added farm production can be noted among 
today's developing countrics, where large numbers of poor people with poor diets 
are directly dependent upon farming for income and employmen. In such 
countries, where most of the income gained from farm growth will go directly into 
additional food consumption, the paradoxical result of successful farm develop
ment can be larger farm import demands. 

The rapid creation of wealth cannot get underway in most poor countries 
without farm development. Succ: ssful farm development helps create a pool of 
savings, it stimulates effective consumption demands, and it releases a competent 
labor force needed to launch efficient urban industrial growth. Efficient industrial 
growth, in turn, pushes personal income still higher, and turns loose still larger food 



consumption demands. These demands usually include a taste for diets which are 
rich in higher quality foodgrains and in animal products such as meat, milk, and 
eggs. Even for agriculturally successful developing countries, some of the 
agricultural inputs needed to satify these enriched dietary demands will becheaper 
to purchase from abroad than to produce at home. Animal feedstuffs, inparticular. 
will often be imported in ever larger volume, in response to income growth 
originally turned loose in developing countries by farm sector prosperity. U.S. 
agriculture, which isthe world's most efficient producer and largest exporter of 
high quality foodgrains and animal feedstuffs, is obviously well positioned to 
prosper from such larger import demands. 

Evidence of a Partnership 
Can this sort of harmonious relationship between rapid farm development inthe 

lhird World and U.S. farm trade actually form in practice'? The evidence that it 
can rests first on the well established fact that high income developing countries do 
import more farm products than low income developing countries. Note from 
ahle I that the low income developing countries (GNP per capita below $400) 

took only 11.4 million tons, orjust 15 percent, of all free world developing country 
grain imports in 1982, despite the fact that most of the developing worlds 
malnourished citizens live in these low income countries. The upper-middle 
income developing countries, because of their much greater purchasing power, and 
despite their much smaller physical size, import almost three times as much. 

Moreover, .vhi!e low income country grain imports grew by only 40 percent 
(from a small base) over the decade shown in Table 1,upper-middle income 
countries increased their purchases by 102 percent, from a base again halfas large. 
Imports of coarse graias specifically increased among these more prosperous 
developing countries by roughly 300 percent, indicating that asignificant increase 
in animal feeding, diiven by dietary diversification, was well underway. Among 
the low income countries, coarse grain imports were not only low but actually in 
decline. 

U.S. farm exporters, and especially coarse grain exporters, th,.'refore have an 
1mistakable interest inpromoting income growth in the developing world. It is 

liwt the hunger of poor countrics, or even their growing populations, that makes 
them better customers for U.S. farm producers. It is the purchasing power that 
comCS from their growing wealth. 

But what evidence isthere that farm production, specifically, contributes to this 
broad-bascd income growth which stimulates farm imports in developing 
countries? What evidence is there that farm production in developing countries 
and farm imports can increase simultaneously? Several recently completed studies 
have now reached precisely this conclusion. 

[he first of these is a study done in 1979 for the International F od Policy 
Resarch Institute by Kenneth Bachman and Leonardo Paulino which examined 
the trade consequences of rapid focd production growth in sixteen developing 
countries, and found that while the proportion of domestic food consumption 
,atisfied by imports generally fell in these countries, net imports of staple foods 
nonetheless increased, to the presumed benefit of U.S. agriculture. Bachman and 
PIa
ulino found that annual net staple food imports in these agriculturally successful 
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Table 1 
C*'*v IMPORTS BTTHE DEVELOPINC COUrrIES* (illion Tons) 

Imports in 1972/73 (Jul/Jne)
Country Grouping*e Wheat 
Imports in 1982/83 (Jul/Jne) Increase 1972/73-
Core 
 o
Creinl, Rica Total 1982/83Whist rCOI:l i c 

Gr ains lie Total Total Groins
 

DVELOP II COU%'TkIESa
 

Low-iocome 
 6.1 1.1 1.0 
 8.2 8.7 0.8 
 ?.0 11.4 +40 
Lo..er-middle income 
 7.1 1.4 2.2 
 10.8 17.2 3.1 
 2.5 24.8 
 +130%
 
Ulper-iddle income 
 9.4 5.1 
 t.6 16.2 12.5 
 19.0 
 1.3 32.8 
 +102%
 

Righoil Iconoaesporters 0.40.7 0.2 
 1.3 1.7 
 2.6 0.8 
 5.2 
 +2892
 
Cantrally Planned
LDC. 7.1 1.1 
 0.2 8.4 
 14.8 3. 0.4 15.6 +1212
 

Total Developing
Countriese 
 30.4 9.0 5.4 
 44.8 54.9 30.8 
 7.1 22.8 
 +1072
 

TOTAL WORLD TRADE 67.6 57.8 8.0 133.4 96.1 
 86.4 11.8 194.3 
 +46Z
 

Developing Country

Share- (z) 
 45 16 68 
 34 57 36 60 48 

Including centrally-planned developing countries (China. Mongolia. Vietnam, North Korea, and Cuba)
 
On the basis 
 of 1982 IncometC (CNP per capita) the Croupings are as follows: Low-incomeLover-middle income - belo .S00;
- $00 
 - $1,650; Upper-middle income- above $1,650.vere 
above $6.000. CentraIly-Planned developing countries have not 

The high income oll exporters
been L.cluded in thesa &roupLngs andare shown separately
 

SOURCE: International Wheet Council
 

C 



k (r1 I' n ti Ir aic Iuall. rose in %solumeb, 133 percent between 1961-65 and
19L7 1-7(1, 1 

In ,a 'cond and more recent study by John Lee and Mathe\, Shane at the U.S 
I )cepllar n of Agriculture. similar results were found in two specific developing
iurltric., which afe presumed by many U.S. agriculturalists to be among their most 

(lIIcatelng competitors Malaysia and Brazil. Lee and Shane found that both of 
tlh1W Coutntries. despilte rapid agricultural development between 1967 and 1983,
inlrca sd farm imports along with farm exports. On a wheat equivalent basis, 
Mlalaysia'!, imports of food, feedgrains, and oilseeds (primarily U.S. seybeans)
increased from I million tons to almost 2.4 million tons during this period. Brazil 
showed a similar pattern. In spite of Brazil's noteworthy success in boosting farm 
production and farm exports, it became at the same time asignificant agriculturalimporter of grains in particular. Lee and Shane conclude that "contrary to what
seenis to follow from common sense reasoning, economic development in the
d, eloping countries along comparative advantage lines is not 'ompctitive with 
[t r.S.j export interests, but generally complementary to it."2 

A 1985 study by Earl Kellogg of the Consortium for International Development 
iii Ari/ona reaches similar conclusions. This study examines per capita changes in 
agricultural imports in 18 significant developing countries (out of 92) wbich 
exhibited the most rapid growth in per capita food production, over the period
I970- 1980, and itcompares these changcs to those in 13 countries w.iich exhibited 
the least rapid food production growth. The data reveals that this first category of 
agrcullurally successful developing countries increased its dollar value of per
capita agricultural imports by 47 percent, compared to only a 37 percent increase 
among the wccond group of agr:culturally unsuccessful countries. Inother words,
food imports went up faster when poor country farmers were doing well and 
making money, than %%hen they were doing poorly and losing money.

This same study also looked at specific cases, by comparing the trade patterns of 
two agriculturally succcssful developing countries (Brazil and Korea) to those of a
much less successful counterpart (Sierra Leone). It found that in the former case the 
volume of U.S. farm sales to Brazil and to Korea increased by an average of 8.7 
percent and 6.7 percent per year respectively, between 1970 and 1983, while the 
volume of U.S. farm sales to Sierra Leone actually decreased at a 2.5 percent
annual rate. Kellogg concludes that "in the intermediate term increases in 
agricultural production indeveloping countries do not have a negative impact on 
aggregate U.S. agricultural exports to these countries."I 

I Kenneth I. Itadman and leonardo A.Paulino, "Rapid Food Production Growth in 
1lected De eloping ('muntries: A Comparative Analysis of Underlying Trends, 1961-76." 
Intoinational Fix'l Pohcy Research Institute, Research RepKrt II, October 1979, p. 14. 

2 John F Le. I anl Mathew Shane. "Jnited States Agricultural Interests and Growth 
in the Dc,lhping lcon(omres The (ritical linkage." F.RS, USI)A. June 1985, p. 16 
I Larl Kellogp. "l ni ersrl Invoksement in International Agricultural )evelopment
Acti'itie: Iersmxrtanl Issues for Public Education," speech given at the 1985 Annual 
Meeting of the AsrIauion of U.S University t)irectors of International Agricultural 
F'rorarns. Athens. Ieorgia. May 31, 1985, p. 135. 
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Another 1985 study by Richard Kodl at the University of Illinois amplifies 
Kelloggz' findings. Using a regression analysis with time series and cross sectional 
data on 77 developing countries, Kodl finds no significant negative correlation 
between per capita agricultural production in developing countries and their per 
capita imports of agricultural products. In six of thirteen equations, in fact, he finds 
itsignificant positive correlation. Kodl's examination of Kellogg's same specific 
country cases further confirm tihe aggregate tendency for farm growth in poor 
countries to stimulate food import growth. 4 

FOrther evidence to support this same conclusion is also found in a 1986 
reseaich note produced by James P. louck at the University of Minnesota. Using a 
44 nation sample and 1983 data, IHouck found a relatively close association 
bctveen agricutural productivity, per capita GDP, and per capita celcal imports. 
Ile concludes that "the burden of proof clearly rests with those who argue that 
agricultural assistance for low-income nations is usually a trade-stifling 
undertaking." ' 

These findings should not be taken to mean that in every individual case rapid 
firni gr:.wth in developing countries will produce an immediate gain for U.S. farm 
exports. We know that in some recent cases, for example India and China, record 
farm production gains have been accompanied by adecline rather than an increase 
ill W,,rimports. We also know that in some other developing countries, for 
example Egypt, farm imports have grown rapidly in part because local farm 
production has not. And in some oil exporting developing countries - especially 
those which enjoyed windfall foreign exchange earnings during the decade of the 
1970s -- a sudden growth of farm imports "as registered for reasons essentially 
unconnected to local farm production trends. 

Moreover, even if these studies confirm that U.S. farmers and farmers ii poor 
countries can prosper side by side, they do not spccifically demonstrate that farm 
production gains in por countries are the original cause of these joint gains. In 
.some instances, successful industrial development may have come first, with 
agricultural production gains following rather than leading the all important step of 
income growth and dietary diversification. , If so, it will be the growth of income 
but not necessarily the prior growth of farm production that will bring gains to U.S. 
farm exporters. 

Inthe complex world of development, many different paths can lead to the same 
outcome, and the same path, when pursued by different countries in different 
Circumstances. can sometimes lead to divergent outcomes. Those policy makers 

4. Richard Kodl. Mastrs Thesi,. Department o Agricultural conoinic.. 1Jni~Li'si, ot 
1985.Ilhriois, 


5 Jiflc, P Hlouck. "A Ntie on the I.ink Bet\ccii Agricultural l)cvcloplent ,and 
.\griculural Imports," Staff Paper 86-26, I)epartmeni of Agricultural and .\pplied 
IliOMImNmLs. t;niversit of Minnesota, July 1986. 

1ilie ultural d celihpienl fllosed industrial developinent. allierargument that agric 
ihan the other va'y around, has been made in the important case of Korea. See Sung 1t%an 
Itin. Pal Yong Moon. and t)\%ight 11.Perkim, RtRAI. INSTt.t)ll.S)lVII(PM-Ni. 
tll MO)I)fiRNIZA' ION 0.F Til- R-LFtII I( 01' KORI-A: 1945-1975 (Cambrildgec 

Ilarard I in ersitv Pre,,,.1980)) p. 12, 



and development planners who want to find a path which consistently links 
developing country farm development to U.S. farm trade expansion must therefore 
be wary ofgeneralizations. There isplenty ofevidence to suggest that such linkages
have already been widely formed. But it isessential to recognize the significant
variety of cases in which mutual gains for U.S. farmers and Third World farmers 
have not been achieved, and the reasons joint gains were not achieved, as aprelude 
to adopting suitable policy correctives. 

Where a Partnership Does No! Exist 
In several of the individual country cases examined in the Curry Foundation 

study, a sa[iHfying link had not yet been formed between local farm development
and U.S. farm export expansion. These cases instruct us inthe many things that can 
prevent joint gains between U.S. and Third World country farm operators from 
oeing fully realized. 

We notice immediately, in the case of China, that farm imports from the U.S. 
have fal-cn during the most recent period of remarkable local production gains.!
Since 1978 the value of farm production in China has risen by fifty percent, due in 
large measure to price and incentive reforms. The result has lately been fewer 
Chinese purchases of U.S wheat, and atotal halt to Chinese purchases of U.S. corn. 
In fact, by 1985 China was exporting corn, displacing U.S. sales in avariety of third 
country markets, including Japan, Soui) Korea, and the Soviet Union. 

Farm production growth in China did lead, as expected, to rapid per capita
income gains, but these gains did not result in the expected increase in demand for 
imported food and feedstuffs, in part because most of these income gains were 
registered in rural areas where local supplies wvere abundant, and inpart because 
larger consumption demands were badly accommodated by the poorly integrated
Chinese marketing system and by the slow moving Chinese hureaucracy. If 
Chinese dovcopment planners can improve these markets and relax these internal 
controls and constraints, a significant upgrading of the still poor Chinese diet --to 
include more animal product consumption could yet lead to larger farm import 
demands. 

A highly conservative attitude inside the Chinese gc\ernment toward the 
expenditure of foreign exhange, an attitude that was only temporarily relaxed 
between 1978 and 1984, isalso standing in the path of larger Chinese farm imports.
It is in part to repair asagging overall trade balance that the Chinese government
has curtailed imports, including food imports, in recent years. China's internal farm 
prcxtuction gains have not always been the decisive factor. For example, Chinese 
corn production fell by 13 percent in 1985, and by 1986 noticeable fecdgrai,
shortages had emerged in the southern part of China, but corn exports were 
nonetheluss continued, no doubt for reasons linked to overall trade strategy. Until 
China becomes capable of earning more foreign exchange w,th exports, and until 
China becomes more comfortable using imports to boost consumption, it may not 
be joining the smaller states of East Asia as a permanently rewarding market for 
U.S. feedgrain expons. 

7. See Charles Y.Liu, "Chinese Agricultural Development Strategies Since 1979," paper 

prepared, for the Curry Foundation study. 
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India is often mentioned alongside China as a developing country that ha.i 
recently stopped importing food because of internal farm production gains, and has 
instead begun exporting. In fact, India's recent emergence as asmall net exporter of 
wheat isnot so unusual. India was also a net exporter of wheat in 1978-1980, and 
even for abrief rime in 1972.8 India did import large quantities of U.S. wheat in the 
1960s, but in the form of food aid, on concessional rather than commercial terms. 
India isexporting wheat today not because its internal food needs have all been 
met, but because low income within India restricts the purchasing power of the 
population. Because of this lack ofeffective internal demand, even small localized 
production gains can result in commr.ercial surpluses and a need to export. If India's 
several hundred million deperately poor and chronically undernourished citizens 
should ever gain the income needed to express their unsatisfied food demands, 
India's current trade posture in international foodgrain markets could quickly be 
transformed. 

U.S. farm exporters have also had reason to be disappointed with the 
development ofmarketing opportunities inthe Philippines because of the failure of 
sustained farm sector growth and rapid income growth to develop in the first 
instance.9 Rapid farm productivity gains elsewhere in Southeast Asia (a35 percent 
increase in the last decade) have helped bring to those countries rapid income 
growth and an equally rapid growth in consumption of meat and dairy nroduct!,, 
resulting in increased imports of both livestock and feed products, and increased 
business for U.S. farm exporters. But the Philippines "dropped out of the pack" of 
rapidly developing Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) at least a 
decade ago, and so that country has not been able to offer U.S. agriculture 
comparable market opportunities. This disappointing growth performance is 
attributed largely to an inward-looking import substitution development strategy 
and to the rent-seeking policy stance (especially toward agriculture) embraced 
since 1949 by a succession of increasingly ineffective and sometimes corrupt 
political leaders. 

Similar difficulties have been encountered in many of the Latin American 
States.' Official policies biased to protect relatively inefficient urban industries and 
to serve politically powerfil organized urban consumer interests has retarded farm 
sector development in Latin America. Joint gains between U.S. and Latin farmer , 
have also been blocked b,-cause agriculture in Latin America has been oriented 
more toward earning fore'jn exchange through exports and less toward producing 
domestic employment and income growth. From nations such as Argentina and 
Brazil, for example, U.S. farm operators often encounter stiff competition in 
international farm markets. The Latin farm sector is also less likely to generate 
broad-based income and hence larger farm imports because Latin peasants are 

8. Robert I..Paarlherg. FOOD TRADI AND F IR-IGN POLICY (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1985). p.48. 

9. See Ramon Clarete and James Roumas.set, "Anatomy of Stagnation: Economic PoIlic 
and Agricultural Deelopment in the Philippines," paper prepared for the Curt\ 
Foundation study. 

10. See Alberto Valdes, "Agricultural Development and Trade in Latin America 
Prospects for Reform." paper prepared for the Curry Foundation study. 
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smaller in relative numbers than in Asia, they are less secure in their access to land,
and in most instances they lack the political power to ensure that income from 
larming will be widely shared. Also, the greater availability of underutilized land 
resources in Latin America has encouraged a pattern of livestock production based 
more on the expansion of pasture area and less on the use of imported feedstuffs. 

For all these reasons, rapid farm production gains in Latin America will less 
otten stimulate an immediate demand for larger farm imports. In Mexico, for
example, the extended period of rapid farm production gains (especially in wheat 
and corn) which began during the Second World War and lasted through the mid 
1960s oily lessened Mexico's need to import food. Mexico's grain purchases from 
the U.S. were later rcvived during the 1970s, but not so much in response to 
income or foreign exchange gains generated from farm production. By the 1970s
Mexico was earning foreign exchange from oil, and its farm sector (especially its 
grain sector) was no longer experiencing rapid growth. In fact, the restoration of 
.,wift farm sector growth which briefly came thanks to good weather and heavy
production subsidies after 1980 only reduced Mexico's purchase needs from the 
U.S.once more."' 

Kenya and Tanzania are other countries cited in the Curry Foundation study,
and they provide another example ofan unstaisfying linkage between farm sector 
development in the Third World and farm export opportunities for developed
countries.' 2 Ken,. and Tanzania have embraced radically different development
policies, Kenya pursuing a less regulated and a more trade-dependent strategy
which favors the production of cash crops for export, and Tanzania pursuing a
highly regulated and highly insular strategy (which has done little, despite
abundant land resources, to boost either domestic cash crop or food crop farm 
production). But neither of these two African countries has yet reached the level of
income or has gained the international purchasing power necessary to emerge as a 
significant and dependable commercial farm market for the U.S. Kenya
periodically imports maize, but primarily in response to cycles of drought rather 
than in response, to any farm income-driven pattern of advanced dietary
diversification. Some foresee that Kenya might emerge as a more regular cereal 
importer in the future, but less because of farm sector success than because of a
likely inability to keep up with the basic food requirements of such a rapidly
growing population. Tanzania's food imports, most of which are arranged on a 
concessional basis, already have this disappointing quality.

So even the briefest review of individual country cases reveals that not every
developing country is on its way to farm sector prosperity, and not every
agriculturally prosperous developing country automatically becomes a better 
customer flr U.S. farm exports. Opportu~iities may exist for Third World country
farmers and U.S farm exporters to prosper side by side, but in many instances and 

I1.Merilee S.Grindle, STATE AND COUNIRYSIDE: DEVELOPMENT POLICY 
AND AGRARIAN POI.ITICS IN LATIN AMERICA (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1985), pp. 99-100. 

12. See Cheryl Christenwen. Michael I ofchie, and Larry Witucki, "Agricultural Develop
ment in Africa: A ('Comparison of Kenya and Tanzania," paper prepared for the ('urry 
Itundation study. 



for many reasons those opportunities are going to waste. What policy steps, then, 
might be taken by the U.S. to recover some of these wasted opportunities? 

Policies to Promote Partnership 
Our prescriptive efforts might begin with a critical review of som recent U.S. 

farm trade policies which have not been making apositive contribution toward the 
objective of harmonious farm relations between the United States and tileThird 
World. Most of the trade interventions used by the U.S. either to push surplus farm 
production into developing country markets, or to keep developing country farm 
production out of the U.S. market, must fall into this category. 

Farm export credits, export credit guarantees, and export subsidies (including 
the $1billion worth of"payment in kind" expoi t subsidies which are being offered 
now under the 1985 Export Enhancement Program) are not only an expensive
proposition for U.S. taxpayers. They can also be harmful to long-term develop
ment prospects in targeted developing countries, where farm prices may fall and 
where urban-biased governments may be tempted to use their access to those 
subsidized food imports as an excuse to postpone the adoption of growth
producing and income-generating farm development policies. If the politically 
vocal urban minority can be fed through subsidized imports, then it remains 
politically affordable to continue ignoring the long run farm development interests 
of the rural majority. Not only is an economic injustice done, the broad-based 
income growth so important to long-term farm trade expansion is further 
postponed. 

Fortunately, the restraint of lavish farm export subsidy policies need not work 
any great hardship on U.S. agriculture, since experience has shown that U.S. 
subsidies only tend to be nullified by the offsetting subsidies of other rich export 
competitors, like the European Community. These competitors can usually afford 
the budget cost of staying ahead in an export subsidy competition with the U.S. 
because they are coming into the competition with a smaller total volume of 
foreign sales to defend.1- Export credits and export subsidies therefore do little 
more than cheapen the cost of farm trade for importers, and shift trade into less 
efficient patterns. They do give the farm state politicans who clamor for these 
subsidies an opportunity to claim that they are "doing something" in response to a 
farm trade crisis, but they are neither a proven nor a cost-effective means of 
expanding U.S. exports.14 The unprecedented export gains of the mid 1970s, we 
should remember, were accomplished despite a momentary suspension of all U.S. 
farm export subsidies. 

Food Aid Programs. Some U.S. food aid programs have also been poorly 
suited to building apartnership between U.S. agriculture and farm development in 
the Third World.i ' Food aid is not always harmful to Third World farm 

13. For an exte'ided review of this problem, see Robert L.Paarlberg, "Responding to the 
CAP'," tFood Polity. May 1986. 
14. See George F.Rossmiller and M.Ann Tutwiler, "Agricultural Trade and )evelop
ment: Broadening the Policy Htorizon," paper prepared for the Curry Foundalion. 

15. Further discussion of the relationship between food aid and trade isfound in Ed ClaN. 
"'Txd Assisla ricc: Imp1 ication,,forI)evehpnent and Trade," paper prepared lirte (urr. 
I otnidation ,Iutlv. 
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development, as Cvidenccd by the spectacular farm success ofa number of former 
filod aid recipients. such as South Korea and Taiwan. In theory, the public 
distribution of additional program food assistance could even provide the 
opportunity for deehiping country governments to offer higher farm prices to 
rural producers without raising prices for consumers, while directing added budget 
and foreign exchange savings toward rural farm sector development. But program 
food aid (especially w%,hen sold directly into local market channels) can also provide 
leeway for recipient governments to do just the opposite, to hold in place policies 
heaviiy biased against farm production, the very policies which probably made a 
request for food aid necessary in the first place. Recipient country governments that 
have decided to launch politically difficult internal farni policy reforms can use 
program food aid to advantage, but so can governments that are looking for ways 
to avoid or postpone reforms. 

At the donor end, program food aid isusually given not because it isthe surest 
way to promote farm development in the recipient country, but Because it is a 
means to dispose of surplus production. It isfor this reason that U.S. food aid tends 
to increase when it isleast needed, when international farm markets, are saturated 
and tends to decrease when international farm markets grow tight. The individual 
country distribution of U.S. program food aid also makes clear its frequently 
non-developmental motivation. Egypt - neither the poorest nor the hungriest of 
all African countries, but an important U.S. diplomatic client -- has recently 
received more than one third of all 1).L. 480 Title Iassistance. Farm development 
within Egypt isone stated purpose of this aid, but the Egyptian government prefers 
instead to use this free food to service2 the short-term needs of consumers, while 
taking a "worry later" attitude toward its own lagging farm sector. 

U.S. food aid ismore likely to serve the needs of poor people in poor countries 
either when given through carefully targeted feeding projects or when made 
available as short-term emergency famine relief. In war-torn and drought-stricken 
Africa today (as in India twenty yeai's ago, when large quantities of U.S. food aid 
helped the Indian government survive two bad monsoons, and carry through with 
important domestic farm policy reforms), emergency food assistance programs 
which start and stop promptly can save lives without disrupting long-term 
development. This urgent function is by itself an adequate reason for the U.S. to 
maintain and to improve its capacity to provide project food assistance and 
short-term famine relief. 

U.S. Farm Import Policies. One U.S. farm trade practice which places an 
unambiguous burden on farm development in the Third World isthe exclusion of 
efficiently produced developing country farm products from the U.S. market. 
Developing country sugar production, for example, isnow admitted into the U.S. 
market tinder an ever tightening schedule of quotas, and because ofa new "no cost" 
provision (no cost to U.S. taxpayers) contain,.d in the 1985 Farm Bill, this blatant 
device for protecting a relatively inefficient but politically powerful U.S. domestic 
sugar industry will now require that sugar imports from tropical countries be 
reduced, beginning in 1986-87, by perhaps an additional 600,000 short tons, or 
roughly by one third.", Such quantitative farm import restrictions impose high 
costs on both U.S. consumers and on efficient farm producers and farm exporters in 
the developing world.' 7 
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Develaping Country Domestic Policies. It would be an error, however, to 
explain lagging farm development in developing countries exclusively or even 
primarily through reference to these various constraints created by farm trade 
policy in the U.S. On the one hand, U.S. farm trade policies have usually been 
much less protective, and therefore much less damaging toward developing 
country farm development, than those of other industrial countries like Japan or 
the European Community. And on the other hand, the farm policy shortcomings of 
all the industrial countries put together are probably doing less damage to 
developing country farm development today than some of the farm policies 
embraced by the developing countries themselves. 

Particularly when dealing with developing country agriculture, there is a limit to 
what can be done -- either good or bad - from the outside. It isthe food and farm 
policies which poor countries select for themselves which often make the greatest 
difference, and until now most of those policies have not favored agriculture. If 
rapid farm development isever to take place and to play its desired role in the 
stimulation of broad-based income growth, then political leaders and development 
planners within those developing countries will have to embrace agricultural 
pricing policies, land tenure policies, tax policies, public investment policies, credit 
policies, and exchange rate policies which are not so heavily biased against the 
interests of the majority of poor people living in the countryside. 

Until developing countries abandon the practce of overtaxing their own weak 
farm sectors in search of revenues to sustain inefficient and inequitable urban 
consumption and inefficient industrial development patterns, there will be a limit 
to what they can gain from any farm trade policy changes initiated by the U.S. 
These necessary internal policy adjustments will run against the grain of political 
convenience and ideological preference in most developing countries, so their 
embrace will be problematk from the start. 

Even more problematic, however, will be the efforts which the U.S. might think 
it can undertake to induce these adjustments from the outside. Such efforts have 
been at times successful in the past, most conspicuously in countries like Taiwan 
and South Korea, after the Second World War and in the 1950s, when both 
countries embraced a sweeping land reform, invested in agriculture, eventually 
abandoned inward-looking import substitution development strategies, and 
devalued their currencies, all at least partly in response to advice and assistance 
from the United States. It is a tribute to this U.S. advice and assistance that Taiwan 
and South Korea today are not only among the wealthiest of the developing 
countries, but also among the most agriculturally successful, and are by far the best 
commercial customers in the developing world for U.S. farm exports. 

But in other countries and under other conditions, U.S. officials may not be in a 
position to play such a decisive role. Inducement worked in South Korea and 

16. inside U.S. Trade, Vol. 3,No. 51, December 20, 1985, p. I. 

17. In a somewhat disingenuous fashion, some U.S. officials have now talked alx)ut 
compensating the Caribbean Basin countries for this loss of sugar markets with additional 
free deliveries of surplus U.S. rice and corn. This sort of "compensation," ob~oulsl) 
self-serving to U.S. agriculture, might only redouble the damage done to farm deselopnient 
in de%eloping countries. 
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Taiwan because U.S. security interests were hign enough to make unprecedented
levels of per capita assistance seem affordable, and because South Korea and 
"aiwane,;t ,-urity fears were also high enough to inspire unusual deference 
towaid tne U.S. Avariety of unique and unrelated internal political circumstances 
within both South Korea and Taiwan added still more to the likelihood ofsuccess. 
In most developing countries today these preconditions for successful outside 
inducement are not to be found. And where they are absent, efforts at outside 
inducement can backfire.] , 

Efforts by the United States today to induce food policy changes within 
developing countries, through the manipulation of today's much less generous
development assistance programs, are by no means certain of producing the 
intended result. The efforts of the current administration to induce greater Third 
World reliance on the "private sector" are not only likely to be enfeebled by
unprecedented aid budget cutbacks; these privatizing efforts, if they become single
minded, may not always be appropriate in any case. Well designed public sector 
interventions, we should remember, played a key role in the original development 
succes- 2,njoyed by both South Korea and Taiwan. 9 And once again there is the
sad tendency for all bilateral economic aid programs to be captured, sooner or 
later, by administrators who do not have developmental purposes uppermost in 
mind. In 1986, roughly half of the entire U.S. foreign assistance budget is going to 
just two not so poor countries - Israel and Egypt - and most of the rest isgoing to 
a handful of other favored diplomatic clients and allies, like Turkey, Pakistan, El 
Salvador, Greece, Spain, the Philippines, Portugal, and Honduras. The hypothetical
contribution that well-funded and well-constructed U.S. bilateral assistance 
policies might be able to make toward the inducement of farm development in theThird World is therefore probably destined to remain largely hypothetical. 

The politicization of development aid could largely be avoided if more 
assistance were channeled through neutral multilateral agencies, such as the 
International Development Association (IDA) of the World Bank. Unfortunately,
Congressional and administration support for multilateral development lending
has recently been weakening. Largely because of cutbacks initiated by the current 
U.S. administration, worldwide IDA contributions have fallen. And Con
gressional misgivings about multilateral farm development lending in particular
have now led to a legislative proposal which would oblige the U.S. government to 
withhold its support from all loans to poor countries that might possibly bring
increased competition for U.S. farm operators, without thought to the income 
generating potential of those loans.20 

Beyond Farm Policy Change 
Fortunately, farm policy changes narrowly defined are not the only means 

available to seek improved agricultural trade relations between the United States 

18. For some examples, see Sidney Weintraub, cd., ECONOMIC COERCION AND 
U.S. FOREIGN POLICY (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1982). 

19. Jefffrey ). Sachs."External )cbt and Macroeconomic Performance inLatin America 
ait East Asia," llrouking.A l'alcrsWI E'onomic /lctiit 2.William C.Brainard and George 
I.. Perr,. eds., Washington, D.(.: The rBrookings Institution, 1985, p. 545. 

A\1,ric:Nhural Retnrm (FAIR) Acl.70 ", I~l). the 198 I rcigiLn hnne,,tmcn 
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and the developing world. Agricultural trade does not only respond to changing
levels of farm production, or to the changing levels of income that might be drixen 
by farm production, or to the changing character of farm trade interventions by
rich and poor country governments. Agricultural trade patterns are also responsive 
to powerful economic forces from beyond the farm sector. It is in this wider 
economic environment that a second category of policy remedies must be 
examined. 

Coservers have often failed to appreciate the decisive impact of non-farm policy
forces on international farm trade. When developing countries suddenly began
importing more food during the decade of the 1970s (the value of developing 
country farm imports nearly quadrupled between 1972 and 1980), most casual 
observe-s looked for a farm sector explanation. They assiu-ed the developing
countrir.s were experiencing adecade long setback in their own farm production. A 
small decline in developing country per capita farm production was briefly
registei Pd in 1972, but the sudden surge in imports was more heavily influenced by
rapid income growth in the Third World (6.2 percent real GNP growth among the 
developing countr.es in 1972, increasing to 7.4 precent in 1973), plus a variety of 
changes in the global lending environment brought on by abundant petrodollars
and aloose U.S. monetary policy (resulting at times in negative reai interest rates).
As a result of these non-farm sector changes, many middle income developing 
countries were able to borrow heavily during the 1970 to purchase a record 
volume of imported consumer goods, including food. 

Setbacks in developing country tarm production were not a primary driving
force behind this change. The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization 
(FAO) volume index of agricultural production for all developing market 
economics increased at arespectable 3.0 percent annual rate during the decade or 
the 1970s. Infact, while developing countries were importing more farm products
during this remarkable decade of increasing traoe expansion, they were also 
producing and exporting more. Our own study shows that during the so-called 
"food crisis" decade of the 1970s the traditionally positive balance of developing 
country farm trade actually strengthened.21 

When developing countries suddenly stopped increasing their purchases of 
imported farm products after 1981, some observers again tried to draw the 
erroneous conclusion that afarm sector turnaround must have brought the change.
It became fashionable to talk about asudden explosion in developing country farm 
output. But our study's comparison of developing country per capita farm 
production trends in the 1970s and in the 1980s indicates that there was no such 
turnaround. Judging from the FAO volume index of agricultural production for all 
the developing market economies, developing country farm production gains
actually slowed a bit during the first half of the 1980s, increasing at only a 2.9 
percent annual rate, compared to the 3.0 percent rate of the 1970s. 

The Global Macroeconomic Environment. What was constraining develop
ing country farm imports in the 1980s was not the sudden success of farming in the 
Third World, or anything else having to do with farm or farm trade policy. What 
had changed was the condition of the larger global economy and the macro
economic environment in which farm trade must function. When the cost of 
2). See T. Kelly White, Gene A. Mathia, and C.Edward Overton, "Global Trends in 

Agricultural Production and Trade," Paper prepared for the Curry Foundation study. 
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OPEC oil redoubled in 1979, simultaneously dampening growth opportunities 
and driving up prices, the new leadership at the U.S Federal Reserve Board 
suddenly resolved to curb inflation with a more disciplined U.S. monetary policy. 
In part because U.S. fiscal policy remained essentially undisciplined, this monetary 
approach was able to bring inflation under control only at the price of adeep world 
recession. 

It was high interest rates and the world recession of 1981-82 that put an end to 
U.S. farm export expansion in the developing world, not a surge in developing 
country farm production. In fact, these same depressing macroeconomic con
ditions also put an end to developing country farm export expansion. Developing 
country farm exports actually fell faster than imports in 1981 and 1982, producing 
a brief and an unusual net farm trade deficit for the Third World. Africa's total 
export earnings include a large agricultural component and during the decade of 
the 1970s they increased more than seven fold, but they suddenly fell by more than 
one third during the first half of the 1980s. 

Food import demand in the developing countries eventually fell even more than 
their exports after the final collapse of GNP growth rates. Our study shows that 
annual GNP growth among the developing countries, which had averaged astrono 
6 percent during the 1970s, fell to 1.4 percent in 198 1,to 0.9 percent in 1982, and 
to a.dismal 0.4 percent in 1983. GNP growth per capita was negative. 

Even if GNP growth in the developing world had somehow been restored 
during this world recession, the sudden inability of the developing countries to earn 
foreign exchange (in part because of newly protectionist industrial country trade 
policies) would have reduced sharply their ability to import farm products. It has 
been established that export earnings are even more decisive than income growth 
indetermining the level of developing country farm imports.22 

Unable to earn additional foreign exchange through exports, unable to borrow 
additional foreign exchange froir. abroad because of high interest rates, and obliged 
to use most foreign exhvnge on hand to service past debts, the developing countries 
understandably reduced their food and farm imports after 1980. Because this 
newly adverse global economic environment also brought with it higher dollar 
exchange rates and hence relatively uncompetitive U.S. farm export prices, this 
developing country import reduction was felt most strongly by farm exporters in 
the U.S. 

Eken with all of these difficulties, however, the developing countries have 
continued to be good customers for U.S. farm exports in the 1980s. Compared to 
others, in fact, they have actually become better customers. The developing 
countries did reduce their purchase of U.S. farm products early in the 1980s, but 
less so than other foreign customers in the developed world and among the 
centrally planned economies, as Table 2 indicates. 

22. Lee and Shane, p.II. 
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Table 2 

FARM IMPORTSDEVELOPING COUNTRY 

As Percent of Total U.S. Farm Exports 

Food 
Grain 

Coarse 
Grain 

Oil
seed Cotton 

1980 55 29 15 42 

1983 67 42 19 44 

Source: White, Mathia and Overton. 

What these figures indicate isthat the U.S. farm export crisis of the 1980s would 

have been even worse if it were not for our relatively dependable customers in the 

developing world. Furthermore, the future prospect isthat the developing world 

will continue to provide the only dependable source of farm market expansion for 

U.S. exporters. Long-term trends indicate an increasing developing country 

reliance on farm imports: they imported about 15 percent of their total wheat and 

coarse grain consumption in the early 1960s, roughly 20 percent in the mid 1970s, 

and about 25 percent by the 1980,.2' Among industrial nations, such as those of the 

EC, long-term self-sufficiency trends have of course been in the opposite direction. 

The argument we wish to make here isthat U.S. producers and exporters ought 

not to give op on farm market expansion in the developing world. Developing 

country markets have fallen short of expectations lately, but not because of any 

inevitable or irreversible long-term transformation of the world's food or farm 

economy. The -iroblemhas been a sudden change in the global macroeconomic 

c-viroonlent, traceable largely to non-farm policy decisions. including some that 

have been taken here in the U.S. What has recently been lost through a sudden 

change in the non-farm policy environment can at least partially be regained, ifand 

when macrocconomric conditions rebound. 

Yhe Importance of Non-Farm Policy Change to Reviving Mutually Profitable 

U.S. 	Farm Trade With Developing Countries 
Unfortunately it isnot posible for the U.S. government by itself to reverse all of 

the macroeconomic circumstances and policy changes that originally helped throw 

world farm trade into its continuing recession. Oil prices have at least come down, 

which ought to give the Federal Reserve Board more flexibility to expand the 

money supply so as to bring down interest rates and dollar exchange rate,, without 

immediately reigniting inflation. Falling interest rates in particular are atonic,both 

to the heavily indebted developing countries that purchase U.S. farm products, and 

even more directly to the heavily indebted farm operators in the U.S. who sell thuze 
rates in time will help U.S. producersproducts. And falling dollar exchange 

23. USDA, Foreign Agriculture Circular, FG-I-86, January 1986, p. 1 
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recover part of their earlier competitive position against rival exporters, ensuringthat when farm trade expands they will again enjoy a respectable share of the profit.But the other factor that made tight U.S. money policies necessary ater 1979 
---the inflationary bias in U.S. fiscal policy  s !ill with us, in the form of federalbudget deficits still projected into the $200 billion range. Until some fiscal policydiscipline isrestored, there will be a limit to how much U.S. monetary policy can 
prudently be relaxed. 

Pending greater fiscal policy discipline in the U.S., there are still a number ofimportant non-farm policy steps that might be taken to help revive mutuallyprofitable farm trade relations with the developing world. The first of these is toencourage a more growth-oriented pattern of debt rescheduling in the developingworld, and the second isto avoid alapse into full scale industrial trade r,rotection at 
home. 

Until late in 1985, U.S. policies toward debt rescheduling in the developingword were focused too heavily upon the supposed need to balance static accounts.If developing countries balanced their budgets and their foreign trade accounts even if this meant zero growth and a termination of imports they weredeemed more worthy ofnew lending. The damage done by this attitude to growthprospects within poor countries, and also to growth prospects for U.S. exporters,was needlessly severe. Finally last fall, at the annual meeting of the World Bankand the International Monetary Fund (IMF), Treasury Secretary James Bakerpresented what he called a"'rogram for Sustained Growth", which placed greateremphasis upon dynamic growth initiatives in the developing world, as abasis forasking the commercial banks and the multilateral banks to provide more funds forrescheduling. A more recent plan put forward by Senator Bill Bradley would stresslower interest and principal payments on exisiting loans, but would also requireadded World Bank and development bank lending. Either plan will mean difficultrequests to Congress for more funds to support lending and asistance todeveloping countries through multilateral channels.
A second needed initiative, just as far beyond the traditional realm of farmpolicy, will be a reversal of the trend in Congress toward highly protectionistindustrial trade policies. In May 1986, by a vote of 295 to 115, the Ilouse ofRepre:.ntatives passed trade legislation which would require, as its centralprovision, an across-the-board reduction of imports from trading partners thatmaintain "excessive" trade surpluses with the U.S. The countries which would bemnost damaged by this trade provision happen to be among our best overseascustomers for farm exports, including the EC, Japan, and Taiwan. Despite theproblems the EC causes for U.S. farmers, it still takes more U.S. farm exports ($6.5billion worth of purchases yearly) than anyone else. Japan issecond ($5.4 billion),and Taiwan seventh ($1.2 billion).The punitive provisions of this bill could easilyprovoke these customers into a retaliation against U.S. farm exporters. This mostrecent manufacturered trade policy threat to U.S. agriculture was opposed beforethe [louse Ways and Means Committee by nearly a dozen organized agriculturalinterest groups. 4 Influential farm organizations and related agroindustries will now have to work hard to block similar action in ihe Senate. 

24. Included among these were the American Soybean Association, Farm and IndustrialiFquipment Institute, Grain .Sorghum Producerm Association, Millers' National Federation,National Asciation of Wheat Grower., National (;range, National Soybean Pr(ocessorsAwocialion, National Turkey Federation, Rice Millers Association, and the United Fresh
I ruil and Vtgetahc A-wiation. 
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Conclusion 
Our study has shown that there need not be acontradiction between the goal of 

promoting Third World farm development and the goal of promoting U.S. farm 
trade expansion. With the proper policies in place, these two goals can be 
successfully pursued side by side. These proper policies, which have been d'icussed 
at greater length above, are listed in summary fashio, in Figure 1. 

The four sequential steps which logically link together developing counti y farm 
production and U.S. farm exports are listed across the top of Figure I. More 
developing country farm production makes easier the stimulation of broad-based 
income growth and dietary enrichment, which makes easier the expansion of 
developing country farm impcrts, which in turn makes easier the expansion of U.S 
farm exports. The function of public policy should be to support each of these four 
steps simultaneously, so they will be able to link together and support one another 
in the desired fashion. 

We have argued here that four different categories of policy action may be 
necessary to perform this supporting function: both farm and non-farm policy 
action, taken by both U.S. and Third World policy officials. These four categories 
of policy action are listed vertically at the left hand side of Figure 1.Within Figure 
I are listed the various specific policies, category by category, which can help 
support each step in the desired four step sequence. 

Note that the policies listed in column 1,in support of more farm production in 
developing countries, imply some measure of policy responsibility of officials 
everywhere. But the more difficult and the more essential actions listed in column 
1, such as farm market deregulation and much larger public investments in the 
farm sector, can only be taken by policy officials in the developing world itself. And 
when we look to column 2,where the purpose isto promote broad-based income 
growth and dietary diversification in poor countries, the burden of necessary action 
shifts even more heavily onto the developing world. Without some of the social 
and institutional changes within developing countries that are listed here, there 
may be little in support of Step 2 that even the most positive U.S. policy initiative 
can accomplish from the outside. 

But as we move to columns 3 and 4, where international trade responses are 
more at issue, the policy burden begins to shift more clearly onto the United States, 
and specifically onto those in the U.S. who make the macroeconomic policies and 
the other non-farm policies that do so much to condition the larger international 
farm trade environment. At these later steps in the sequence, if the essential U S. 
non-farm policy initiatives are missing, there may be little that even the wisest 
developing country policies can do to produce the final desired outcome. 

As a point of warning, Figure I has been designed to describe only the most 
desirable sequences of events -- that which eventually links more farm production 
in developing countries to more U.S. farm exports. We have admitted here that 
several less desirable sequences can form. For example, Step 3 and Step 4 can 
sometimes be taken, and U.S. farm exports to the developing world can sometimes 
grow, even without the successful completion of Steps I and 2. In those poor 
countries where oil export revenues have led in the past to larger farm imports, for 
example, only the second half of the sequence described in Figure. I has been in 
operation. 

Also, note that if any of the intermediate steps in this sequence ismissing, it is 
possible that the final outcome will be reversed. Note that without Stp 2 
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FIGURL 1 
Policy Matrix fur Promoting Additional Farm Production and Income Growth in Developing Countries
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without the successful promotion of' broad-based income growth and dietary 
enrichment the impact of Step I on Steps 3 and 4 can he reversed. More farm 
production in such cases cali have the effect of reducing farm imports from the 
U.S., instead of increasing those imports. Alternatively, in an unhealthy macro
economic elnvironnient sole developing countries might fail to take Step 3.They 
might feel lhemselv,'es obliged to cut tfarm imports and boost farm exports to help 
sr, ice Ibreign debh, and they might feel themselves forced to pui :;ue Step 2 more 
on their os,.i,resource,, rather than through a dependence on expanded foreign 
trade. If s,. Sep 4 may neser be reached. 

[he seqLuence described in FguLre I istherefore not tile onlv one that can forin. 
But we hae argued here that it isthe most attractive sequence that can form. and 
the one wkhich will promote the desired partnership between the developing world 
alld the United States, therel're it is the sequence that our policy prescriptions 
should be designed to encourage. The purpose of this study has been to la' out 

these policy prescriptions in an orderly fashion, listing the various actions %%hich 
public officials can take to promote a harmony' of interests between U.S. and Third 
World agriculture Ihis,of course, isthe easy part. Persuading responsible officials 
inboth the I.S.and inthe developing world to act on this list of prescriptioii will 
require much more. 
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