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_______________________Foreword

ment Act of 1980. Through this amendment, Con­
gress authorized USAID to facilitate widespread public
discussion, analysis, and review of the issues raised by
the 1980 Report of the Presidential Commission on
World Hunger. Substantial'support in the form of staff
time and other items has also been contributed by
CICHE, ES/USDA, and the CES of the four participating
states.

This handbook is one product of the CICHE/CES
project and includes the following material:

• 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 develop­

ment and trade on a state or local economy, and
• 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.

T he United States is a member of an increasingly
interdependent world community. Technological

advances in communications, transportation, education,
economics, and military capability have significantly
magnified the impact of economic, social, and political
developments in other nations on life in this country.

As a large, highly developed country, the United
States has provided leadership and cooperation while
addressing worldwide problems and concerns. These
efforts have included giving agricultural and other
development assistance to less-developed countries
(LDCs). Many of our citizens, however, do not under­
stand the extent and nature of hunger and poverty, the
contributions the United States has made to worldwide
agricultural development, and the implications of this
involvement for the security and economic well-being
of the nation.

The Consortium for International Cooperation in
Higher Education (CICHEr and the Extension Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture (ES/USDA), are collabo­
rating with the Cooperative Extension Services (CES)
of Georgia, Michigan, Rhode Island, and Utah to develop
educational materials and pilot programs that will assist
county and state Extension personnel nationwide to
integrate 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 program mandated by the Biden-Pell
amendment to the International Security and Develop-

>I< C(CHE is a private. nonprofit corporation composed of six major
higher education associations. One of its members. the National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
(NASULGC). provides technical coordination for the project in
consultation with a national advisory committee.

June 1986 1111f)·~
Mary Nell Greenwood

Administrator, Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture
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________________________Preface

H unger and malnutrition have afflicted human beings
through all the ages. Time and again, nature or

people themselves have upset the precarious balance
between food supplies and dietary needs in regions
around the world.

Some of these imbalances have been extreme,
bringing starvation to large segments of a country's
population. Ethiopia is a dramatic current example, but
history abounds with others such as the Irish famine in
1846 and the Bengal famine in India during the 1940s.

Hunger, however, makes fewer headlines than star­
vation, even though it is the daily companion of hun­
dreds of millions of people. Without adequate food,
infants and children are stunted both physically and
mentally, Adults suffer from frequent illness, and life
spans are short.

Perhaps never before has the need to do something
about world hunger been more urgent nor the oppor­
tunities as great. In times past, hunger was not regarded
as a public problem, and indifference spawned
widespread mortality. Food-related disasters led
Malthus, in 1798, to his dismal prediction of a future
in which population growth would greatly exceed food
production increases, eventually leading to unimagin­
able suffering.

More recently, the people most often devastated
by recurring hunger and malnutrition were under the
jurisdiction of colonial powers who controlled vast areas
of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. National develop­
ment lagged in these regions and, when coupled with
an absence of the necessary technologies, prevented
effective action to upgrade agricultural production.

The idea that one nation should help another cope
with hunger gained momentum after. the Second World
War, as the world's food system became more obviously
interrelated. Today, nations share sophisticated com­
munications potentials, international financial and com­
modity markets, efficient and low-cost international
transport systems, and many agricultural production
methods. Unfortunately, the existence of this global net­
work has not resolved the issues involved in managing
the world's food supply. It has, however, made them
more visible. No longer can any nation claim not to
know when masses of people in another country are
grievously malnourished. Fortunately, many developed

nations (some of them former colonial powers) now are
both willing and able to respond.

Today's commitment by richer nations to assist
their poorer neighbors rests on more, however, than the
proliferation of information and technology. It is an
acknowledgment of sympathetic concern and political
realities.

The new pattern emerged. about 1947 when inde­
pendent nations rapidly replaced colonies in Asia and
Africa. Together with many nations in Central and South
America, these countries constitute the world's less­
developed countries (LDCs). Although certainly not
uniform, the massive needs of the LDCs as a group defy
neglect and have potential political implications
worldwide.

Also in the late 1940s, the United States began to
realize what an enormous developmental impact its
Marshall Plan assistance had had on Germany. The
post-World War II recovery in Europe (and Japan) en­
couraged hope that similar success could be realized
in LDCs with U.S. help.

In his 1949 inaugural address, President Truman
committed the United States to such an endeavor in
what has come to be known as the Point Fourprogram.
With his pronouncement, the United States embarked
on a worldwide effort, later supported by other
developed nations, to rid. the planet of poverty and
hunger.

The expanded assistance program that evolved has
been both praised and criticized~ Some see it as an
ethical issue involving bask humanitarian obligations
to contribute to both the welfare of the poor and inter­
national stability. Others call it a wasteful and ineffec­
tive squandering of U.S. resources that could be better
used at home. Most Americans, though, do not know
enough about the program to have an informed opinion.

This book attempts to eliminate that information
gap. It provides a perspective on world food issues and
a discussion of why and how the United States partici­
pates in solving related problems. As the public gains
in understanding of the issues, their informed concern
may help generate new solutions and create the needed
long-term commitment to eliminate hunger from the
planet.

ix



Part I-An Overview:
Interdependence and Development



____________________Chapter 1

The World Food Problem
by. E. Boyd Wennergren

Figure 1.1 Per Capita Food Supply, 1980-82

Source: Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), Production
Yearbook, 1984 (Rome).
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daily calories needed to support normal growth and/or
development of a person. The differences in standards
depend on the average size of people, weather, work pat­
terns, age and sex distributions, and other local factors.
The requirements are aggregate per capita averages for
individual nations and are compared to the estimated
national average per capita availability of calories to
determine the adequacy of the diet. Because it is dif­
ficult to measure these variables accurately and because
averages do not reveal who does and does not receive
food, it is clear that calorie and protein data provide only
approximate information about the location and num­
bers of hungry people. There is general agreement, how­
ever, that food shortages are most critical in the
developing nations of Africa and the Far East (Asia), and
somewhat less so in Latin America and the Near East.

The full dimensions of the world food problem,
however, cannot be expressed just in terms of food
shortages. People are chronically hungry and malnour­
ished because they are poor. Poverty is the principal
cause of the world food problem. In LDCs, it first limits
the ability of people to purchase food. (Poor people have
little, if any, money to spend on food.) At the same time,
people in LDCs also lack both money and energy to

The world food problem is due to an imbalance of
people and food and has both long-run and immedi­

ate features that threaten the welfare of millions
Instances of hunger and malnutrition occur when peo­
ple are unable to obtain an adequate share of the world's
supply of food. The Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO) of the United Nations estimates that as many as
500 million people suffer from hunger and the effects
of malnutrition. The World Bank estimates that as many
as 800 million people in the developing world live in
absolute poverty. For the most part, these conditions
are chronic. They are a daily fact of life.

Periodically, conditions worsen dramatically and
people in famine-affected regions are thrown into a food
crisis that subjects them to starvation and the increased
threat of immediate death. These short-run crises are
usually precipitated by political unrest, drought, or
floods that create even greater disequilibrium between
food supplies and people. Food crises are part of the
anatomy of the world food problem, but while they are
most often the outgrowth of chronic conditions made
worse, they are not the essence Qf the long-term food
problem that confronts the less fortunate people of the
world. That problem is typified by the insidious advance
of malnutrition and hunger into the lives of millions of
people, subjecting them to rampant disease, excessive
infant mortality, limited life expectancy, and a truly
substandard quality of life. (Appendix table 1.1 provides
data on some of these basic indicators for 180 nations.)

The nature of the long-term problem can be illus­
trated by looking at the differences in per capita sup­
plies of calories (energy) and protein in various regions
of the world during 1980-82 (figure 1.1 and appendix
table 1.2). The per capita supply of calories in develop­
i ng nations averaged about 10 percent below the world
average. Developed nations averaged about 28 percent
above the world average. The general pattern worsened
somewhat for protein supply when both vegetable and
animal sources were considered. Again, only African,
Far East, Near East, and Latin American countries were
below the world average. Most of the world's less­
developed countries (LDCs) are contained in these three
regions. The poor within wealthy or developed nations
are typically not considered to be part of the world food
problem.

The numbers of malnourished or hungry people in
an area are mostly calculated in terms of how many indi­
viduals do not receive that area's standard minimum of

The World Food Problem 1



invest in learning and applying production-increasing
technology to produce food for their families. The food
problem thus is a poverty-induced dilemma with two
horns: too little money-backed demand (people need
food but cannot buy enough) and too little supply. Com·
bine aggregate poverty with unprogressive agriculture;
soaring population growth; poor income distribution;
and inequitable social, political, and economic systems
and policies, and the result is a dilemma of staggering
complexity. At its apex, however, is the inability of peo­
ple to purchase and produce adequate amounts of food.

In simple terms, the food problem can be thought
of as the gap between current and future demands for
food and the capacity of worldwide agriculture to meet
them. By approaching the issues in terms of this gap,
the components that determine the worldwide supply
and demand for food can be identified and considered
along with the other complex factors that affect food
issues. The potentials for feeding the world's projected
population also can be examined in this context.

jected worldwide demands for food can be calculated
and effective strategies to balance supply and demand
put in place.

Population Trends and Impacts
Today's population growth rates make the world

food problem more urgent than it ever was in the past.
Since 1950, the world has experienced an unparalleled
explosion in population, from 2.5 billion in 1950 to 4.5
billion in 1980, at an overall annual rate of about 2 per­
cent (figure 1.2 and appendix table 1.3). In other words,
during those 30 years, almost as many people were
added to the population as existed in 1950. Toward the
end of the period, from 1970 to 1980, the growth was
at a lower rate of 1.8 percent annually. Even at that level,
the 4.5 billion population of the 1980s will double in
about 40 years. By comparison, it took the world several
million years to reach its present population.

Figure 1.2a World Population and Growth, 1950-80
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1984,3.
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This rapid expansion in numbers of people has had
a dramatic impact on the need for food. The nature of
that impact can be better understood by looking at
population growth patterns in different nations and
regions during the period (table 1.1). Several important
points are demonstrated by these data.

l) Of the 15 most populated nations in the world
in 1985, 8 were LDCs (including China).

• Food need is a normative concept of what requirements would
be if all people ate according to some officially defined nutritional
standard. Using this concept, aggregate food need is defined by
the food consumption per person required to meet the nutritional
standard and the number of people to be fed. Demand, in con·
trast, has economic and personal choice facets.

Demand for Food

As an economic concept, the demand for food is
one of many different needs that people must satisfy
with whatever purchasing power they can command. An
individual's ability and willingness to pay for food will
help define his or her demand (but not need *) for food.
Demand implies the ability to buy, whereas need is
based on nutritional requirements whether or not
money is available for buying food.

Increases in income, however, do not necessarily
mean equal increases in the demand for food. Part of
any expanded income may be spent on nonfood items.
This discriminatory tendency is higher for people with
incomes that already exceed the poverty level. When
incomes are minimal, most increases will be spent for
food. As incomes continue to rise, however, smaller and
smaller proportions of the new income are spent on
food, and the composition of the diet shifts from staples
(e.g., cereals) to nonstaples (e.g., fruit and vegetables).

At a more personalized level, tastes and prefer­
ences for specific foods are conditioned by cultural and
social traditions as much as or more than by nutritional
need. For example, people in Asia want rice in their diet
while people in some regions of Africa show an equally
strong preference for corn.

Within a nation, the total demand for food reflects
the sum of demand by individuals. As population rises,
the amount of food demanded increases in direct pro·
portion. Thus, the aggregate food demand (in economic
terms) is a function of population size, per capita
income, and learned preferences. These determinants
must be clearly understood before existing and pro-

2 Solving World Hunger: The U.S. Stake



2) Of the 25 nations having 5 million or more peo­
ple and the highest population growth rates, 18 were
LDCs that had per capita incomes of less than $1,000
per year.

3) All of the 26 nations with the slowest population
growth rates were developed nations. West Germany,
Hungary, and Denmark had negative growth rates,
meaning that their populations were declining.

4) Growth rates have declined even in some LDCs,
but their overall rates are still much high~r than those
of developed nations. The average is about 2 percent
annually for all developing nations, while some of the
poorest and most populated LDCs have growth rates up
to 4 percent.

5) The absolute number of people being added to
the world's population continues to go up. Most of this
net increase is occurring in the developing world.
Population growth in the developed world is approach­
ing zero.

6) LDCs now hold over 75 percent of the world's

population, and it is predicted that they will have about
85 percent by 2050. Most of this population is in Asia,
with significantly fewer people in Africa, the Near East,
and Latin America.

The immense population growth in developing
nations since World War II has resulted from high birth
rates combined with drastic reductions in death rates.
Vaccination programs and modern medical treatment,
though not universally available, have been widespread
enough to affect life expectancy significantly. As the
disadvantages of rapid population growth have become
evident, family planning and other population control
programs have been widely initiated, although with
varying degrees of success.

Despite efforts to limit population growth, birth
rates in developing nations persist at levels well above
those that could stabilize their population. Projections
to the year 2000 indicate that population will continue
to grow at slightly less than 2 percent per year in the
developing world. Significant reductions in population

Table 1.1 Population and Growth by Country, 1985
Population PopUlation Annual Growth

(millions) (millions) Rate (percent)

World's Most Populous Nations Sudan 21.8 2.9

China 1042.0 Zaire 33.1 2.9

India 762.2 Bangladesh 101.5 2.8

USSR 278.0 Ivory Coast 10.1 2.8

United States 238.9 Madagascar 10.0 2.8

Indonesia 168.4 Mali 7.7 2.8

Brazil 138.4 Mozambique 13.9 2.8

Japan 120.8 Niger 6.5 2.8

Bangladesh 101.5
Pakistan 99.2
Nigeria 91.2 World's Slowest Growing Nations
Mexico 79.7
West Germany 61.0 (5 million or more)
Vietnam 60.5

West Germany 61.0Italy 57.4 -0.2

Philippines 56.8 Hungary 10.7 -0.2
Denmark 5.1 -0.1

WORLD POPULATION 4846.8 Austria 7.5 0.0
Sweden 8.3 0.0

Population Annual Growth
Belgium 9.9 0.1
United Kingdom 56.4 0.1(millions) Rate (percent) East Germany 16.7 0.1

World's Fastest Growing Nations Italy 57.4 0.1
(5 million or more) Bulgaria 8.9 0.2

Switzerland 6.5 0.2
Kenya 20.2 4.1 Czechoslovakia 15.5 0.3
Syria 10.6 3.9 France 55.0 0.4
Rwanda 6.3 3.6 Netherlands 14.5 0.4
Guatemala 8.0 3.5 Greece 10.1 0.5
Tanzania 21.7 3.5 Portugal 10.3 0.5
Uganda 14.7 3.5 Romania 22.8 0.5
Zimbabwe 8.6 3.5 Japan 120.8 0.6
Algeria 22.2 3.3 Spain 38.5 0.6
Iraq 15.5 3.3 United States 238.9 0.7
Zambia 6.8 3.3 Yugoslavia 23.1 0.7
Ghana 14.3 3.2 Canada 25.4 0.8
Malawi 7.1 3.2 Australia 15.8 0.9
Nigeria 91.2 3.1 Hong Kong 5.5 1.0
Senegal 6.7 3.1 Poland 37.3 1.0
Iran 45.1 3.0 USSR 278.0 1.0
Saudi Arabia 11.2 3.0
Morocco 24.3 2.9 WORLD AVERAGE 1.7

Source: Population Reference Bureau, Inc., "1985 World Population Data Sheet."

The World Food Problem 3



growth will be difficult to achieve in these nations for
several reasons.

1) Just as no one automobile is responsible for the
total air pollution in New York City, one person's fam­
ily size does not create a population problem in Bangla­
desh. It is the co.llective effect of individual actions that
creates the dilemma. Rarely, however, can an individual
be persuaded to see this and to act in the group's inter­
est, especially if such action is not obviously in his or
her self-interest. In developing nations, particularly in
rural areas, limiting family size is not usually in the best
interest of individual families.

2) In most societies, decisions about having chil­
dren a':ld how many to have are unencumbered by gov­
ernment regulations. Only a few nations, such as China,
have enacted public policies that have a meaniJ;1gful
influence on population growth. To have effective
government intervention, a nation must be organized
to implement and enforce incentives to limit family size.
For example, a government might not allow free school­
ing or free medical treatment to more than two children
per family as an incentive to restrict family size. Most
developing nations, however, do not have the capacity
either to create or administer such incentive systems.
Then, too, the people in most developing nations still
retain a high sense of individuality, especially in family
matters, and they would probably resist a restrictive
policy similar to China's.

3) The agrarian nature of LDCs automatically
encourages large families. In agrarian societies, children
represent productive assets. They provide low-cost labor
to the farm and may earn income from nonfarm employ­
ment. With the historical (and sometimes persistent)
infant mortality rates, only a large number of live births
could ensure an adequate number of living offspring.
Furthermore, since most LDCs cannot provide public
care for their elderly, having a large number of children
is a sort of old-age security system for parents. The pat­
tern is perpetuated when parents in rural and disadvan­
taged urban families discourage their children from
attending school. Time in school limits time for farm
or other work and can require money for books and
clothes that the parents cannot afford.

Americans who grew up during this nation's rural,
agrarian period will readily empathize with this type of
value system. It was only after economic development
occurred and the role of children was redefined that peo­
ple in the United States (and in other developed nations
as well) found reasons to limit family size voluntarily.
A better quality of life replaced subsistence as the family
goal. Children then became economic liabilities rather
than economic assets. The nation became more urban­
ized and fewer families worked on farms. To give
children educational opportunities and access to a life
style thought appropriate, the number of children had
to be held in line with family resources if all members
were to benefit somewhat equally.

Higher incomes and improved education among
rural families in LDCs would promote changes in value

4

systems. Voluntary control of population would then be
more likely, based on evidence from around the world.
Unfortunately, not enough people in enough LDCs have
been exposed to these kinds of changes to produce
widespread voluntary reductions in population growth.

As a consequence, extensive efforts at population
control through organized family planning projects are
ongoing in most LDCs, but few of these include a
broadening of education and employment opportuni­
ties. Instead, population projects generally attempt to
encourage family planning both by informing the
populace, especially those of childbearing ages, about
the ways to achieve birth control and by supplying
modern means to do so, such as pills and other ,con­
traceptives. More drastic control measures such as
vasectomy and sterilization are also offered on a volun­
tary basis. However, the United States has made "volun­
tary consent" for these operations a strict requirement
of the population control programs it supports, and it
recently withdrew population programassistance from
any nation where abortion is a part of the official con­
trol program.

The effectiveness of these efforts varies among
nations, but in at least one important LDC, progress has
been slow. In Bangladesh, the world's most densely
populated nation, use-rates of birth control measures
among married women under 50 years of age were 18.6
percent in 1981 compared to 7.7 percent in 1975. To
stabilize population in that nation, use-rates would have
to reach an estimated 65 percent.

Projections of population growth to the year 2000
reflect the expectation that moderate success with birth
control programs will slow somewhat the rate of popula­
tion growth in most regions of the world (table 1.2).
Even so, population will continue to rise significantly.
Most of the forecast aggregate improvement is expected
to occur in developing nations, where growth rates are
projected to fall from the current 2.1 percent to 1.8 per­
cent by the year 2000. Africa will still be the most
rapidly growing region, and despite anticipated
improvements, many individual nations will continue
to experience rising growth rates and significant popula­
tion pressures.

Table 1.2 Population Growth Rates
of World Regions (percent)

1995-2000
Region 1980-1985 (Projected)

More Developed 0.6 0.5
Less Developed 2.1 1.8

Africa 3.0 3.1
Latin America 2.3 1.9
East Asia 1.1 1.1
South Asia 2.2 1.7

WORLD 1.7 1.5

Source: United Nations, The World Population Situation in 1983
(New York, 1984).
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The problem of population growth cannot be
wished away. Even the moderate success of some con­
trol programs offers no solution. Unless a more ade­
quate approach is initiated, the areas of the world least
able to do so will be dealing with the desperate problems
of hunger and starvation for the foreseeable future.

Income Trends and Impacts
Despite the ominous food-versus-people problems,

general economic improvement has slightly outgained
population growth in most of the world since World War 1\
(figure 1.3 and appendix table 1.4). The largest percent­
age increases in per capita gross national product
(GNP)* were recorded by developing nations, but some
of this may be due to their low initial income base. The
average increase of 3.1 percent from 1970 to 1980 actu­
ally exceeded that of the developed nations. In the
poorest nations, however, rapid population growth and
limited food production made prosperity a dim dream.
GNP per capita growth for these nations was held to 2.4
percent for the period.

Today, a significant number of nations have per
capita GNPs of $300 or less per year. All such nations
are in Africa and Asia. Chad and Bangladesh are the two
countries most often cited for their low average
incomes. Among the nations having per capita GNPs
above $300 but less than $1,000 annually, most, again,
are in Africa and Asia but several are in Latin America.
Only in a handful of developed nations does annual indi­
vidual income equal or exceed the $14,090 average
found in the United States (appendix table 1.1).

Growth trends in per capita income between 1955
and 1980 were slowed by the petroleum price increases
in the early 1970s. They were again adversely affected
by the worldwide recession of the early 1980s. Even

Figure 1.3 Per Capita Growth of GNp, 1955-70
and 1970-80

Compound growth rates (%)
6-.....:.-.--=-----'--'-----------------

1955-70
1970-80
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4-------1

Developed Centrally Developing World
Countries Planned Countries

Countries

Source: World Bank and ERS/USDA as cited in T. Kelley White,
"The Global Food System & the Future U.S. Farm & Food
System;' ERS/USDA. 1984. 4.

* GNP is the value of all goods and services produced in a nation.
Economic development is said to occur when GNP per capita rises.
It is desirable to have the increased GNP distributed widely among
the populace.
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now, civil turmoil and extreme weather conditions in
some nations are taking their toll on food production
and incomes. In nations where the population continues
to grow while aggregate income growth is slowed, per
capita incomes in the 1980s are likely to fall. Declining
income implies less of a market demand (though not
of a need) for food than in earlier period.

Income Distribution. Economists like to point to
improvements in average per capita income (or GNP)
as indications of increased consumption and progress
in achieving economic development. Such changes,
however, do not guarantee that the welfare of all peo­
ple is improving. The old truism, "the rich get richer and
the poor get poorer," still holds. The reason in LDCs
is that as development occurs, incomes rise at different
rates, which can aggravate existing inequalities. Well
into the 1960s, it was being argued that the benefits of
general economic improvements would eventually
expand to all parts of the economy and "trickle down"
even to the poorer segments. Beginning in the late
1960s, however, it became apparent that this process
was far from automatic. The poor segments of popula­
tions were not participating adequately (if at all) in
economic development. Inequalities were, in fact, being
enlarged in some LDCs.

Today, achieving a fair income distribution is given
attention comparable to that assigned to improving per
capita income. In other words, not only is it considered
important to increase the size of the economic pie, but
its distribution must also be improved. This concern has
led the United States to attach special importance to
its aid programs that address the "basic human needs"
of the "poorest of the poor" and small farmers. (These
points are discussed further in chap. 2.)

In most nations, an unregulated distribution of
income will favor the already rich. In LDCs, the distor­
tion often is magnified. Most of their populations
typically receive a small share of the nation's income
(figure 1.4 and appendix table 1.5). Kenya is an exam­
ple of the distorted distributions of income that can
occur in LDCs. In 1969, the 40 percent of the people
who had the lowest incomes received only 3.8 percent
of the nation's income, while 68 percent of the income
went to the 20 percent of the population who had the
highest incomes.

Questions about income distribution weigh heav­
ily on issues of overall economic development and a
nation's ability to share its wealth equitably among all
its people. Studies of these very complicated issues have
produced no pronouncements of what distribution of
income would be best for each nation. The tendency,
however, is to consider "more equal as better."

Many nations, including developing countries, have
adopted extensive public policies aimed at redistribut­
ing income among their people. Welfare payments, land
reform, and graduated income tax systems are tech­
niques that have been used by some developed nations.
Developing nations, however, generally lack the admin
istrative structures or resources needed to implement
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Source: Monlek S. Ahluwalia, "Inequality, Poverty, and Development;'
Journal of Development Economics 3 (1976): 340-341.

Aggregate Food Demand
Over time, the combined effects of changes in

Figure 1.4
Income Distribution in Selected Countries

such programs. Instead of trying to redistribute income
in the manner of developed nations, they often opt for
cheap-food policies. These involve combinations of sub­
sidies and price controls that are supposed to make
basic food items available to large segments of the
population at a low cost.

Such policies are frequently counterproductive.
Artificial control of consumer food prices can increase
the amount demanded. At the lower prices, people
demand more food and greater supplies are needed.
Simultaneously, the low prices penalize the farm pro­
ducers who then grow less. Resultant food shortfalls
may have to be offset by food aid from developed
nations. This is one of the great dilemmas facing LDCs.
In addition, administering these programs requires both
large amounts of budgetary support from the LDC gov­
ernment and an extensive bureaucracy.

Correcting severely distorted distributions of
income in LDCs is a complicated but essential step
toward overall development success. An approach now
gaining support calls for government policies to influ­
ence the pattern of development in such a way that low­
income producers (located mostly in agriculture and
small-scale enterprises in both rural and urban areas)
will see improved earning opportunities and simultane­
ously will receive the resources necessary to take advan­
tage of them. One important focus of this strategy is
to create more employment through labor-intensive
technologies. When people are productively employed,
whether in or out of agriculture, they have income to
buy food. The strategy also emphasizes greater reliance
on market forces and less on government controls to
determine food prices.

Supply of Food

The economic notion of the supply of food, like that
of demand, is not commonly understood. Supply is
defined by economists as the amount of an item that
producers are willing and able to produce and market
when they are paid a given price. In general, producers
will supply more if assured of high prices an.d less when

population and in per capita income determine the
magnitude of the demand for food that must be met
worldwide. Based on the population trends of the past
35 years and on predicted potentials for improving per
capita incomes, the most optimistic estimates place
future increases in the demand for food at about 2 per­
cent annually. More pessimistic estimates place it at
about 2.5 percent. This is the likely range of food
demand that will have to be met just to keep world con­
ditions from deteriorating. General improvements in
human well-being will require even higher levels of
agricultural output. Also, demand increases in the
poorer nations will exceed the averages suggested
above, probably by as much as 1.0 percent to 1.5 per­
cent. This will be due to their population growth rates
and possibly to slight income pressures as more of their
poor people are able to afford marginally adequate
diets.

Demand levels for food will continue to vary for
specific food types. One estimate provided by the USDA
suggests that between now and the year 2000, the
greatest increases in demand will occur for meat and
oilseed foods, with lesser increases for milk, cereals, and
fibers (appendix table 1.6). Such predictions allow for
differences among areas of the world based on their
population and income growth rates, plus their diverse
preferences for food types. For example, people in Asia
and China show a much greater preference for cereals
than do those in some other areas of the world. For the
20-year period from 1980 to 2000, estimates of annual
percentage increases (not compounded) in demand for
food range from 3.2 percent for meat to 1.8 percent for
milk and fiber foods.

A possible paradox with respect to the projected
changes in demand for food should be clarified. In one
sense, a rising demand for food is desirable since it sug­
gests that more food is being consumed, hopefully
leading to improved nutrition and diet. But these
benefits will be realized only if the primary source of
the increase in demand is higher per capita incomes and
not population growth. Population growth adds mostly
to increased food need, but the ability of people to
obtain food improves only with better incomes or
expanded farm production opportunities or both. For
this reason, a rising population in developing nations
is often a strong deterrent to eliminating hunger and
starvation if income levels and food production do not
also increase. Too often, food output must go up merely
to keep pace with more numbers of people. Nations
must "run just to stay even."

Developed Countries Socialist
United States (1970) Countries

Poland (1968)

I -I Income received by lowest 40%
I Income received by highest 20%
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prices decline. The actual supply, however, is necessar­
ily determined by biological realities as well as by
economic forces and management decisions.

The difficulty for managers and analysts comes
when anyone of the factors is overemphasized. For
example, those who concentrate their attention onthe
fixed physical factors related to food production often
conclude that potentials for improving food output are
limited. They argue that few new land frontiers remain
to be opened, that the world's best farmland is already
being farmed, and that available irrigation water sup­
plies are already being used.

This view of food production ignores the effects of
economic forces and human ingenuity. Land and water
are undeniably important to food production, but as
they become scarce, economic forces create strong
incentives to use them more efficiently. History shows
us how new technology and management skills have
regularly increased production from U.S. land and water
resources whenever scarcity became a problem.

Determinants of Supply
The amount of food supplied by producers is deter­

mined by several interrelated factors. Seven of the more
important general classes of determinants are discussed
here.

Level of Technology. Improvements in agricultural
technology often permit farmers to overcome produc­
tion constraints imposed by scarcity of inputs. For
example, if land is limited, research may provide new
seeds and more potent fertilizers. In some cases, intro­
ducing irrigation can increase yields per land unit. If
labor is in short supply, new mechanical devices can
sometimes be substituted for manpower and can raise
output per unit of labor. In such instances, new
technology raises the food output from each unit of the
scarce input. It is important to remember that technol­
ogy does not always mean machinery.

Developing nations have a particularly high poten­
tial to respond to new technology since their present
"ways of doing things" were generally intended to sup­
port much smaller populations in centuries past. These
traditional production methods were adequate for their
time, but they no longer yield high enough outputs.
Dramatic increases in production are possible if LDC
farmers can be helped to accept and use new methods
and inputs that are more appropriate to today's world
and needs. Such factors are usually developed by
agricultural research systems, while Extension Service
personnel help the farm population understand how to
best put them to use.

Weather. The influence of weather on food produc­
tion is especially critical in LDCs since rain-fed (not irri­
gated) agriculture is common. Crop yields are very often
determined by whether the rains arrive when and in the
amounts needed. Weather extremes such as excessive
rains or drought can devastate agricultural production.
Persistently humid environments pose their own set of
problems. The Sahel region of Africa typifies how

The World Food Problem

extremely arid conditions can wreck food production
expectations.

Natural Resources. Natural resources are an obvi­
ously crucial factor in agriculture. Rich soil combined
with sufficient, high-quality water and a moderate
climate, which can mean year-round cropping, are the
kinds of resources that translate into high agricultural
productivity. Developing nations often have an abun­
dance of natural resources. Unfortunately, however,
their productivity is too often limited by the level of
technology and other indigenous factors, many of which
are discussed in the rest of this section.

Infrastructure. Aspects of a country's physical and
institutional infrastructure that affect farmers include
transportation, communications, electricity, roads, and
storage facilities. Additionally, land distribution and
leasing arrangements (land tenure); means of making
credit, seeds, and fertilizer readily available; systems to
deliver water for irrigation; and the efficiency of the
product-marketing process all affect the profitability of
farming and the willingness of farmers to produce food.
In LDCs, many essential elements of their infrastructure
and institutions have not been constructed or devel­
oped. These deficiencies represent the first and most
critical needs if agricultural production is to be
improved. For example, without adequate roads and
efficient forms of transportation, products cannot be
moved profitably to a market for sale; without electric­
ity, many aspects of the quality of life, especially in rural
areas, are diminished. In many developed nations, infra­
structure development was often a critical first step
toward today's thriving agriculture. LDCs are finding the
same to be true.

Producer Incentives. In many ways, LDC farmers
are no different from U.S. farmers, even though more
of the food they produce is consumed in the home and
less is sold in the marketplace. Farmers everywhere try
to maximize returns on their efforts and react positively
to perceived economic opportunities. Once beyond
mere subsistence, they are motivated considerably by
the prices paid for their products, by their input costs,
and, when evaluating new technology, by any produc­
tion risks it may entail.

Unfortunately, production incentives for farmers
are diminished in most LDCs by market controls and
public policies that artificially hold prices in check or
otherwise discriminate against agriculture. Many
analysts argue that most LDC governments favor urban
dwellers. An example is their tendency to maintain low
food prices for urban consumers in hopes of improving
food and income distribution. These policy-induced low
prices do not motivate farmers to produce more. Under­
valuing food in this way has serious adverse production
consequences and inhibits farmers' interests in new
agricultural techniques. Rules governing foreign
exchange rates, -import/export controls, and subsidized
input prices are examples of other interventions that can
overvalue or undervalue farm products, thus giving
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Figure 1.5 Growth of Agricultural Output by Major
Regions, 1950-80

Source: USDA. World Agricultural Production Indices. as cited in T. Kelley
White, "The Global Food System & the Future U.S. Farm & Food
System;' ERS/USDA, 1984, 6.

WorldDevetlping
Countries

Centrally
Planned

Countries·

Total
Per capita

Developed
Countries

3 Compound annual growth (%)

"Excludes China

0-----'--"'----'--

Much of the 1950-80 improvement in aggregate
food output of LDCs was offset by their increases in
population. Growth in per capita agricultural output
averaged only 0.7 percent annually during 1950-80 and
declined to 0.4 percent for the more recent period,
1970-80. Africa and South Asia registered the least
impressive results during 1970-80; per capita output
in Africa actually fell by 1.3 percent annually, while in
South Asia it grew by only 0.1 percent. The present food
supply is acutely inadequate in many regions of Africa,
where population growth is at a considerably higher rate
than in Asia, and drought and civil unrest have exacer­
bated the incidence of chronically inadequate diets.

Some see these overall trends for LDCs as discour­
aging. But in the face of their rapid population growth
rates and their wide assortment of production problems,
the agricultural production performances of most devel­
oping nations can, at a minimum, be called heartening.
Two features associated with the output trends are par-

2

two regions with rapid population increases-Africa and
South Asia-agricultural output grew at only 2.3 per­
cent and 2.5 percent, respectively.

During the more recent 1O-year period from 1970
to 1980, the rate of growth in world food output
decreased to only 2.2. percent annually. Again, develop­
ing nations did better, since their rate dropped just
slightly to 2.8 percent. In Africa and in South and East
Asia, however, the rate was considerably lower between
1970 and 1980 than over the whole period from 1950
to 1980. The Middle East was the only region to register
increases in rates of growth in production during the
1970s, although it is noteworthy that, since 1980, India,
the largest LDC in Asia, has produced exportable sur­
pluses of some cereals.

farmers misleading economic signals. If the potentials
for large increases in agricultural production that exist
in LDCs are to be realized, government policies must
do a better job in optimizing incentives for producers.

Political Constraints. Government stability can
dramatically affect agricultural productivity in LDCs.
Only in a stable environment can substantial improve­
ment in food output or overall development be initiated
and sustained. Unfortunately, developing nations expe­
rience a great deal of political unrest, much of which
arises from the pressures that accompany widespread
poverty. For example, Bolivia has had a reported 150
changes in government since it achieved independence
in 1825. Political groups use poor and illiterate people
as prime targets for promoting their particular philoso­
phies of social organization and justice. In some nations,
it is not uncommon for 15 or more official political par­
ties to exist, with each pursuing its own solutions for
the nation's ills. Others that have fewer parties are not,
however, immune to public unrest.

Turnovers in government frequently mean that the
people at· the head of agricultural institutions (such as
the ministry of agriculture) and programs also change.
National development goals tend to be altered, and con­
tinuity (one of any nation's most critical needs) in plan­
ning and implementing agricultural and other develop­
ment strategies can suffer.

Human Resources. Agricultural production is
critically influenced by both the quantity and quality of
a country's human resources. It is people, whether agri­
cultural researchers, farm managers, or laborers, who
determine the productivity of land and other resources.
Most developing nations do not yet have enough train­
ing facilities and qualified teachers to create a highly
skilled labor force. In too many of these nations, illit­
eracy is high, skill levels are low, and public schools
are inadequate. This situation limits the quality of
available labor and hinders the capacity of the labor
force to command reasonably good employment
options. Studies further suggest that the more educa­
tion and training farmers have, the more likely they are
to adopt new agricultural technologies.

The seven determinants of food supply listed above
obviously constitute a mosaic that influences producer
decisions in a complex fashion. It is important to realize
that only two of the seven are natural or physical endow­
ments. The remaining five can be more readily altered
by individual or government initiative. Enlightened
management that remedies the constraints associated
with these determinants can dramatically affect the food
output of LDCs.

World Food Production
Aggregate growth in the world's food supply since

World War II is encouraging. From 1950 to 1980, world
agricultural production grew at an average annual rate
of 2.5 percent (figure 1.5 and appendix table 1.7). On
the whole, developing nations fared better than the
average, with a growth rate of 2.9 percent, although in
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'Includes wheat, rice, barley. maize. oats. millet. and sorghum

Figure 1.6 World Grain Yields·
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Source: Charles E. Hanrahan, Francis S. Urban, and J. Larry
Deaton, Longrun Changes in World Food Supply and
Demand, ERS Staff Rep!. no. AGES 840111 (Wash­
ington, D.C.: ERS/USDA, 1984), as cited in William
M. Park, "World Food Supply: Problems and Pros­
pects:' Staff Paper 84-01, Agricultural Experiment"
Station, University of Tennessee, September 1984,
13.

Note: On figures 1.6, 1.7, and 1.8, other developed countries in­
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South Africa and Japan. These latter two are accounted
for in Subsaharan Africa and other Asia, respectively.
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side ring regional disparities in grain yields as they cor­
relate with the relative uses made of fertilizer and irriga­
tion. Research has repeatedly proved that applications
of fertilizer most often produce gains in productivity
when combined with access to irrigation systems. The
regional disparities detailed below obviously reflect
complex developmental issues as well as the relative
uses made of fertilizer and irrigation water. Neverthe­
less, these two inputs are critical to agricultural produc­
tion and warrant consideration.

In 1981, grain yields in Latin America averaged 83
percent of the world average. In North Africa and the
Middle East they were 66 percent (figure 1.6 and appen­
dix table 1.8). In Subsaharan Africa, grain yields aver­
aged only 45 percent of the world mark.

Similarly, Subsaharan Africa was (and rema'ins) well
below the world average in its percentage of cropland
area being irrigated (figure 1.7 and appendix table 1.9).
China's progress in expanding its irrigated acreage dur­
ing this period is significant, as are estimates showing
that only 15 percent of the world's cropland is under
irrigation.

Fertilizer use in the three low grain yield regions
is also desperately inadequate (figure 1.8 and appen­
dix table 1.10). In Subsaharan Africa, fertilizer use in
1980 was on Iy 12 percent of the world average and 9
percent of the U.S. levels. Latin America applied 58 per-

Some Indicators
The potentials that exist for increasing domestic

agricultural output in LDCs can be illustrated by con-

Potentials for Increased Food Production
The likelihood of boosting the world's output of

food in the years ahead is promising for two reasons.
First, the efforts of the past 35 years have provided

a diversified base of knowledge and experience upon
which the LDCs can build. All developing nations have
been exposed to development programs. Each better
understands the issues it must deal with if agricultural
output is to increase. Most of the LDCs have at least
some of the necessary programs in place.

Second, in most LDCs, past and ongoing programs
have established an initial technological foundation for
agriculture. Regrettably, certain nations in Africa still
have extremely deficient in-place technology and
agricultural research capabilities. On the positive side,
the "green revolution" (which introduced high-yielding
varieties of rice and wheat to several areas in the
developing world in the 1960s and 1970s), plus continu­
ing progress in agricultural research and the creation
of improved institutional capacities, has given many
LDCs a noteworthy base of technology and knowledge.
This evolution is not yet complete. and research must
continue to emphasize finding ways both to eliminate
remaining production constraints and to sustain produc­
tive agricultural sectors. Even so, it is encouraging that
the overall agricultural research base of LDCs is better
prepared now than at any time in the past to contribute
a strong impetus to future advances in their food
outputs.

Toward that end, the LDCs will have to create and
implement effective programs and policies that earn
broad popular support. The challenge of world hunger
is both political and technological. In turn, developed
nations must make long-term commitments to pro­
moting a sustained growth of agriculture and other
areas of the economy in LDCs. The increases in food
production that will defeat hunger and malnutrition
among their people must come from within the LDCs.
Even if the developed nations could produce enough
to feed the world, the associated massive transfers of
food would be impractical and would introduce
pressures on domestic markets within LDCs that would
be self-defeating over time.

ticularly noteworthy. First, the 1950-80 growth in per
capita food output was broadly shared among LDC
regions and nations, except for Africa. Second, most of
the increased growth in agricultural output was
associated with new technology that produced higher
yields per unit of input. Of the total world increase in
agricultural output from 1950 to 1980, a U.S. Depart­
ment of Agriculture (USDA) estimate shows that about
75 percent resulted from greater use of improved
technology. The rest came from an expansion of the
land area under cultivation.

The World Food Problem 9
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Strategies to increase food production in individual
LDCs must necessarily accommodate the special con­
ditions of each. For example, strategies in a labor­
surplus nation like Bangladesh should not initiate pro­
grams that would displace labor with machines. A
nation like Bolivia, however, which has extensive land
areas and less population pressure, may find value in
a strategy that does advocate mechanization, at least
in some parts of the country.

•Phosphorus, nitrogen and potassium,
•. Arable land and land in permanent crops in FAO land classification.

Source: Same as for figure 16, p. 15.
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Figure 1.8 Consumption of Fertilizers* per
Hectare of Cropland**

cent, and North Africa and the Middle East 41 percent,
of the world average. China has shown dramatic
increases in fertilizer use, consistent with its extended
applications of irrigation, and has the highest average
use per hectare among developing nations. However,
the improvements since 1965 have not even dented the
enormous need.

Each region has its particular constraints that affect
progress in agriculture. One that is fairly universal,
however, is the availability of water either from rainfall
or irrigation.

The problems in Africa are of special concern since
economic progress there has been slow, and projections
suggest that the continent's existing major developmen·
tal problems will persist for some time. The Subsaharan
region looks to an especially bleak future. In general.
the delay in activating technological change in most
regions of Africa is the result of a number of conditions
centered around the limited use of modern agricultural
inputs. The qualified personnel and agricultural institu­
tions that are essential to research and extension efforts
are still not available. As a consequence, data about
major African crops (cassava, millet, yams, etc.) have
not been developed by local researchers. Attention to
these crops by research groups outside of Africa has
been limited since the crops are of much less impor­
tance elsewhere. (This was not the case with rice and
wheat, the major beneficiaries of the green revolution
resea rch that spread across much of Asia.) Africa also
has lacked the physical and economic infrastructure to
promote progress. In addition, the special environmen·
tal problems that characterize most of Africa make
water development both difficult and costly.

Source: Same as for figure 16, p. 14.
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General Constraints to Development
Regardless of such special considerations, however,

several general constraints must be addressed as part
of development strategies in all LDCs if their food pro­
duction potentials are to be achieved.

Focus on Agriculture. Planners and leaders through­
out the developing world need to better understand the
basic importance of agriculture to each country's overall
economic development. Too often, agriculture is viewed
as a tradition·bound sector whose only mission is to pro­
duce food. In reality, agriculture is the foundation on
which overall development must rest.

In the early stages of a country's development,
agriculture provides the pool of labor for the economy.
A high concentration of people committed to agricul­
tural production is a fundamental characteristic that
distinguishes low· income from developed nations. For
example, Chad has 85 percent of its population work­
ing in the agricultural sector, Nepal has 93 percent, and
Niger has 91 percent. Typica Ily, upwards of 70 percent
of the population in the poorer LDCs works in agricul­
tural production. By contrast, the United States and
England have 2 percent of their populations employed
in agricultural production, West Germany has 4 percent,
and Japan has 12 percent (appendix table 1.1). These
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Figure 1.7 Irrigated Area as Percentage of
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percentages do not include people employed in agri­
cultural support industries such as marketing, credit,
and processing.

A rise in agricultural production catalyzes adjust­
ments throughout the economy. For example, when
farmers produce a food surplus that ~an be marketed
for cash, they can then use their new income to purchase
nonagricultural goods and services. Again, as agricul­
tural production becomes more efficient, it requires less
labor. Some people can then migrate from rural life to
nonagricultural employment and, hopefully, higher
incomes. Since much of the new income of poor peo­
ple is spent on food, these purchases promote more
agricultural production while improving nutritional
levels. In conjunction with the other changes, relative
prices of food will fall, allowing urban as well as rural
people to buy food more cheaply. They can then use
these savings to upgrade their diets or to buy
nonagricultural goods. The lower food prices can also
make the country's agricultural products more com­
petitive in world markets. For these reasons, rising
agricultural productivity is viewed as the basic engine
for overall economic development.

As people leave agriculture to work and live in
other sectors of the economy, however, special prob­
lems arise. If jobs are not available near home, rural peo­
ple often seek the perceived excitement and employ­
ment possibilities of the "big city." If employment can­
not be found in the city, these people must usually
accept extremely deprived living conditions. Urban
slums and civil disorder are common consequences.
Creating employment in nonagricultural sectors must
therefore be an important component of the develop­
ment process that begins with rising agricultural out­
put. (The need to enhance employment' options is
discussed later in this section.)

It is commonplace in LDCs to acknowledge the
value of, but not assign a high priority to, agricultural
development in national planning. This counterproduc­
tive attitude must be replaced with one that guarantees
substantial investments of public funds in agriculture,
long-run commitments to agricultural programs, and
coordinated efforts to create jobs simultaneously in the
nonagricultural sector.

Development of a Scientific Base and Research/
Extension Capability. Despite substantial progress,
large gaps continue to exist between actual and poten­
tial crop and animal yields, even in LDCs where farmers
have started to adopt neW technology. Yields achieved
on agricultural experiment stations also continue to
outrun those obtained by local farmers by a wide
margin.

A prime problem in most LDCs is the absence of
a base of scientifically competent people and of institu­
tions with modern research facilities to support the
agricultural sector. Research capability is usually very
limited due to serious underfinancing by the govern­
ment, too few properly trained and experienced scien­
tists, and insufficient experiment station facilities. The
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agricultural research that does occur often does not
address the most critical production problems of
farmers. Unlike in the (Jnited States, LDC governments
do not yet have a long-run commitment to support
scientific discovery and innovation.

Extension services also are mostly inadequate in
LDCs. Operating budgets are often so low that the few
agents who are hired have difficulty traveling and main­
taining their autos. The training given to LDC extension
agents rarely prepares them to give effective help to
farmers confronting practical, everyday production
problems.

Ongoing scientific research is the key to the long­
run success of any' agricultural sector. Just because
agricultural methods in developing nations are not
highly mechanized or sophisticated does not mean the
problems are simple. For example, LDCs have an
extremely high incidence of plant diseases and damag­
ing pests that reduce crop output. Doing effective bat­
tle against these hazards requires reliable research,
which can only come from competent scientists. The
special problems of each nation must be diagnosed and
solved on site. Scientific assistance may have to come
first from scientists in the developed world, but,
ultimately, local scientific capability is essential. A
similarly vigorous, long-term commitment is needed for
the creation of an effectively trained and adequately
supported extension system.

The case for expending public funds to develop an
effective research/extension capability is well
documented. Studies of investments in specific,
research-oriented projects in LDCs have demonstrated
a fairly consistent trend of high rates of return that range
from 25 percent to as high as 100 percent annually.

Improved Human Skills and Education. A high­
quality scientific capability cannot evolve unless
advanced educational opportunities are made available
to large segments of the population. Competent univer­
sities are needed to train students in the sciences and
arts of agriculture. Such schools would not only sup­
port agricultural research and extension systems, but
they would also provide personnel for the government
offices where national policies are set and where mil·
lions of dollars of public funds and development
assistance from donor nations are managed each year.

Besides strengthening higher education, there is a
pressing need to eliminate illiteracy among, and pro­
vide job skills for, the general public. Illiteracy rates
typically are high in LDCs (appendix table 1.1). In
Bangladesh, for example, adult literacy is 26 percent,
and only 6 percent of the country's students of proper
ages were enrolled in high school in 1982. Early
"dropout" from primary schools is common. Without
skills basic to the job market, a person's options are nar­
rowed and his or her capacity to earn income is
extremely limited.

Many elements of a nation's development process
are curtailed by an unskilled labor supply. Progress in
both industrial and agric:::ultural systems suffers. There
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is evidence that it is the better-educated rural people
who most readily adopt new ways of doing things. In
the history of the United States, for example, agricul­
tural education, especially among rural youth via 4-H
and Future Farmers programs, had important impacts
on agricultural progress.

Perhaps more than on any other factor, the future
of the developing world depends on the education and
training of its people. Only people can make land pro­
duce more crops and industries produce more goods.
Investments that provide LOC residents with both basic
and technical skills will greatly improve the potentials
for increasing outputs of agriculture and of all goods
and services in these economies.

Government Interventions and Economic Incen­
tives. Farmers in developing nations are no less
economically rational than those in developed nations.
Farmers invest their money, plant their crops, and adopt
new production techniques when they believe such
actions are in their best interest. What they believe
depends largely on what they- have learned from the
marketplace. That is where farmers find out how much
they will be paid for the products they sell and how
much they must pay for the inputs they buy. If intelligent
decisions are to be made, the market's messages must
accur?tely reflect the public's valuation of scarce prod-

. ucts, services, and resources in the economy.
A nation's government has a key role in maintain­

ing the kind of economic environment that gives accu­
rate information to farmers. Governments can do things
to improve agricultural market efficiency that individual
farmers cannot do. This may include providing roads
and other forms of infrastructure, guarding against
market imperfections such as monopolies, supplying
price and market outlook information, standardizing the
system of weights and measures for all products, and
establishing grades and standards for food products and
farm inputs marketed in the system. Governments also
secure a nation's framework of law and order, legitimiz­
ing the rights of ownership and creating the proper
climate within which people can invest capital and
exchange goods. Education, research, transportation,
and communication are other services government
should rightly provide,along with protecting consumers
and producers from unscrupulous exploitation.

As developing nations modernize, their farmers
become increasingly dependent on nonlocalized sup­
port systems to assist in production and marketing. Fur­
thermore, the farmers need help in learning how to
gather, process, and use increasingly complex informa­
tion as it becomes available.

These types of interventions, plus public policies
concerned with prices and other economic factors, are
some of the government actions that affect incentives
for farmers. Unfortunately, governments do not always
clearly recognize their own roles nor the importance of
encouraging investments that will enhance market effi­
ciency for agricultural commodities. On the contrary,
because they often distrust the marketplace and the
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private sector, they create government agencies (which
often prove ineffective and unprofitable) to carry out
many functions. Likewise, government policies that fix
prices at low levels to favor urban consumers inadver­
tently penalize farmers. Ironically, these types of
counterproductive actions usually occur in nations
where agriculture is poorly developed, where popula­
tion growth is soaring, where expanded food produc­
tion is most needed, and where the capacity to manage
a government-controlled economy is least satisfactory.

The policy - issues in developing nations are
extremely complicated and can only be inadequately
addressed in this limited explanation. If efforts to
increase the world's food supply are to be successful,
however, they clearly must rest upon a proper frame­
work of public policy in each LOC. Those policies will
have to be designed, installed, and monitored with the
goal of sustaining an economic environment that pro­
vides production incentives to farmers.

Adequate Employment Options. Production effi­
ciency must also be a goal in nonagricultural areas, and
the creation of jobs and employment in those enter­
prises deserves a high priority in the development
strategy. It'is highly unlikely that agriculture in LDCs
will be able to absorb and employ the entire increase
in the rural labor force as population continues to rise .
In the long run, solutions to the plight of the rural poor
in LOCs must come largely from outside ofagricuIture.
Expansion of nonagricultural employment for rural
households usually occurs first in small-scale, rural
industries of the cottage or handloom types and in small
consumer-goods industries. Service industries also com­
monly provide important job options outside of agri­
culture.

Employment opportunities can be helped to
expand efficiently if governments commit resources to
programs that teach rural and slum-dwelling people the
technical skills needed by employers. Whenever poverty
is so rampant and jobs so needed as in LDCs, govern­
ments must encourage employment in all sectors of the
economy. Failure to do so will work against a successful
development strategy even if agricultural production ini-

_tially improves.

Available Natural Resources. Major importance
must be attached to developing land and water
resources and to combating the vagaries of weather.
Estimates vary and are probably imprecise, but they
suggest that the world contains about 2,500 million
hectares (1 hectare equals 2.7 acres) of potentially
arable land that could ultimately be put under cultiva­
tion (figure 1.9 and appendix table 1.11). Only about
1,400 million hectares were cultivated in 1970, which
means the potential land area under cultivation could
be expanded by as much as 75 percent. Among LDCs,
such lands are extensive in the humid and subhumid
parts of Latin America and Africa, but reserves in the
Mediterranean area and most of Asia (except Indonesia)
are very limited. China has apparently reached the limits
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Strategies to end hunger and malnutrition for much
of the world's populace must successfully cope with
burgeoning population. Rising population adds to the
need for food but does little to create the wherewithal
that people can use to purchase or produce that food.

though extensive development in some micro regions
has already caused water tables to recede. A major con·
straint is not knowing how much water exists in indio
vidual underground aquifers and how to sustain their
specific recharging processes. The requisite water
management skills and information are especially defi·
cient in most LDCs, and their water policies and pric­
ing strategies do not lead to efficient water use. Many
of these deficiencies probably can be corrected, how­
ever, and water availability should not generally con­
stitute a serious limitation to expanding food produc­
tion, at least for the rest of this century. As with land,
however, the cost of developing water resources tends
to rise as development proceeds and becomes techni·
cally more difficult.

Weather is always an unpredictable factor for any
nation attempting to increase food production. Pro·
longed droughts, major floods, and irregular rain pat­
terns can cripple agricultural production, sometimes for
extended periods, despite the best efforts of government
and individuals. Fortunately, weather extremes tend to
be localized, so while one area of one nation suffers,
others do not. (Subsaharan Africa is an exception.) The
inevitability of weather fluctuations emphasizes the
need for countries, and especially LDCs, to activate pro­
grams and policies that will produce increasing amounts
of food and provide a reasonable level of food security.

Continued Donor Support. Developed nations
must continue to provide LDCs with development assis­
tance if food production is to be improved in the
next decade. Per capita agricultural and industrial out·
put in most LDCs are not far enough above subsistence
levels to permit a significant mobilization of domestic
savings. Their own people thus can rarely invest much
in developmental programming. LDCs do surprisingly
well, even now, in providing local resources for develop­
ment efforts, but they are too poor to shoulder the total
burden. Developed nations will have to continue their
investment commitments (for food and money) until the
LDCs become productive enough to satisfy their own
needs.

Since World War II, several nations such as Taiwan
and South Korea have made significant progress toward
developed status. But a prolonged struggle with all or
some of the seven noted food production constraints
lies ahead for most LDCs. As will become apparent in
later chapters, developed nations that prOVide the
necessary development assistance at this time are
benefiting and will likely continue to benefit from their
efforts beyond a purely humanitarian satisfaction.

Figure 1.9 Estimates of the World's Arable Land
Existing in 1970, and Potentials for Increase

2,501
1,43QO
(75) .-

400 (19)

(206)

Source: Derived from data in Alan M. Strout, World Agri­
cultural Potential: Evidence From the Recent Past,
discussion draft (Cambridge, Mass.: Massachusetts
Institute of Technology [Energy Laboratory] and
Resources for the Future, Inc., March 1975), as cited
in T. Kelley White, "The Global Food System & the
Future U.S. Farm and Food System;' ERSjUSDA,
1984,6.

of its arable land, and a number of other nations are fast
approaching this point.

The impediments to developing the remaining
lands for cultivation are, however, both physical and
economic. Much of the land is currently used for
livestock, located in marginal climatic zones, or situated
in tropical areas poorly suited to production of major
grain and other crops. Animal, crop, and human
diseases also discourage people from settling and
developing lands in tropical and subtropical regions.
Production risks are high for these lands, and efforts to
develop them will be very costly. Future food needs
may, however, redefine the current structure of costs
and returns and render development of more of these
cultivable lands economically feasible. The FAO
estimates that 10 to 15 percent of the unused arable'
land in 1980 might be cultivated by 2000.

The surface and subsurface water resources with
which to expand irrigated agriculture are considered
extensive, but inventories are sketchy. Much of the
world's surface irrigation water has been or is being
developed, but further expansion is possible if certain
obstacles can be overcome. In many areas, development
of rivers for surface irrigation requires intercountry
cooperation. In some cases, political and territorial
disputes among nations curtail progress.

Use potentials for subsurface water are high, even
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It is obvious that population growth since 1950 has
nullified some of the impressive gains in the worldwide
production of food made d'uring the sa'me period. Poten­
tials for population control are restricted by the desire
for large families that is inherent in highly agrarian
societies. Expanding access to formal education and
skill training, which will augment earning capacity, con­
stitutes one potentially effective control strategy. But
such an effort will take time and far more emphasis than
is now apparent in most LDCs.

For the present, the accent is generally on increas­
ing the supplies of food in LDCs by promoting their own
production capabilities. Even this approach, however,
presents serious obstacles. LDC farmers must be con­
vinced to replace old technologies and methods (which
they have found adequate for decades) with modern
means that have considerably greater output potentials
but are unfamiliar and mistrusted. Change of this type
comes slowly and demands persistent persuasion. Also,
a way must be found to insure that the poor people in
each LDC have the jobs and money they need if they
are to benefit from higher food output. On the plus side,
most developing nations have accumulated two to three
decades of self-governing experience' and have put
many elements of an effective development strategy
into place. With enlightened help from developed
nations, the LDCs have a good chance of increasing
their food production and simultaneously mounting
attacks on poverty (by improving job options and
incomes) and population growth. Only such a multifac­
to red effort is likely to produce the desired results.

The tragedy in Ethiopia in the 1980s brought the
realities of extreme developmental failures into vivid
focus. Such emergencies often indicate both internal
strife and neglect in developing a healthy agriculture.
Similar patterns in other LDCs with strong population
pressures could make the Ethiopian situation com­
monplace in 20 or 30 years and could place increased
demands on the United States and other donor nations.
The response to the Ethiopian crisis by the United
States, other donor nations, and large numbers of peo­
ple acting independently has been impressive. Past
emergencies have witnessed a similar U.S. response.
Since 1964, the United States has assisted victims of
more than 750 disasters in 128 countries. These
disasters killed more than 2 million people and ravaged
another 750 million. The United States alone provided
$2.4 billion in official relief funds to help victims of these
tragedies.

History thus suggests that this nation and its peo­
ple will always try to respond to the world's food
emergencies. The big question is whether we could con­
tinue to respond should the emergencies become more
frequent and extensive. Our wisest course, therefore, is
to provide development assistance now since it offers
the hope of avoiding future food crises by attacking the
longer-term problems. Through continued development
assistance, the United States can substantially increase
the innate productive capacity of LDCs and help them
defeat the threat of an ever malignant spread of chr9nic
hunger and malnutrition.
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____________________Chapter 2

The History and Nature
of U.S. Foreign Assistance
by E. Boyd Wennergren

The configuration of U.S. foreign assistance has been
evolving since the 1940s. U.S. aid to other nations

began principally as assistance that could be described
as economic, technical, or developmental. Its goal was
to improve the economic welfare of people living in less­
developed or war-devastated countries.

The rise of Cold War pressures In'the 1950s added
a new dimension: pursuit of political objectives in the
form of what today is known as security assistance.
Since then, the United States has expanded its
assistance programs to include nations judged impor­
tant to its foreign policy strategy. Under that cloak,
nations like Iran, Vietnam, Israel, and Egypt have been
recipients of substantial packages of U.S. aid.

In the 1980s, U.S. foreign assistance encompasses
a composite of technical, economic, and military aid.
The aid categorized as economic furthers development
objectives in poor nations as well as security interests
in diverse parts of the world.

To provide a more complete picture of the nature
and scope of the U.S. effort, this chapter will first deal
with an overall description of foreign assistance. The
prime focus will, however, be on the economic aid given
to combat world hunger and to promote U.S. security
interests abroad.

Origin of U.S. Foreign Assistance

The genesis of U.S. foreign assistance came in 1939
when passage of Public Law (P.L.) 355 gave U.S.
legislative concurrence with the 1937 Buenos Aires
Convention. Participants in that convention had agreed
to closer cultural and economic ties among nations
throughout the American hemisphere. The 1939 law
provided for more scientific and cultural exchanges
between the United States and other nations of the con­
tinent. From this initiative, the Institute of Inter­
American Affairs (lIAF) was established in 1942. It for­
mally recognized the need for attention to rural prob­
lems and set into motion the concept of "servicio" (ser­
vice) to agriculture. Discussions within the IIAF and the
State Department led to creation of the United States'
Interdepartmental Committee on Scientific and Cultural
Affairs. This committee, chaired by the assistant
secretary of state for Economic Affairs, included
representatives from several departments of govern-
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ment. The most active participants were from the
Department of Health and the Department of Agricul­
ture. The committee was the first forum to consider rural
needs in Latin America and ways that U.S. government
agencies could help solve them.

Efforts by these groups in the mid-1940s provided
both the aegis and the impetus for agricultural and rural
development assistance to Latin America. Numerous
agricultural research and health programs were ini­
tiated. By the 1950s, the "Servicio Agricola," sponsored
by the HAF, was operating throughout much of Latin
America and was acknowledged as the primary U.S.
foreign economic assistance effort in health and
agricultural extension. A similarly widespread program
in agricultural research had been put in place by the
Interdepartmental Committee.

The ground-breaking philosophies, concepts, al)d
program ideas generated by these early efforts provided
the intellectual background for subsequent U.S.
technical assistance outside of Latin America. The case
for U.S. aid to all of the developing nations was formu­
lated in the 1940s, and when the Marshall Plan assis­
tance to Europe in 1947 showed early evidence of suc­
cess, the stage was set for formalizing the commitment
of the United States to humanitarian causes. President
Truman did so in his 1949 inaugural address when he
said:

Fourth, we must embark on a bold new pro­
gram for making the benefits of our scientific
advances and industrial progress available for
the improvement and growth of underdevel­
oped areas.

More than half the people of the world are
living in conditions approaching misery. Their
food is inadequate. 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 the assistance of
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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 knowledge in order to help them
realize their aspirations for a better life. And, in
cooperation with other nations, we should foster
capita,1 investment in areas needing develop­
ment.

With this, President Truman set in motion the Point
Four program, the nation's first peacetime development
assistance effort. The most obvious catalyst for the
president's pronouncement had been the deliberations
and positions on development assistance that grew out
of P.L. 355. In fact, it is noteworthy that President
Truman made no reference to military aid or to the con­
cept of security assistance. His intent was strictly to
assist LDCs to improve themselves.

Prior to the Point Four program, however, the idea
of security assistance had been born with the U.S.
Mutual Assistance Program in 1947. Most of that aid
went to Greece and Turkey and was designed to con­
tain Soviet expansion following World War II. That con­
cept was to evolve and expand in the years ahead
through the Mutual Security Program (1951), the Secu­
rity Supporting Assistance (1971), and, finally, the
Economic Support Fund (1978).

It was probably inevitable in the atmosphere of the
Cold War following World War II th~t U.S. development
and security assistance programs would become inter­
related under the umbrella of U.S. foreign policy. In
1953, a commission headed by Nelson Rockefeller
made such a recommendation. Development- and
security-type aid efforts were subsequently accorded the
joint roles of fostering political and economic stability

. and assisting the emergence of democratic societies
throughout the world. Initially, emphasis was on nations
in need of reconstruction after the war. Later, as the size
of the program increased, the focus 'of U.S. economic
assistance shifted from reconstruction to security con­
cerns. Development aid to LDCs, as proclaimed by
President Truman, was incorporated into the structure,
and as the years have gone by, the objectives of develop­
ment and security assistance have occasionally been
intermingled, despite some effort to keep them
separate.

The United States has now become a preeminent
donor nation in terms of total assistance offered to
others. As a major world power, the United States has
tremendous potential for doing either good or harm by
its actions and policies. People in the developing world
do not vote in America's elections. But their lives are
often significantly influenced by what happens here.
Every administration since 1949 has supported foreign
assistance as an essential part of this nation's, commit­
ment abroad. Still, the programs have been controver­
sial and have often suffered a lack of public support.
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Justifications for U.S. Developmental Assistance

The justifications for LDC assistance that were valid
in 1949 remain so today and have been strengthened
by intervening events. As the world has changed, na­
tions have become more interdependent, and the need
for action has intensified. The rationale for the U.S. com­
mitment to help has severai dimensions ranging from
humanitarian concern to self-interest (furthering our
own developmental and political priorities).

Humanitarian Responsibility
A sense of humanitarianism was the primary

motive of the United States in 1949. Most Americans
readily embrace the moral and ethical responsibilities
inherent in President Truman's original statement. The
critieal world need for food (discussed in chap. 1) is
evidenced by misery and deprivation among many of
the world's inhabitants. Certainly, the right to food in
fundamental. Discussions of such issues as individual
freedom, huma'n dignity, and social justice are pointless
until the poor are adequately fed and clothed. The
humanitarian basis of our economic and developmental
assistance is deeply rooted in our national values, which
are embraced just as strongly today by the general
public as they were in 1949.

Economic Benefits
While the economic interests of the United States

may not have been considered important as 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. Global economic aid
is not simply a sharing of the resources and wealth of
this nation. Economic interdependence has grown and
the United States is as influenced by external events as
is any other nation. This country depends on world
markets to maintain its own strong economy. Much of
its export trade, especially of agricultural products, is
with LDCs. Furthermore, successful economic develop­
ment in these nations can make them more active trad­
ing partners with the United States, as increased
incomes in the hands of their citizens foster rising
demands for imported goods and services. The econo­
mies of all nations are much more likely to thrive when
the purchasing power of today's poor is improved and
the mutually beneficial process of extensive interna-

, tional trade is encouraged. In the long run, an improved
global economy and increased world food production
will benefit large portions of the world's populace. A
more reliable global food supply would lessen pressures
to increase food prices and would be advantageous to
U.S. consumers as well as those of other countries.

National Security and International Stability
The forces that threaten international stability and

the security of the United States will be discussed in
chapter 5, along with the role enhanced food availabil­
ity may play in controlling them. One of the more explo-
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sive factors in the world today is the frustrated desire
of rapidly rising numbers of poor people to improve
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 expectations of the developing world grow,
poverty within it remains prevalent and conspic­
uous-with hunger as its quintessential symp­
tom. As a result, hunger has been interna­
tionalized 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,
political instability within the LDCs also retards their
economic improvement. Hunger can create a discon­
tent that contributes to unstable political processes and
ofte:n to changes in national leadership, both of which
limit the continuity of and commitment to development.
Civil unrest has repeatedly disrupted development pro­
grams in these nations. Hungry people, unless made

apathetic by starvation, are difficult to rule, no matter
what the form of government.

Administrative Structure Supporting a.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 USAID's annual budget request, which
Congress reviews and may alter. Ultimately, it is Con­
gress that approves or rejects USAID's money requests
and its general program directions.

Today's USAID is the product of considerable evo­
lution since 1949. The administrative structure and
operational procedures have changed periodically, and
the name itself was last changed in 1961. USAID has
an extensive organizational structure with its head­
quarters in Washington, D.C., 'and branches in the
nations where U.S. assistance programs operate. In
Washington, the agency has three bureaus that oversee
development programming in Africa, Asia/Near East,
and Latin America (figure 2.1). An additional support
structure provides guidance to all regional bureaus. For
example, professionals in the Bureau for Science and

Figure 2.1 Organization of the Agency for International Development (USAID)
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Source: John C. Rothberg, "U.S. Foreign Assistance, A.I.D. and BIFAD-An Introduction;'BIFAD
Staff Paper, 1984 (Mimeographed), updated by author.
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Source: BIFAD. Budget Recommendations: 1985 (Washington.D.C.:
USAID, February, 1984),53.

Figure 2.2 Agricultural Officers in the USAID
Work Force*
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"Excludes overseas complement, positions requested from reserve, and International
Development Intern positions.
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Classes of Developing Nations
Nations officially classed as "developing" include

four groups that differ widely in income, wealth, and

finance development programs within the country, or
they are distributed as wages to the poorer segments
of society in exchange for work on local development
projects. These work projects mostly involve construc­
tion of infrastructure items 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
these loans.

A variation to this arrangment, started in the late
1970s, forgives loan repayment for any LDC that imple·
ments policies and procedures that USAID considers
vital to the country's development. Emergency food
shipments such as those made to Ethiopia in the 1980s
are also authorized under P.L. 480 or can come from
disaster rei ief funds.

P.L. 480 was initiated during a period when agri­
cultural surpluses were a major problem in the United
States, but the disposal philosophy still persists. Wheat,
corn, cotton, and dairy products have been the com­
modities most important in P.L. 480 programs. The
availability of these crops may cease if domestic U.S.
agricultural policy is changed to reduce or eliminate
their traditionally surplus status.

Elements of the (JSAID 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 accom­
modate changing world conditions and program needs.
The agency also cooperates with the Department of
Agriculture and the Department of State to implement
the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954. more popularly known as Public Law 480 or
Food For Peace. Under P.L. 480, surplus agricultural
products are distributed free or under concessionary
loans to nations that qualify based on need. The prod­
ucts either are sold in the LDC and the funds used to

Technology work with the regional bureaus to mobilize
USAID technical competence. to provide advice on
improving scientific competence in LDCs, and to
manage centrally funded projects that operate in coun­
tries involving more than one regional bureau.

The USAID programs in each developing nation are
administered by a mission director. Normally, mission
directors are career USAID employees who have pro­
gressed through the USAID system to leadership posi·
tions on the basis of merit. Occasionally they are
political appointees. The rest of each in-country
organization varies depending on the size and nature
of the program. The mission usually comprises a dep­
uty director, a controller. a program officer. and an
administrative officer. The expertise of heads of divi·
sions will reflect the types of programs being imple­
mented, such as agriculture and food. population and
health, and rural development. Division heads and other
USAID personnel are normally responsible for supervis­
ing one or more active projects. All permane.nt person­
nel of USAID hold appointments in the U.S. civil or
foreign service. Many of the secretarial and other in­
country support staff of each mission are recruited from
the local populace. Americans working in USAID mis·
sions normally are assigned for two years but often com­
plete an additional two'year tour. These relatively short
assignments can adversely influence program continu­
ity, and the "memory" of the mission can suffer.

In the 1980s, USAID has annually employed over
3,000 technical and professional people (figure 2.2 and
appendix table 2.1). Many in the work force have both
advanced university training in a variety of specialties
and prior foreign experience, often with the Peace
Corps. However, relatively few have agricultural
backgrounds and training. Since 1980 only about 7 per­
cent of the USAID professional work force have been
agricultural specialists, but about 75 percent of these
were posted abroad. In 1982, 7.5 percent (250 person­
nel) were agricultural specialists. but a slight downward
trend is expected by 1986. The small number of agri­
cultural specialists in the permanent labor force is a con­
cern for an agency that stresses agricultural and rural
development programs.
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development problems and prospects. There is, first, the
group of OPEC, capital-surplus countries. Despite their
often high per capita incomes, many still retain problem
areas characteristic of developing nations, such as low
levels of literacy and life expectancy, and a high pro­
portion of their population engaged in agriculture. Obvi­
ously, these countries neither receive nor need a con·
cessional type of economic assistance. Instead, they
seek a stable and prosperous market for their oil exports
and a favorable international environment in which to
develop and invest their surplus financial assets.

The second group includes newly industrialized
countries, several of which have "graduated" from U.S.
assistance. These nations have living standards and·
levels of development comparable to what some devel­
oped nations had a short time ago. Their needs for con­
cessional economic assistance are minimal, but they
sometimes require specific support to insure continued
progress. For the most part, however, a strong inter­
national economy is their best insurance of sustained
development.

The tryird group, the middle-income nations, have
per capita incomes roughly between $700 and $1,500.
These nations have made some economic progress in
recent years but still suffer from widespread poverty.
They are highly dependent on a narrow range of
.exports-usually from agriculture or minerals, which
show wide price fluctuations in world markets-for
foreign exchange. They have confronted but not always
solved many of the traditional development issues.
These mid-level nations are still in search of progress,
and they continue to require foreign assistance.

Finally, there is the large group of low-income
countries where per capita annual incomes generally are
less than $700 (see appendix table 1.1). These nations
contain many of the world's worst manifestations of
human, social, and economic underdevelopment. They
therefore face the most unfavorable economic prospects
for the future. Large segments of their populations live
at or below the barest biological subsistence levels, and
mortality rates are generally high, particularly among
infants. They lack basic physical, educational,"and social
infrastructure, and their involvement in the international
economic community of nations is slight. The bulk of
future U.S. concessional economic assistance must be
directed toward these countries if their people are to
make progress.

Classes of Assistance
U.S. foreign assistance is composed of two general

classes: (1) development and (2) security. Development
assistance is given to LDCs friendly to the United States
who are judged to have development potential. Security
aid is made available to nations deemed important to
the foreign policy and security interests of the United
States.

Within each class, major subcategories are com­
monly identified for administrative/budgetary purposes,
as follows:

The History and Nature of U.S. Foreign Assistance

1. Development Assistance
A. Bilateral (direct U.S. assistance to another

nation)
1. Development Assistance. This assistance is

primarily used to fund projects designed to
support economic growth and alleviate the
causes of poverty in LDCs.

2. P.L. 480. Under this law, U.S. agricultural
commodities are provided to countries in
the form of loans or grants to support the
development and relief efforts of govern­
ments, the World Food Program and
private voluntary organizations, and long­
term concessional sales agreements with
recipient nations.

3. Other (includes Peace Corps, narcotics con­
trol, etc.).

B. Multilateral (U.S. aid combined with that from
other donor nations): Development bank and
funds. This assistance is passed mostly through
multilateral development banks (MDBs) to pro­
vide credit for needy nations a~ concessional
interest rates. U.S. funds are combined with
those of other donor nations and private capital
markets to enhance the supply and use of credit
by these countries. .

II. Security Assistance (all bilateral)
A. Military. This category includes (a) Foreign

Military Sales (FMS) credits program, and
(b) Military Assistance Program (MAP) grants.
The primary purpose of these programs is to
enhance the security of friendly countries via
financial aid for military equipment and sup­
port. A third subcategory is International
Military Education and Training (MET) of
students from recipient nations in American
military methods as well as in the operation and
maintenance of U.S. equipment. .

B. Economic Support Fund (ESF). This is the most
flexible form of U.S. assistance.. It is unen­
cumbered by most of the guidelines imposed
on other assistance in terms of the countries
that may receive money or the form in which
the money is made available. ESF assistance
can be political, strategic, economic, or any
combination of these. It may take the form of
a highly concessional loan or grant or a
development project. But it may not be used for
defense programs.

C. Other (includes antiterrorism and peacekeep­
ing operations).

Administrative responsibility for foreign assistance
lies with either USAID or the Department of State.
USAID has jurisdiction over all economic and develop­
ment resources, including the ESF. Multilateral
assistance is controlled by the various multinational
boards that direct groups operating the individual insti-
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2) Multilateral assistance. U.S. multilateral support
is channeled through several international banks and
development funds whose primary purpose is to serve
the needs of developing nations. The United States was
instrumental in establishing most multilateral develop­
ment ba~ks (MDBs) and has traditionally viewed con-

tutions being supported, with,USAID performing mostly
a monitoring function. The Department of State admin­
isters all military assistance, as well as other programs
related to peacekeeping and migration, and any activi- ,
ties that do not include primarily economic objectives.

Development Assistance. As noted above,
development assistance includes two broad categories,
bilateral and multilateral, that define the jurisdiction and
form of administration.

1) Bilateral assistance. Bilateral development
assistance funds are managed by USAID. Together with
food aid, they constitute the main funds directly
assignable by USAID to satisfy development objectives
and thereby confront the issues of world hunger. Of
cour'se, in the daily management of assistance efforts,
development assistance prog~ams often feel the pres­
sures of political realities and broader foreign policy
interests. Intermingling of objectives can and does
occur, and at times nondevelopment interests can over­
ride traditional development activities.

Other kinds of bilateral assistance are earmarked
by Congress for specific uses, several of which do, inci­
dentally, contribute to the war on hunger. Administra­
tively, these appropriations are mostly monitored rather
than managed by USAID. Included are such programs
as the Peace Corps and the Inter-American Foundation.
Bilateral funds for nondevelopment purposes, such as
narcotics control and migration and refugee aid, are
under the jurisdiction of the Department of State.

In 1984, the budget items (and' their proposed
amounts) listed under bilateral assistance represented
24 percent of the total U.S. foreign assistance and were
as follows:

Development Assistance:
Functional Development
Sahel Development Program
American Schools and Hospitals Abroad
Disaster Relief
Operating Expenses (USAID)
Foreign Service Reserve

Trade and Development Programs
International Narcotics Control
Inter-American Foundation
Peace Corps
Africa Development Foundation
Migration and Refugee Assistance
P.L. 480 (Food Aid)
Miscellaneous Trust Fund

Total

$ Millions

1,342.0
103.0

7.5
25.0

378.5
34.0

22.0
53.0
10.7

108.5
3.0

344.5
1,052.0

9.7

$3,493.4

tinued participation in their activities as complementing
its bilateral assistance program. These institutions are
supported by many donor nations and are governed by
multinational boards. Donor nation representatives
supervise budgetary requests as well as program
priorities and performances. The United States con­
tributes to 10 such institutions, including the
developmentally oriented agencies in the United
Nations family.

In 1984, U.S. participation in multilateral aid
accounted for 13 percent of the nation's total foreign
assistance and was allocated among MDBs and agen·
cies as follows:

$ Millions

Inter-American Development Bank 58.0
IDB Inter-American Investment Corporation 113.6
IDB Fund for Special Operations 20.0

World Bank 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 (or Agricultural Development 50.0
International Organizations and Programs 190.0

Total $1,858.3

The average U.S. share of MDB assistance is about
25 percent, ranging from 41 percent for the Inter­
American Development Bank (IDB) to about 6 percent
for the African Development Bank (ADB). The U.S.
share has declined in recent years as the cost of sup­
porting these institutions has become more equitably
and widely spread among developed nations. The
United States does not act alone in assisting these types
of institutions. For example, the World Bank receives
funds from as many as 75 nations.

In contrast to the political orientation of portions
of the U.S. bilateral foreign assistance, the help funneled
through MDBs tends to be focused'more toward the
particular development needs of recipient LDCs. For
example, the ADB reportedly provides 90 percent of its
loans to countries with per capita GNPs under $400.
Also, in 1978, the IDB established guidelines that
allocate 50 percent of its lending portfolio directly to
the poorest groups in borrowing nations. Aid to LDCs
through multilateral institutions has consistently
emphasized the development of agriculture, industry,
physical infrastructure, and, to a lesser extent, social
programs. The provision of credit for agriculture and
for foreign imports to support development has been
important.

The United States further promotes its interests by
funding assistance efforts through agencies of the
United Nations. Historically, these agencies have been
seen by the United States as offering LDCs a viable and
attractive assistance alternative to the controlled or
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$ Millions

Development Program Priorities
Despite the periodic intermingling of foreign policy

and development objectives under the aegis of foreign
assistance, U.S. development assistance to LDCs (as
opposed to security assistance) is sustained in large part
by concerns for the poor and a desire to see the world's
least privileged benefit from U.S. help. Congress exer­
cises a strong influence over development assistance
and has periodically established mandates to guide the
program. For example, in the 1970s, Congress decreed
an overall concern for the "poorest of the poor" and. the
small farmers in the developing world as a way to direct
U.S. development assistance toward the most needy
groups in LDCs. Giving poor people access to basic
human needs (food, shelter, education, and health care)
was set as the "new direction" for USAID assistance.
Since then, the role of women in development and the
rights of minorities to participate in development pro­
grams also have been stressed to help broaden the
distribution of the fruits of development.

The recognition given to the role of women in
developing nations has gained considerable momentum
in recent years. The new emphasis is anattempt to cor­
rect a critical oversight of prior development program­
m,ing, which failed to take into account the fact that
women play well-defined roles in determining the
economic progress of families, particularly in rural
areas. Their roles vary among cultures, but in addition
to being mothers, women clearly are important in deter­
mining the productivity of agriculture in LDCs. For
example, in Bolivia, rural women occupy important
places in the marketing of agricultural products. They
also work in the fields and participate in major farming
deci~ions such as whether to invest family resources in
new agricultural technologies like fertilizer and
improved seeds. In Bangladesh, women are not involved
in marketing or field work outside of the home, but they
manage and directly control the production derived
from crops and animals that are located on or very near
the family homestead. Furthermore, they are responsi­
ble for the post-harvest processing of crops and the
storage of food, a task of great importance in a climate
with high temperatures and humidity.

Past development programs have erroneously
directed their efforts to change agriculture almost
entirely at influencing male attitudes, thereby overlook·
ing the critical inputs made by women. Giving more

targeted aid from Soviet bloc nations. Within the UN
system, the United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) is a major instrument for delivering multilateral
technical assistance to the developing world. The World
Health Organization (WHO) has a long-standing history
of promoting health services and international health
standards. The Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), the World Food Program (WFP), and the World
Food Council (WFC) have been instrumental in draw­
ing attention to,the world food problem and providing
initiatives for finding solutions. The Food Security

. Scheme, the FAO Global Information and Early Warn­
ing System, and the International Fertilizer Scheme are
examples of valuable initiatives activated by these UN
agencies. The FAO's data collection, analysis, and
dissemination service is used by a broad clientele in
development and international agricultural trade.

Security Assistance. Security assistance funds are
all managed bilaterally and frequently merge develop­
ment objectives with the political and foreign policy
interests of the United States. Some see such a merger
as a logical way to administer U.S. support so that it
preserves this c9untry's independence, helps it fulfill its
role as a world leader, and facilitates the collective secu­
rity interest of peace-seeking nations. Both military and
economic aid are budgeted under security assistance.

The economic side of security assistance has been
designated as the Economic Support Fund (ESF).
Nations receiving ESF monies must qualify in terms of
their developmental needs and their strategic impor­
tance. Owing to the development use made of these
funds, they are managed by USAID. ESF monies are
used to help promote economic development and
political stability in regions where the United States has
particular foreign policy interests and has decided that
economic assistance can help secure peace. For exam­
ple, the major recipients of ESF support since 1948
have been South Korea, Vietnam, Israel, Turkey, and
Egypt, a list that closely matches the world's political
trouble spots during the post-World War II era. Almost
all of the aid to these nations was categorized as security
assistance. On the other hand, it is not uncommon for
LDCs to receive a combination of monies from the ESF
and development assistance funds. For example,
Somalia and Thailand, both LDC recipients of develop­
ment assistance, have also received ESF support based
on foreign policy priorities of the United States. (See
appendix table 2.2 for a breakdown of classes of
assistance received by all nations from 1946 to 1983.)

The bulk of security assistance money-in 1984,
about 70 percent-has been spent for military aid and
peacekeeping activities. It should be noted that the
military portions of security assistance represent only
a part of the total of U.S. military commitments abroad,
since Department of Defense expenditures are separate
budget items. The total 1984 allocations to security
assistance amounted to 63 percent of the United States'
total foreign assistance and were divided as follows:

Foreign Military Sales (forgiven credits)
Guaranteed FMS Loan Commitments
Economic Support Fund
Military Assistance Program
International Military Education and Training
Peacekeeping OperatIons
Antiterrorism Assistance

Total

1,000
4,658
2,949

747
57
46

5

$9,462
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attention to the impact of women on agricultural pro­
duction is seen as an important factor in raising the
effectiveness of USAID-supported programs designed
to improve the welfare of rural families.

Congress has strongly opposed development pro­
gramming that caters to the interests of an entrenched
elite or favors higher-income groups in LDCs. Strict
adherence to such constraints can limit flexibility and
may not always promote the most efficient development
of the country. The intent of Congress, however, has
been clear and has generally had a meaningful effect
on USAID programs in LDCs. The most recent congres­
sional mandates have sought private-sector participa­
tion in the development process through encouraging
more reliance on the marketplace and on free enterprise
in LDCs.

In general, USAID development assistance falls into
five categories: (1) agriculture and food; (2) population,
nutrition, and health; (3) rural development; (4) energy;
and (5) public administration and policy. Each has a
wide range of subcategories and a great diversity of indi­
vidual projects. In the early years of USAID, the focus
was on capital-intensive projects such as irrigation,
roads, communications, and rural electrification. While
these kinds of projects are not neglected where needed,
emphasis has recently shifted to supporting projects
with social and human development dimensions. Institu­
tion building, agricultural research and extension, fam­
ily planning, nutrition and health, policy dialogue, and
more involvement of the private sector and market
forces are the issues presently being stressed.

Historically, the directions proposed by Congress
and adopted by USAID have not always found wide­
spread support among developmentalists outside the
agency. Of particular note is the earlier focus on small­
sized farms as the primary recipient group for develop­
ment assistance in agriculture. Many found this
approach ethically admirable but not always develop­
mentally sound. Such farmers are not always the most
efficient class of agricultural producers in an LDC. The
small farms lack resources and production options and
are therefore less capable than medium and larger
farms of adopting new technology or recognizing the
changing needs of a progressive agriculture. On the
other hand, the recent focus on human resources and
agricultural research/extension development and the
increased importance assigned to economic policy and
the marketplace have the support of most students of
development in the Third World.

Some Program Concerns. A program as diversified
as the one USAID is asked to administer and implement
offers many potentials for dispute on both philosophical
and practical grounds. Two examples may help orient
the reader to the kinds of concerns that surface from
time to time.

On a philosophical base, the presence of USAID
within the jurisdiction of the State Department is said
to make its programs too susceptible to being a tool
of foreign policy instead of being concentrated on
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development issues and the world food problem.
Although the agency is charged with keeping develop­
ment and food assistance apart from security assistance,
the opportunities and temptations to view both in the
same light are heightened by the existing bureaucratic
structure. Despite the best of intentions, nondevelop­
mental issues can supersede and even displace develop­
ment concerns in decisions about programs, especially
since some classes of U.S. economic aid are already
legitimately viewed as a tool of foreign policy. In fact,
subportions of Section 620 of the Foreign Assistance
Act establish nondevelopinental preconditions, which,
if violated, obligate by law the withdrawal of U.S.
development assistance.

. Fortunately, the United States has never taken
advantage of its food production prominence (in wheat,
for example) to organize formal cartel-type arrange­
ments with other producing nations to enhance its
economic advantage, as did the petroleum-producing
OPEC nations. Such an action would signal an official
decision to use food as an overt weapon in foreign
diplomacy.

But nonsecurity assistance still can be used to influ­
ence political outcomes. In fact, there is considerable
evidence that in-country development programs are
sometimes altered by nondevelopmental objectives. For
example, development assistance was withheld from
Chile because of human rights violations by that govern­
ment in 1977. In Bolivia, development assistance has
been diverted from traditional food production projects
to those concerned with substituting other crops for
coca or eradicating the crop. (Coca leaves are used in
cocaine production, and much of the Bolivian supply
reportedly enters the U.S. illegal drug market.)

Another example of concern about U.S. economic
assistance, at a more practical level, is USAID's Food
Aid Program. Two criticisms are often heard. First, by
providing food aid that is sold in developing nations to
finance local development projects, the program can
increase the supply of the commodities involved and
lower their in-country prices. However, while food is thus
made available to large segments of the populace, the
reduction in prices diminishes production incentives for
the country's farmers. Second, food aid can alter exist­
ing food systems and create a preference for imported
foods over those produced locally. For example, the
introduction of U.S.-milled flour under P.L. 480 has led
consumers in some LDCs to prefer it to locally produced
flour. As a consequence, the demand for local flour is
reduced and domestic producers suffer.

Extensive use of food aid is seen by some as a likely
signal that food shortages and not poverty persist as the
central theme in the U.S. strategy for achieving eco­
nomic development. Food aid, however, probably
serves best during emergencies and as a stop-gap mea­
sure at especially critical periods in the development
process. Food aid has provided special and direct bene­
fits to very poor segments of the population in many
LDCs as support for Food For Work projects. People
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are paid in food for their labor on projects such as road
and canal construction and maintenance. For most,
those supported by these food-aided programs are desti­
tute and without other means of support.

Funding Support
Total U.S. support for all classes of development

and security assistance programs in 1984 was $14.8
billion (figure 2.3 and appendix table 2.3). Assistance
classified by USAID as "economic" (including the ESF)*
amounted to 56 percent of the total. From the $8.3
billion assigned to economic assistance, USAID
received $1.9 billion to implement its development
assistance programs and another $1.1 billion for food
aid. USAID's development assistance and food aid pro­
grams thus claimed 20 percent of the total U.S. foreign
assistance appropriation for 1984 and 35 percent of all
economic assistance.

Figure 2.4 Composition of U.S. Economic Foreign
Cooperative Program Obligations

100%
6 7 7 10 10 All other

9
15 18 Multilateral

80 18 19
Banks

37
Development30 26 2360 23 Assistance

Figure 2.3 U.S. Foreign Cooperative Program
Obligations

15 Current $ billions

Notes and sources: See appendix table 2.3.

* As is evidenced in appendix tables 2.3 and 2.4, USAID classifies
a/l aid other than military assistance as "economic."

Recipients of O.S. Foreign Assistance
Since 1946, about 150 nations have received some

kind of U.S. foreign assistance. Approximately 75
nations now receive American aid. Most are in Asia and
Africa. Fewer nations in the Middle East now receive
aid, while support for Latin American nations has been
reduced considerably in recent years. Nations in Cen·
tral America and the Caribbean are receiving more
attention, but the amounts of money involved are small
when compared to those given other regions.

How Much and For What? To date, estimates show
that the United States has spread $266 billion in

Measured in current dollars, U.S. appropriations for
economic assistance have been increasing consistently.
Since 1968-72, total economic assistance has increased
124 percent. The greatest gains have come in aid from
the ESF, which has increased more than fivefold.
Development assistance for the developing world has
risen by only 36 percent, while P.L. 480 allocations have
declined.

When measured by funding levels based on con·
stant 1982 dollars, the trends show a significantly dif·
ferent picture (figure 2.5 and appendix table 2.4). Total
economic assistance has fallen by about 12 percent in
real terms since 1968-72. The classes of assistance
most affected by this decline are those designated most
directly to help LDCs. Development assistance in 1984
was 47 percent lower, and P.L. 480 funds were down by
66 percent. By contrast, support through the ESF rose
112 percent in real terms. The composite of "other"
economic assistance rose 184 percent, with most of the
increase going to narcotics control and peacekeeping
operations.

Economic Support Fund

Nonconcessional' ••

-Concessional

Other - Economic Assistance"
ContribJtions to International

Orga1izations and Programs'
ContribJtions to MOBs
Development Assistance

G":lMilitaryassistance
DEconomic assi3tance

5

The ESF, administered as part of security
assistance, was given $2.9 billion or 35 percent of all
econom ic assistance in 1984, an amount about equal
to that provided to USAID for its LDC development
programs. Most of the remaining funds for economic
assistance went to developmentally related activities,
except for the $444 million divided among narcotics
control, peacekeeping operations, and refugee assis­
tance programs.

Expenditures from 1968-72 (average) to 1984
show that monies from the ESF have increasingly
replaced thOSE for development assistance (figure 2.4
and appendix table 2.3). During that period, develop­
ment assistance declined from 37 percent to 23 percent
of afl aid classified as economic. P.L. 480 funds fell from
33 percent to 13 percent. Conversely, support through
the ESF rose from 15 percent to 35 percent of all
economic aid.

-P.L. 480
o --'-1g-:-:6"'a-='-7'=-2----,-:19=73::c-7='=7:----c1::::g7=a:-:.a=2----'':::1g=a3;:-----":1:;::g::ca4;L­

Average Average Average Estimate Proposal

10---------j

The History and Nature of U.S. Foreign Assistance 23



Figure 2.5 U.S. Foreign Cooperative Program
Obligations

assistance of all kinds around the world since 1946. Of
that total, $165 billion (62 percent) has been for all types
of economic assistance as defined by USAID; the rest
has been for military purposes (figure 2.6 and appen­
dix table 2.5). Of the total aid, 21 percent went to
development assistance, while 13 percent was for the
ESF. P.L. 480 received 13 percent, and all other
economic programs received 15 percent. Trends since
1968-72, however, have favored security assistance.

Regionally, the largest amount of U.S. foreign aid
money has gone to the Near East and South Asia ($84
billion), of which 56 percent was for economic assistance
(figure 2.7 and appendix table 2.6). East Asia received
about $66 billion, with 43 percent going for economic
assistance. Far lesser amounts have been distributed to
nations in Africa and Latin America. European coun­
tries received about 17 percent of the U.S. assistance
dollars since 1946, most of it immediately following
World War II.

Other Military
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Figure 2.6 Distribution of Total U.S. Foreign
Assistance by Type

Source: USAID, u.s. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.G.: 1984).

2.5). For 1980-83, military aid still claimed the largest
single allocation, with 32 percent of the $46.8 billion
total. The ESF received 22 percent and development
assistance 18 percent. This reversal of priorities from
the 1946-83 pattern illustrates the growing importance
of the ESF, which increased by about 9 percent at the
expense of both military and development aid.
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Source: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.: 1984).

Figure 2.7 Distribution Total of U.S. Foreign
Assistance by Region, 1946-83

$265.8
78.5

187.3
165.3
100.5

Total assistance
Total loans
Total grants
Total economic assistance
Total military assistance

Loans
Grants
Economic assistance
Military assistance

40

20

60

80

0
I? q'tJ ~~ .t' ·s? if'tJ

0
1 l§' i&!f

'tJ'l" 'l" .I ~ §'.,~,:;;
~ rfl>'~~~ ;:;- .$' (J'li

t.J' ,f ",pf!/'4 I ~ $
9Y ..J ,~ ~
~

¢ i0

100$ billions

- Economic Support Fund

o -~L~O

1968-72 1973·77 1978·82 1983 1984
Average Average Average Estimate Proposal

Which Nations? Among individual nations, Israel
with $25.3 billion and Vietnam with $23.4 billion top
the list of all recipients since 1946 (appendix table 2.2).
This aid was mostly for security assistance (either
military or from the ESF). South Korea, Egypt, and
Turkey also have received large amounts, also mostly
as security assistance. Except fo several European
nations aided in the aftermath of World War II, the major
recipients of development assistance over the years
have been India, Pakistan, Indonesia, and the Philip­
pin~s, Today, Egypt and Israel are the most highly aided
nations, although they receive only security assistance
and some P.L. 480 shipments to support the Camp
David Middle East peace initiatives.

Recent Trends. The allocations of foreign
assistance since 1946 reflect the worldwide political and
development pressures experienced over this period but
do not show current conditions. The more recent trends
express other pressures (figure 2.6 and appendix table

Notes and sources: See appendix table 24.
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The rankings of recipient nations for 1980-83 have
also changed from those during 1946-83. There is sur­
prising continuity in the list of nations receiving aid in
the two periods, however, especially for those receiv­
ing the larger amounts (table 2.1). Among the top 10,
Israel remains the largest recipient in 1980-83, but Viet·
nam, France, the United Kingdom, and Taiwan have
been replaced by Greece, Spain, EI Salvador, and the
Sudan. Of the 30 top recipients for 1946-83, 15 remain
in 1980-83. Most of the changes occurred in the last
10 places on the list. Some of the more dramatic shifts
in aid patterns have been toward nations in Africa, but
the dollar amounts involved are nowhere near those
allocated to the high-ranking recipients.

Need versus Assistance. U.S. assistance has
involved objectives beyond just economic development
since early in the program. To illustrate this attention
to noneconomic development objectives, the per capita
gross national product (GNP) figures for individual
nations (as indicated on appendix table 1.1) can be com­
pared with the relative amount of U.S. foreign assistance
each nation has received (table 2.1). (GNP is a measure

. of average individual incomes-the lower the ranking,
the poorer the nation.)

Overall, there is very little correlation between the

Table 2.1 Top 30 Countries Receiving
U.S. Foreign Assistance, 1980-83

Foreign
GNP Assistance Amount

Rank" Rank Country ($ millions)

113 1 Israe'l 8,641.0
48 2 Egypt 7,147.7
72 3 Turkey 2,253.1
18 4 India 928.4

106 5 Greece 888.2
34 6 Pakistan 875.7

111 7 Spain 829.9
49 8 EI Salvador 804.8
35 9 Sudan 727.1
87 10 South Korea 705.7
44 11 Indonesia 663.8

4 12 Bangladesh 654.8
54 13 Philippines 644.5
91 14 Portugal 406.3
57 15 Thailand 394.5
52 16 Morocco 392.4
47 17 Honduras 368.6
80 18 Jordan 352.0
17 19 Somalia 346.2
74 20 Jamaica 337.5
73 21 Tunisia 333.6
31 22 Kenya 325.9
65 23 Costa Rica 303.8
66 24 Peru 298.8
30 25 Sri Lanka 284.6
75 26 Dominican Republic 258.8
39 27 Liberia 241.2

28 Lebanon 222.9
51 29 Zimbabwe 189.9

115 30 ' Oman 147.1

"Poorest nations are equal to numbers 1, 2, 3, etc.
""Data not available.

Sources: Population Reference Bureau, Inc., "1985 World Population
Data Sheet," 1985; USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants
(Washington, D.C.:1984).
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amounts of total foreign assistance received by indi­
vidual nations for the period 1980-83 and their per
capita GNP in 1982. For example, Egypt and Israel, the
recipients of the most aid, ranked 48th and 113th,
respectively, in GNP per capita among 145 nations. In
fact, among the 30 largest recipients of U.S. foreign
assistance, only 4 (India, Bangladesh, Somalia, and Sri
Lanka) we~e also listed among the 30 poorest nations.
At the other extreme, Chad, with the second lowest
GNP, ranked 78th on the U.S. foreign assistance list.
Of the 10 poorest nations, only Bangladesh was among
the 30 nations receiving the greatest aid.

Of the 107 nations that received foreign assistance
from the United States between 1980 and 1983 (appen­
dix table 2.7), the world's 30 poorest nations received
only 8 percent of the total U.S. assistance. The middle
35 nations received 37 percent of the aid, while the 32
richest nations received 27 percent. The 10 countries
without GI'lP rankings were given 1 percent, while the
remaining 27 percent was spent on regional and inter­
regional activities, most prominently in Africa and Latin
America.

Much of the explanation for these relationships is
found in the high proportion of security assistance given
to some of the nations with higher incomes (appendix
table 2.7). For example, 64 percent of Israel's assistance
was military aid and 36 percent ESF. Likewise, 84 per­
cent of Egypt's aid was security assistance. Overall,
there is a strong tendency for certain nations to appear
as major recipients for all classes of aid and for the
amounts they receive to be unrelated to their income
ran kings.

Economic Support Fund. An example of these
relationships is seen in the allocation of ESF assistance
for the period 1980-83. Generally, recipients of these
monies reflect foreign policy interests of the United
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 two-Somalia and
Haiti-were also ranked among the 3'0 poorest nations.

The regional allocations of the ESF closely follow
regional instances of political and military stress. In the
1970s, Asia (Vietnam) occupied U.S. attention, but since
1975 (especially 1977), the Middle East (Egypt and
Israel) has received a large portion of the ESF support.
In fact, security aid to Egypt and Israel, measured either
in total or as ESF allocations, is presently about equal
to that received by the rest of the developing nations.
Since 1981, Latin America, particularly Central America
and the Caribbean, has had its ESF assistance
increased.

P.L. 480. About one-half of the nations receiving
the most substantial blocks of P.L. 480 aid are also
among the largest recipients of ESF aid (table 2.3).
Rankings of nations receiving food aid tend to reflect
more accurately their levels of development needs and
interests, but the list does not conform closely to their
per capita GNP rankings. Of the 30 highest ranking
recipients of food aid, 9 are also among the world's 30
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Table 2.2 Top 30 Countries Receiving Table 2.3 Top 30 Countries Receiving
Economic Support Fund (ESF) Assistance, P.L. 480 Assistance,

1980-83 1980-83
GNP ESF Amount GNP per Capita GNP P.L. 480 Amount GNP per Capita

Rank" Rank Country ($ millions) (1983 dollars) Rank" Rank Country ($ millions) (1983 dollars)

48 1 Egypt 3,215.0 700 48 1 Egypt. 1,151.8 700
113 2 Israel 3,140.0 5,360 18 2 India 532.7 260
72 3 Turkey 983.0 1,230 4 3 Bangladesh 340.6 130
49 4 EI Salvador 309.0 710 34 4 Pakistan 307.7 390

.34 5 Pakistan 300.0 390 44 5 Indonesia 238.1 560
35 6 Sudan 272.3 400 66 6 Peru 147.6 1,040
74 7 Jamaica 190.9 1,300 52 7 Morocco 145.5 750
51 8 Zimbabwe 182.9 740 35 8 Sudan 139.1 400
65 9 Costa Rica 177.0 1,020 17 9 Somalia 138.1 250
54 10 Philippines 150.0 760 49 - 10 EI Salvador 115.2 710
80 11 Jordan 114.0 1,710 30 11 Sri Lanka 105.6 330
91 12 Portugal 105.0 2,190 12 Poland 102.9
39 13 Liberia 104.2 470 40 13 Bolivia 99.9 510
47 14 Honduras 92.8 670 75 14 Dominican Republic 82.9 1,380
45 15 Zambia 80.1 580 28 15 Haiti 81.0 320
61 16 Nicaragua 62.8 900 31 16 Kenya 79.0 340
31 17 Kenya 60.7 340 54 17 Philippines 66.2 760

104 18 Cyprus 59.0 3,720 74 18 Jamaica 64.7 1,300
75 19 Dominican Republic 49.0 1,380 37 19 Senegal 58.6 440

111 20 Spain 48.0 4,800 20 Kampuchea 58.3
17 21 Somalia 46.0 250 73 21 Tunisia 54.3 1,290
62 22 Botswana 44.9 920 87 22 South Korea 54.1 2,010

115 23 Oman 35.0 6,240 29 23 Ghana 53.1 320
24 Lebanon 20.1 45 24 Zambia 51.8 580

57 25 Thailand 14.8 810 7 25 Zaire 50.7 160
28 26 Haiti 11.0 320 39 26 Liberia 50.6 470
69 27 Belize 10.0 1,140 65 27 Costa Rica 49.5 1,020
68 28 Guatemala 10.0 1,120 10 28 Burkina Faso (U. Volta) 41.3 180
73 29 Tunisia 10.0 1,290 47 29 Honduras 39.0 670

30 Djibouti 6.0 16 30 Tanzania 38.9 240

Sources: See table 2.1. Sources: See table 2.1.

"Poorest nations are equal to numbers 1, 2, 3, etc. "Poorest nations are equal to numbers 1, 2, 3, etc.
""Data not available. ""Data not available.

poorest nations, but 6 of the top 30 have GNPs in excess
of $1,000 annually, which places them in the upper level
of the middle-income nations.

One reason for such phenomena may be that
P.L. 480 funds can be used for other than just food
grants and emergencies. As indicated earlier, food aid
can be provided as loans, and (in selected cases) when
economic policy reforms occur consistent with develop­
ment objectives, the initial loan can be forgiven. This
flexibility permits P.L. 480 assistance to be adjusted to
better meet local conditions and to provide policy­
change incentives for any nation that qualifies for U.S.
help.

Development Assistance. The major recipients of
development assistance do not include Egypt or Israel
(table 2.4). The largest recipient during 1980-83 was
India, followed by Bangladesh. Of the top 30 nations
receiving development assistance 9 were also among
the 30 nations with the lowest per capita GNP rankings;
although 7 had per capita GNPs of more than $1,000
annually, the remaining major recipients all had per
capita GNPs of less than $900. This distribution is
similar to that for P.L. assistance.

Any analysis of U.S. economic assistance reveals
the often-made point that development and foreign
policy goals are intermingled. This mixing has become
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ingrained over time and reflects the expressed intent
of the United States to help its friends. The absence of
consistent correlations between the food needs of and
the aid given to individual nations may deserve addi­
tional attention, however, since a closer relationship
might imply a more direct impact on the world food
problem.

Much of the present world need for foreign
assistance is centered in Africa, and it has gained a
stronger focus in recent years. During the 1960s and

, into the 1970s, primary attention was given to Asia and
Latin America. Now, in the 1980s and beyond, Africa
is likely to receive more and more funds, and future
summaries of U.S. aid allocations will reflect this change
in area priorities. There are limits, however,_ to how
quickly and to what extent the change can be made.
Despite their poverty and needs, poor nations are not
always capable of absorbing large amounts of aid. Pro­
gram progress and the use made of external assistance
is often most effective if the process is based on
previously established in-country capability. Some of
the more important preconditions for effective use of
assistance funds include improving the training and work
skills of the people, updating outdated government
institutions, and revising ineffective public policies.
Injecting huge amounts of assistance into the economy
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Source: World Bank, World Development Report 1983 (New York:
Oxford University Press).

Figure 2.8 Outstanding Debt of Developing
Nations

grants continue to be important in U.S. foreign
assistance.

Nations obtaining loans are expected to repay
them, and the history has been fairly good (appendix
table 2.8). Since 1946. the United States has loaned
about $78.5 billion to other nations, with some of the
total going to developed nations following World War II.
As of 1983, $39.5 billion have been repaid as principal
and interest. The data do not separate principal and
interest repayments. so it is difficult to estimate the pro­
portion of principal repaid. Most loans to developed
nations have repaid with interest. USAIO policy decrees
that LOCs must remain current on their repayment of
outstanding loans, or other assistance will discontinued.
Even though this policy sometimes causes stress for
money-short LOCs, it has generally been adhered to.
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Problems of Debt Management in Developing Nations
Besides getting financial 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 prog­
ress of the nation. The more developed the LOC, the
greater its credit worthiness and capacity to command
commercial financing. For example, in 1982, 93 per­
cent of the capital inflow into lower-income LOCs came
from donor assistance plus loans, and only about 7 per­
cent was from private sources. For middle-income,
nonoil-exporting LOCs, about 65 percent of the inflow­
ing capital came from private investments and 35 per­
cent from donor assistance and loans.

The collective LOC debt for development assis-

Table 2.4 Top 30 Countries Receiving
Developmental Assistance, 1980-83

Devel.
GNP Assist. Amount GNP per Capita

Rank" Rank Country ($ millions) (1983 dollars)

18 1 India 395.2 260
4 2 Bangladesh 313.6 130

44 3 Indonesia 290.8 560
30 4 Sri Lanka 176.7 330
49 5 EI Salvador 175.0 710
54 6 Philippines 154.4 760
47 7 Honduras 1339 670
66 8 Peru 124.5 1,040
35 9 Sudan 112.5 400
75 10 Dominican Republic 97.6 1,380
31 11 Thailand 91.2 810
41 12 Kenya 90.9 340

116 13 North Yemen 82.4 510
57 14 Italy 73.1 6,350
74 15 Jamaica 66.7 1,300
17 16 Somalia 65.7 250
65 17 Costa Rica 63.8 1,020
78 18 Ecuador 59.6 1,430

8 19 Nepal 56.7 170
37 20 Senegal 55.1 440
15 21 Niger 52.2 240
6 22 Mali 49.5 150

28 23 Haiti 48.6 320
56 24 Cameroon 48.4 800
16 25 Tanzania 47.2 240

26 Lebanon 45.6
52 27 Morocco 44.1 750
38 28 Lesotho 42.8 470
39 29 Liberia 40.9 470
68 30 Guatemala 37.4 1,120

Sources: See table 2.1.

"Poorest nations are equal to numbers 1, 2, 3, etc.
""Data not available.

of ill-prepared poor nations can be wasteful. Gradual
buildups of programs and aid dollars have generally
proved the most productive.

Grants versus Loans
Bilateral assistance is provided as both grants and

loans to developing nations. Grants are gifts and are
generally based both on need and on a nation having
only a limited ability to qualify for commercial credit.
Consequently. bilateral grants tend to go to poorer
nations. But the history is mixed. All ESF monies are
given as grants. Loans for other classes of assistance
are always made at concessional rates of interest (which
range from 2 percent to 4 percent annually) and incor­
porate long repayment periods of up to 40 years. Loans
usually provide a grace period of 5 to 10 years, during
which time repayment of principal is delayed but inter­
est obligations must be met.

Since 1946, about 70 percent of all U.S. aid has
been disbursed as grants (figure 2.7 and appendix table
2.6). Most of the assistance given European nations
following World War II was in the form of grants. Overall,
grants have been most commonly made to nations of
Oceania, East Asia, and Africa. Recent trends also show
an increasing emphasis on loans. For 1966-70, loans
accounted for 36 percent of total bilateral assistance;
for 1981-83, the figure was 50 percent. Nevertheless,
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tance is owed to a large number of donor nations. ,In
1981, 26 percent of that debt was owed to OPEC
nations, 6 percent to Socialist bloc nations, and 68 per­
cent to other nations, including the United States.

The medium- and long-term debts of developing
nations (figure 2.8) have increased from $69.4 billion
in 1970 to $548 billion in 1982. Donor-related debt
represented 36 percent of the 1982 total; the rest was
privately held. The average interest rate on the total LDC
debt increased from 6.3 percent in 1970 to 8.9 percent
in 1980. LDC interest payments on medium- and long­
term debts amounted to $49.5 billion in 1982.

Debt payments represent a significant hurdle for
developing nations as they continue to strive for
economic progress and independence. Exports (foreign
exchange) are the resource most relied upon to service
these debts, but most developing nations have limited
export capabilities. Their imports traditionally exceed
exports, creating a negative balance of payments. In
1982, the composite net negative balance of trade for
LDCs was $118 billion. This adverse balance of
payments meant that the debt-management situation
for developing nations was worsening. The issue is
reaching a critical stage worldwide.

O.S. Capacity to Support Economic Assistance

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

In' reality, foreign assistance represents 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. Cutting all types
of economic and development assistance by as much
as one-half would have only a miniscule impact on the
funds available to apply either to domestic programs
or to the national debt. In contrast, those same reduc­
tions would decimate an effort that has far-reaching
importance to the United States and the future of the
world.

This nation's capacity to assist poorer nations is
not, however, adequately expressed as a percentage of
the national budget. A more valid comparison would
consider national overall wealth, or GNP. Since 1949,
total U.S. expenditures for economic assistance have
been rising, but so has the nation's GNP. In 1982,
foreign assistance represented 0.27 percent of the GNP
of the United States (table 2.5). About this same pro­
portion has persisted since the e?1rly 1970s. In the 1960s
the percentage was consistently around 0.53.

The 1982 figure places the United States 15th
among the 17 major non-Communist nations that offer
substantial economic assistance to LDCs. Only
Switzerland and Italy gave smaller proportions of their
GNPs than did the United States, whereas Sweden and
the Netherlands gave slighly more than 1.0 percent.

The United States does, however, still lead all
nations in total aid provided, foqowed by France, Ger­
many, and Japan. The $8.2 billion in economic support
supplied in 1982 include ESF monies associated with
security assistance. Even so, the contributions from
other nations have been increasing relative to those of
the United States (figure 2.9). Since 1970, U.S. contribu- .
tions as a proportion of economic aid from all nations
have consistently declined from a high of 38 percent
to a low of about 14 percent in 1980. Subsequent
increases pushed U.S. aid to about 22 percent of the

Table 2.5 Net Official Economic Assistance to Developing Countries and Multilateral
Agencies ._-------

Net Disbursements 1970 1980 1981 1982

As% As % As% As %
Countries $ billions GNP $ billions GNP $ billions GNP $'billions GNP

Netherlands 0.2 0.61 1.6 1.03 1.5 1.08 1.5 1.08
Sweden 0.1 0.38 1.0 0.08 0.9 0.83 1.0 1.02
Norway 0.32 0.5 0.85 0.5 0.82 0.6 0.99
Denmark 0.1 0.38 0.5 0.74 0.4 0.73 0.4 0.77
France 1.0 0.66 4.2 0.64 4.2 0.73 4.0 0.75
Belgium 0.1 0.46 0.6 0.50 0.6 0.59 0.5 0.60
Australia 0.2 0.59 0.7 0.48 0.6 0.41 0.9 0.57
Austria 0.07 0.2 0.23 0.3 0.48 0.4 0.53
West Germany 0.6 0.32 3.6 0.44 3.2 0.47 3.2 0.48
Canada 0.3 0.41 1.1 0.43 1.2 0.43 1.2 0.42
United Kingdom 0.5 0.41 1.8 0.35 2.2 0.43 1.8 0.37
Finland 0.06 0.1 0.22 0.1 0.28 0.1 0.30
Japan 0.5 0.23 3.4 0.32 3.2 0.28 3.0 0.29
New Zealand 0.23 0.33 0.1 0.29 * 0.28
United States 3.2 0.32 7.1 0.27 5.8 0.20 8.2 ·0.27
Switzerland 0.15 0.2 0.24 0.2 0.24 0.3 0.25
Italy 0.2 0.16 0.7 0.17 ' 0.6 0.19 0.8 0.24

TOTAL DAC* * COUNTRIES 7.0 0.33 27.3 0.47 25.6 0.49 27.9 0.50

* Less than $50 million. Source: World Bank, World Development Report 1984
* * Development Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic (New York: Oxford University Press), p. 252.

Cooperation and Development.

28, Solving World Hunger: The U.S. Stake



Figure 2.10 U.S. Economic Assistance Compared with
Personal Consumption Expenditures, 1982.
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assistance programs. The size of the commitment to
Bangladesh, both in number of nations and amount of
assistance, however, is not typical of that found in most
LDCs. But all LDCs commonly have several donors
Simultaneously extending economic assistance.

Most donor nations provide assistance that is
directed toward the broad areas of agricultural and rural
needs; population planning; energy; physical infrastruc­
ture development such as roads, communications, and
irrigation needs; industrial development; and a wide
variety of education and training programs. Within these
general areas, donors may choose some focus, but it
is not uncommon for individual nations to have consid­
erable diversity in their portfolio of assistance projects.
Donors normally fund projects that fit their particular
developmental philosophy, their perspective of develop­
ment constraints within the LDC, or the availability of
excess commodities or food. For example, much of
Canada's assistance is given as food aid (wheat), while
Sweden emphasizes training efforts.

The tendency of donors not to specialize makes
coordination difficult for LDC officials. The problems
are further heightened when most donors choose to pur­
sue independent relationships with the host country.
Without collaborative planning among donors, the
LDCs must try to coordinate diverse, multiple-donor
activities. This places stress on the capacities of both
individuals and institutions within the LDC government.

In most donor nations, foreign assistance decisions
are not shaped by issues of security and politics to the

100 $ billions

Source: USAID.
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Figure 2.9 U.S. Share of World Development
Assistance
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Note: Fluctuations in U.S. share registered after 1978 reflect timing
of recording by DAC of U.S. contributions to multilateral agencies.

Sources: The Development Assistance Committee Aid Review 78
(September 1978); Development Cooperation Review.
1982 and 1983 (Paris: GECD).

Participation by Other Nations
The 17 nations listed in table 2.5 are only part of

a much more extensive group of nations and agencies
that provide economic assistance to the developing
world. The nations identified here constitute the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop­
ment (OECD). In addition, several oil-exporting nations
of OPEC (such as Saudia Arabia and Kuwait) provide
assistance, as do about 10 nations from the Socialist
bloc. For example, in Bangladesh, about 35 nations
representing th se three groups, plus 10 international
(mostly multilateral) agencies, maintain economic

world total in 1982. Nevertheless, overall trends, cou­
pled with the earlier demonstration that real expendi­
tures (measured in constant 1982 dollars) for most
classes of assistance have been declining, do indicate
a weakening of the commitment of the United States
to fund foreign assistance.

A comparison of economic asssistance funds with
major classes of personal expenditures by Americans
reflects an implied value system that sheds light on the
relative importance given to economic assistance in the
United States. In 1982, the $8.2 billion assigned to offi­
cial economic assistance ranked last in a comparison
of 14 major expenditures by U.S. consumers (figure
2.10). Americans spent over six times more money on
alcohol ($51 billion) than on assisting the world's poor.
In fact, more was spent in barber and beauty shops than
on economic assistance.
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Figure 2.11 USAID-Financed Purchases from the
Private Sector

extent found with the United States. Russia and some
Socialist bloc nations are the exceptions. Most OECD
nations do not utilize a concept akin to security
assistance. Instead, they mainly view their aid as
developmental without strong political dimensions,
although some use their assistance to promote trade
and foreign markets for their domestic production.

Benefits to U.S. Firms
There is an implicit assumption by many

Americans that the money provided by the United
States for economic assistance constitutes an outflow
of resources that returns no benefits to the nation. In
the next chapter, the impacts of this assistance on U.S.
international trade will be discussed. But even more
direct benefits than expanded trade relationships accrue
to U.S. business and industry from the expenditure of
assistance dollars.

A large portion of the support given to LDCs is in
dollars or U.S. credits that must be spent for goods and
services needed to implement development programs
and projects in the LDCs. Machinery, supplies, and per·
sonal services are among the types of items normally
bought. Assistance agreements between the United
States and LDCs specify that such goods and services,
when purchased with U.S. dollars for use on develop­
ment assistance (and to some extent ESF) projects,
must have their "source and origin" in the United States.
The only exception is if the goods and services are
available from the LDC manufacturers or suppliers.
Multilateral aid is not regulated in this manner, but por·
tions of that money are also spent in the United States.

Estimates vary, but usually around 70 percent of
the regulated funds are ultimately spent on goods and
services produced by U.S. suppliers. These expenditures
are made in both the public and private sectors. For

Implementaion of U.S. Development Assistance

The administrative structure of USAID exists prin­
cipally to manage the agency's programming. and
approval process for projects and programs in LDCs
financed by the United States. The agency's procedures
require close collaboration and cooperation with the
host nation. All projects proposed by USAID personnel
for a developing nation require the approval of that
nation's government as well as the concurrence of
appropriate USAID offices in Washington. The process
is deliberate and perhaps unduly cautious. It is not
uncommon for two years to pass between the time a
project is conceived either within the USAID mission or
by the host-country government and the time a contrac­
tor is selected and project implementation begins in the
LDC. Such a time lapse reflects the fact that a project
must meet about 75 statutory requirements before it
receives final approval. (Appendix table 2.9 gives a few
of the key steps in the process.)

USAID makes extensive use of outside help in
implementing projects. Contractors are selected by the
agency and the host country through a bidding process.
Respondents generally come from the private business
sector, from private voluntary organizations specializ­
ing in development, or from the U.S. university system.
Other U.S. governmental agencies with a needed exper­
tise (e.g., the USDA) can be selected without the bidding
procedure. The process has fostered an extensive cadre

1983, reports show that $681 million was spent in the
private sector (figure 2.11). During the past 12 years,
more than 5,000 U.S. manufacturers and suppliers
received USAID·supported orders worth 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 tax·
payer for use of U.S. resources abroad. On the other
hand, it clouds the generosity associated with economic
assistance by introducing a self·serving dimension that
limits the independence of LDCs.

Both positions can have merit based on whether
grant or loan funds are involved. It seems reasonable
to attach conditions to grant funds and expect them to
be used to purchase U.S. goods and services. If a nation
is using loan funds that carry a legal responsibility to
repay, however, then it may reasonably claim a right
to shop for the best deal. The fact that loans are
tendered at highly concessional interest rates does,
however, temper this argument in some views.

Before condemning the U.S. policy too Vigorously,
it should be recognized that this nation's position is 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 im­
portant industrial capacities, attach similar restrictions
to the use of their aid.
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of private firms interested solely in providing services
needed in a wide range of development activities. The
firms' specialties range from engineering and construc­
tion to population planning. USAID project officers con­
tinually monitor projects to ensure progress and com­
pliance with contract requirements.

Role of U.S. Universities
The U.S. system of higher education has become

a particularly important source of contractual help to
U.S. development assistance programs. When the
United States embarked on its initial Ppint Four pro­
gram 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
been given responsibilities for agricultural and rural
development programs in the following nations:

1) Iraq-University of Arizona
2) Panama-University of Arkansas
3) Philippines-Cornell University
4) India-University of Illinois
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 previously
operated either teaching or research programs in a
foreign nation. They found that technical assistance
activities far from the home campus posed many unex­
pected complications. Out of those early efforts has
evolved a system of cooperation that continues to im­
prove as it solves successive operational problems.

Involvement of the university system is critical to
U.S. development efforts abroad since the university
probably houses the greatest concentration of skilled
scientific talent in the world. The land-grantJ..miversities
have a special potential to help LDCs because of both
their past record in promoting the rise of a highly pro­
ductive agriculture in the United States and the agrarian
nature of most developing nations. Clearly, with science
and agricultural technology at the base of progress in
the developing world, universities have an important
part to play.

Problems for Universities and States
Universities that have placed their faculty and

expertise abroad have reaped both problems and
benefits. For the most part, the negative issues have
centered around the disincentives associated with
university commitments. abroad. College deans and
department heads have a primary responsibility to
implement domestic research, teaching, and extension
programs. Foreign involvement adds another dimen­
sion that must be balanced with the others. Faculty are
usually assigned for at least two years to foreign proj­
ects, which means ongoing state programs are disrupted
and faculty replacements must be found. The manager
of a foreign program usually requests the university's
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most experienced and capable faculty members. These
are the people who probably are considered indispens­
able to an urgent state program, the needs of which
are exerting substantial immediate pressures on univer­
sity administrators. Withdrawal of key faculty to serve
abroad may bring strong objections from local pro­
ducers or other interest groups who argue that their
problems have a more legitimate claim on university
faculty.

Individually, faculty members must assess the
impact of their going abroad on present research or
teaching positions. Family relocation and adjustment
considerations also influence individual decisions.
Family safety, health, and education concerns as well
as social relationships within school, church, and the
extended family are other important factors.

Consider, too, that a la-year program requiring five
separate agricultural specialists (if each specialist serves
only 2 years) means that 25 faculty members will be
required to fulfill the entire contract. If the program is
in a non-English-speaking nation, the need for language
competence presents an added difficulty. The com­
posite of university and faculty issues, the number of
faculty involved, and the timing of USAID contract and
university needs often mean that technical people can­
not be delivered abroad precisely when wanted. Also,
all too often, a university finds it difficult to provide
qualified replacements for each position over the full
life of the contract.

The issues are complicated and their resolution a
frustrating process, but the need for participation by
university faculty is so critical that university and USAID
officials have spent much time establishing a functional
relationship. In 1975, Congress enacted Title XII to the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. The intention was to
help strengthen foreign program capabilities in univer­
sities and colleges and to enlist fuller and more effec­
tive use of their faculty.

About 50 U.S. universities participate under this
strengthening program. Authority given under Title XII
is exercised through USAID, assisted by a seven­
member, presidentially appointed Board for Interna­
tional Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD).
This recent promotion of university/USAID collabora­
tion is helping to make more qualified faculty available
for developmental programs abroad.

During 1983, the universities completed 61 USAID­
funded Title XII projects, most of which had been in prog­
ress for several years. In 1984, about 120 such projects
were being implemented by U.S. universities worldwide.
Typically, the duration of these projects is from two to
ten years, although the funding authority of USAID is
only for one year at a time.

Benefits to Universities and States
Despite the difficulties, the university system places

hundreds of faculty abroad annually (many with private
firms or private voluntary organizations) to participate
in the U.S. development assistance effort. The experi-
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ence of the past 35 years has demonstrated advantages
to states and universities alike.

The first is the obvious impact on the quality of
education. Faculty with foreign experience bring new
perspectives to their classes, are able to improve depart­
mental curriculum, and can stimulate student awareness
of world conditions.

Second, an overseas commitment by a university
brings more foreign students to the campus, which adds
another cultural dimension to the university and the sur­
rounding community. The number of these students
nationwide is impressive. For example, during the
1984-85 school year, 342,113 foreign students were
registered in 2,498 U.S. universities. They represented
almost every nation of the world, but 85 percent were'
from nations in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Mid­
dle East.

Third, valuable interchanges of knowledge occur
between the university and the host country. For exam­
ple, while most of the agricultural crops in the United
States were growing here before 1949, few are indi­
genous. Some of the reverse technology flows from
LDCs have therefore produced important improve­
ments, such as higher yields and disease resistance, in
U.S. crops and animals.

Finally, there is an economic benefit to each state.
Faculty salaries abroad, along with transportation and
household shipping costs, supplies, and equipment, are
just a few of the contract items purchased with USAID
funding. A substantial share of this money is spent or
saved within the state, thereby promoting economic
activity. Universities are also paid for indirect costs
associated with the contracts. In addition, students from
abroad spend important amounts of money on goods
and services within the state while pursuing their educa­
tion. During 1983-84, foreign students spent an esti­
mated $1.8 billion in the United States. Only about 2
percent of these students were supported directly by the
U.S. government, whereas about 66 percent were
entirely supported by personal and family resources.

Summary Comments

Clearly, the United States has an extensive capac­
ity to assist with development needs abroad and a high
level of willingness to do so. The historical evidence
shows impressive total assistance, despite some soften­
ing of "real" support in recent years. The overall effort
has been partly clouded by the introduction of politically.
motivated security assistance, which has not always
proven successful. For example, security assistance to
Iran and Vietnam did not produce the desired long-term
results. Criticism leveled against development assis­
tance may often be the outgrowth of its being confused
with security assistance. Because of this intermingling,
the American public has not always been able to
evaluate purely developmental efforts separately from
those that are politicized and more controversial.

The issues inherent in the intermingling of develop-
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ment and political objectives have often been debated.
In fact, past discussions at one time led to a recommen­
dation that a new institutional structure be devised to
separate much of the development assistance admin­
istratively from security-related aid. The responsible
development agency was to be placed directly under the
president's jurisdiction. However, the recommendation
has never been implemented.

A related concern to the American people, whose
taxes support development efforts abroad, is whether
past and present aid has been effectively used. Is prog­
ress being made at a reasonable rate?

Obviously, the world food problem remains severe,
with exceedingly complicated issues still to be con­
fronted. Yet since 1970, food output in LDCs has risen
enough that some improvements in per capita welfare
have been achieved overall. 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 development process, and
the LDCs have acquired administrative experience. Part
of the learning phase has been completed, 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 have been had. the needs of poor nations been
ignored these past 35 years.

Both successes and failures can be found among
individual projects and national programs. Mistakes
have been made, and projects have failed or been less
effective than they should have been. Poor project plan­
ning and implementation are apparent. Developing
nations have not always met their obligations in terms
of being cooperative and initiating national policies to
foment development. Domestic politics in LDCs have
not always been stable, and administrative procedures
have permitted graft and power seekers to influence effi­
ciency adversely. The U.S. support and programming
focus has changed as perceptions of the nation's inter­
ests have varied. Population growth has continued
relentlessly. In far too many developing nations, domes­
tic political problems, national security issues, and
industrial development strategies have attracted much
more attention than have efforts to relieve the poor and
invest 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 picture
even more by creating atrocious conditions that defy
immediate solution.

The required dev~lopment process is highly
dynamic. It involves all gradients of natural, social,
political, and cultural variations as they exist in 70
widely diverse nations. Even under ideal conditions, its
pursuit represents a Herculean task.

Perhaps the greatest flaw to date in U.S. develop­
ment assistance efforts has been impatience. As Ameri­
cans, we have come to expect too much too fast. Devel­
opment is a complicated process, and processes often
require extensive gestation periods. Yet the tax-paying
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public and those in Congress who approve development
budgets expect a continuing recitation of success stories
if support is to be sustained. It is not unreasonable to
ask for accountability and demonstrated progress for
USAID ·efforts. But if too much value is placed on
immediate success, decisions may be made that will
satisfy' the demands of program critics but neglect proj­
ects that might ultimately provide a reliable solution to
the issues faced in developing nations. To abandon a
short-run perspective in development programming
often requires acts of faith since many years may be
needed before program outcomes can be known.

Beyond our impatience, our ilI·advis~ddemands for
early successes, and even our occasional lack of appre­
ciation for the complexity of the issues entwined. in
world hunger, public apathy remains the most danger­
ous deterrent to future success. Clearly, the American
public supports efforts to alleviate suffering and priva­
tion resulting from an emergency shortfall of food such
as occurred in Ethiopia. The level of willingness to help
runs high in America, and the response from both indi­
viduals and the government justifies applause.

Few Americans, however, seem to understand that
starvation in Ethiopia or Sudan or Bangladesh is not the
crux of the world food problem. These emergencies,
which are amenable to sensational coverage by televi­
sion cameras and commentators, are not the essence
of the problem. It is the insidious and relentless advance
of malnutrition and deprivation, resulting from the inca­
pacity of masses of people to either produce food or
earn money to buy it for their families, that 'most
threatens world stability. Nor do many Americans

understand how long and arduous is the task that must
be attempted and how substantial must be the finan­
cial support given to the task.

The historical absence of a strong public alliance
with official foreign development assistance reflects a
general dislike of the long-term perspective. As a nation,
we compassionately react to stark hunger and starva­
tion but would prefer that others exert the patience
needed to solve the less dramatic underlying problems.

There have been no national movements protesting
badly conceived development policies in poor nations
nor any active lobbying in Congress to express a popular
concern. U.S. citizens have taken to the streets to pro­
test apartheid in South Africa, yet no citizen group has'
pressed the issue of inadequate development 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 level of national awareness and public debate by
the American people as they have given to more sen·
sationally publicized social and moral issues? With hun­
dreds of millions of people still shackled by poverty and
hunger, there should be no thought of turning aside
from the challenge. No physical or natural resource
insufficiencies dictate that the world's people cannot all
be adequately fed. The world hunger problems are man­
made and so must be their solutions. Future success in
finding solutions to this enemy of mankind will be as
much a matter of public commitment as of technical
achievements.
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Chapter 3 _

u.s. Economic Assistance
and International Trade
by E. Boyd We~nergren

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 also a leader in the
community of nations.

This material wealth could not be maintained if the
United States chose to isolate itself and did not engage
in a wide range of international trade. These activities
can spawn controversy, but the historical record
demonstrates that the welfare of nations has been con­
sistently improved by their participation in the trading
process. By its very nature, trade benefits all partners.
This is fortunate since no nation can be completely self­
sufficient.

The complex issues of world trade lie at the base
of the present balance-of-payments difficulty faced by
the United States. To help clarify the factors that deter­
mine how and what trade occurs among nations, some
general principles of trade are considered in this
chapter. The focus, however, is on the importance of
LDCs to the international trade patterns of the United
States, the extent to which nations who receive U.S.
assistance function in this nation's foreign trade, and
the nature of their impact.

Economic Development and Trade'

When an LDC becomes an active commercial
trading partner with developed nations, it is signaling
progress in its process of economic development. In
general, the economic evolutionary process begins with
significantly rising agricultural productivity, which
usually requires additions to and replacements for tradi­
tional agricultural inputs. Rarely can agricultural out­
put be expanded and farm profitability improved with­
out an infusion of new methods and technology. In turn,
these methods and technologies are based in agricul­
tural research that is popularized through extension
efforts. Once set in motion, the process generates a
chain of reactions throughout the LOC's economy.
Regrettably, theadjustments are not all automatic and
self-sustaining, and proper public policies, investment
mechanisms, and other economic factors must be in
place and attended to.

The series of changes proceeds in the following
way. First, as agricultural production rises and becomes
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more efficient; ~he necessary labor force can be reduced
and the agricultural sector can release those who are
no longer needed to industrial employment, while still
meeting the food needs of the nation.

Second, as agricultural output increases, net farm
incomes also rise. The results include higher levels of
rural purchasing power and demands for additional
agricultural and industrial goods. In addition, the new
surplus of income over consumption can be mobilized
as savings to be invested in either industrial or further
agricultural modernization.

Third, as food 'output improves, food prices fall
relative to other prices. Consumers in the
nonagricultural sector (as well as those in agriculture
itself) are then able to use the savings to buy more food
in greater variety (thus improving nutrition) and/or to
purchase nonfood items. Because people with low
incomes tend to spend a large part of their income on
food, the decline in relative food prices induced by
greater agricultural production can significantly
improve the welfare of the impoverished.

The possibility of trade with other nations extends
the linkages associated with rising agricultural output.
Initially, as agricultural production continues to
improve, so does its efficiency. Unit production costs
decline, and the LOC's agriculture becomes more com­
petitive on a world basis. As a consequence, exports
increase. Concomitantly, industrial production can
become more efficient and competitive as labor and
investment resources are transferred from agriculture.
The result is an improved export base and an expanded
capacity to pay for imports.

In the normal course of events, more goods, equip­
ment, and raw materials are needed and most have to
be imported. Thus, the development of an LOC begins
to affect world markets and requires access to trading
partners.

As an LOC prospers and its people begin to become
more affluent, it demands more quality and variety in
the products and services it buys. Where domestic pro­
duction is inadequate, the requirements for consumer
goods from abroad can rise dramatically. To some
extent, local producers can be a factor in meeting this
demand. But in most LDCs, local production will have
to be supplemented by imports. It is primarily the
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developed nations that are positioned to fill the rising
demand by LDCs for consumer goods, food products,
and industrial items.

The trade relationships that result from this process
benefit all concerned. For LDCs, strategic imports such
as fertilizers, petroleum, irrigation equipment, and raw
materials that support existing (but usually limited)
industrial plants are basic to their development prog­
ress. In addition, the consumer goods imported to
satisfy the nation's emerging middle- and upper-income
families can be paid for only if LDC exports provide
international exchange. Even in the poorer nations
where food production remains a major concern, export­
able goods are essential in creating the viable trade
system that must help suppqrt economic progress.

For developed nations, trade is equally important.
Pressures to import are substantial, due mainly to strong
domestic demands for foreign goods and services. Crit­
ical metals and minerals are often unavailable in devel­
oped nations or may be less expensive if procured from
another nation. Most developed nations depend on
other nations (many of which are LDCs) to provide
various classes of raw materials that are strategic to their
needs. Like LDCs, developed nations must export goods
in amounts comparable to their quantities of imports
or suffer the economic damages to their economy that
accompany negative trade balances.

The developmental process that results in rising
demands for agricultural and nonagricultural imports
in LDCs is based on the increased agricultural output
inLDCs and on their improved ability to export.
Therefore, developed nations do well to nurture the
trade and market potentials of developing nations. Even
during their initial stages of development, LDCs must
engage in trade. As economic development proceeds,
however, their needs expand significantly. The poten­
tial trade benefits are obvious enough to offer an impor­
tant rationale for economic support from richer nations.
One indication of the importance of LDC economic
growth to U.S. exports and the overall economy has
been provided by the United Nations. According to a
United Nations Development Program (UNDP) estimate,
500,000 new jobs would have been created in the United
States if the economic growth rates for LDCs in the
1970s had persisted into the 1980s. In other words, the
slowing progress of LDCs had a detrimental effect on
U.S. exports and jobs.

Principle of Comparative Advantage

the process of international trade sharpens the effi­
ciency of the.productive capabilities of all participating
nations since they must compete in the production of
similar products. The pressures of this competition
usually lead to discoveries of the "best" and "most pro­
fitable" ways to produce. At the same time, a nation can
evaluate which products it should import and which it
could most profitably produce for home consumption
or export.

u.s. Economic Assistance and International Trade

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
a similar advantage. This view is based on the concept
of an "absolute" advantage in production. In actual prac­
tice, however, a nation may import (rather than produce)
certain items for which it has an absolute advantage.
By so doing, the nation encourages domestic producers
to concentrate on goods for which it has the highest
possible advantage.

To illustrate, suppose a businessperson is expert
in both managing a business and doing accounting
work. In other words, he has an absolute advantage over
his accountant for both sets of tasks. Why does he then
hire someone to perform these duties? Because even
though he can do both tasks better than someone else,
it is most efficient and productive for him to concen­
trate his limited time on the task that yields the greatest
value to his business and to "buy" the services of an
accountant to do the work that would have provided
lower returns on his time.

The same, logic applies to nations. For example, if
the United States was more efficient than Japan in pro­
ducing both wheat and television sets, it might still
make economic sense for the United States to concen­
trate on producing wheat. If wheat provided the highest
returns relative to television sets, the United States
could profitably exchange part of its wheat for televi­
sion sets.

This is called the "law of comparative advantage."
Today, world trade is governed by comparative and not
by absolute advantage. Adherence to the concept of
comparative advantage has very important implications
for nations involved in international trade. It means that
these nations are not necessarily restricted to exporting
either all of or only the goods they can produce most
efficiently.

A nation's comparative advantage is determined by
four general factors, all of which affect the cost per unit
of output for domestic products: 1) its natural resource
advantage, 2) its location advantage relative to markets,
3) its production efficiency as measured by the ratio of
inputs to outputs, and 4) its institutional advantages as
expressed in trade-related items such as import or
export tariffs, subsidies, and currency exchange rates.
Although the nation's natural resources and location are
difficult to manipulate for economic gain, most of the
ways production is accomplished are susceptible to
human ingenuity.

In recent years, changes in the international
economy have heightened the relative importance of
institutional factors associated with trade policy.
Nations are much more interdependent now than they
were following World War II, when a limited volume of
trade was carried on by only a few autonomous nations.
Since 1970, this nation's economy has become vastly
more dependent on world trade.

The trade system is substantially different in the
1980s from what it was in 1970. One important change
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of direct consequence to U.S. trade occurred in 1973
when U.S. fixed exchange rates were replaced by
floating U.S. dollar exchange rates. Another major
change was the emergence of a large, well-integrated
international capital market. This market, which
strongly influences the trade system of the 1980s,
hardly existed in the 1950s.' It is estimated that $40
trillion flowed through this market in 1984, only part
of which financed international trade in goods. This
enormous capital market is composed primarily of
funds that flow among nations for investment in mone­
tary instruments and multinational businesses. Because
this international flow of funds is so much larger than
the trade-oriented flow of funds, the capital market, not

'the trade sector, essentially determines the exchange
rate of many currencies. This may help explain why the
United States can have a large trade deficit and a strong
dollar exchange rate.

This situation means that, for example, if the United
States has higher interest rates, a stable economy, and
more promising investment alternatives than other
nations, large amounts of capital may move into the
country. This makes the U.S. dollar strong relative to
other currencies. A high U.S. dollar exchange rate
causes U.S. exports to be more expensive and imports
to be less costly than they would be with a lower
exchange rate. This leads to a declining and perhaps
eventually negative trade balance for the United States.
With a floating exchange rate and without an interna­
tional capital market, the situation would, theoretically,
correct itself. A negative balance of payments would
cause a decline in the dollar exchange rate, making U.S.
exports cheaper and imports more expensive and
thereby reversing the pressures that have led to a
negative trade balance. However, in the 1980s, the flow
of funds into the United States through the international
capital market has kept the dollar exchange rate high
even though the U.S. trade balance has been and con­
tinues to be substantially negative.
, These international market realities do not, how­
ever, alter the basic importance or application of the
principle of comparative advantage. Nations still pro­
duce the goqds they are relatively good at producing.
By so doing, all nations benefit, be they developed or
developing, and all nations can identify some type of
product or mix of products that is in their best interest
to trade. The difference now as opposed to pre-1973 is
that a nation's comparative advantage is constrained,
or in some sense more directly influenced, by trade
policies, domestic subsidies, and ,currency exchange
rates. Policy changes either in the United States or in
other countries now can have much greater implications
for the U.S. economy and its trade options. A process
that was once slow-moving and limited has become fast­
moving and highly competitive. To remain competitive,
nations must understand the complex operation of inter­
national markets and be able to adjust production and
resource use to conditions that change in response to
foreign markets.
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(J .5. 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'
through economic development, LDCs can become
active and beneficial trade partners whose existence
complements the activities of other nations. Certainly,
the United States operates within a world community
that supplies critical imports and simultaneously serves
as a market -for our exports, and LDCs are animpor­
tant subset of that community.

Classes of Imports
There are two broad classes of imports, each with

a different implication for groups within the United
States. The first involves goods that "complement" the
national resource and skill base of the United States.
A significant number of natural resources essential to
U.S. industry and commerce either are not produced
domestically in sufficient quantity or are simply not
available in the United States. Developing nations are
often the principal suppliers of these key commodities.

The second class of imports involves goods that
compete with products readily made in the United
States. These imports are much more controversial
since a decision to bring them into the country may
result in a displacement of U.S. production.

Complementary Imports. The United States is
highly dependent on other nations for several com­
plementary imports (table 3.1). For example, in 1983,
100 percent of strontium, 96 percent of bauxite, and 72
percent of tin consumed in the United States were
imported. Most of these quantities came from develop­
ing nations. Also, 100 percent of the United States'
natural rubber imports came from LDCs. These and
other comparable imported materials are critical to U.S.
industrial production, and their uninterrupted avail­
ability is a persistent concern.

Agricultural crops (mostly tropical fruits and
vegetables) constitute a second major source of com­
plementary imports. The production of these crops
often coincides with special climatic conditions that give
the nations involved a comparative advantage. Coffee,
cocoa, bananas, coconuts, and some classes of spices
are examples of agricultural crops not produced in the
United States but imported as complementary items for
domestic consumption.

Typically, LDCs that trade with the United States
have ~ limited export base that depends heavily on these
primary metals, minerals, and agricultural commodities
(table 3.2). One or two crops commonly account for
more than 50 percent of exports from LDCs. For exam­
ple, Lesotho export earnings are 90 percent from wool,
Burundi earns 94 percent from coffee, and Namibia
earns 92 percent from three primary metals. Generally,
the value of these single-product exports is not adequate
to carry the full burden of a nation's foreign trade, and
negative trade balances are common. (In 1982, the com-
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Table 3.1 1I.S.Imports of Selected Metals 'and Minerals, 1983

Canada 56, Peru 18, Mexico 10
Canada 54, Spain 6, Australia 6, Peru 5
Canada 34, Mexico 23, Peru 21, United Kingdom 8

South Africa 48, USSR 17, Philippines 13
South Africa 44, Yugoslavia 9, Zimbabwe 9
Canada 41, Australia 11, Norway 10, Botswana 10
Malaysia 31, Thailand 25, Bolivia 16, Indonesia 14
Canada 26, Australia 19, Mexico 9, Korea 8

Jamaica 39, Guinea 32, Suriname 10
Australia 78, Jamaica 13, Suriname 7
Zaire 37, Zambia 13, Canada 8, Belgium/Luxembourg 8,
South Africa 56, USSR 16, United Kingdom 11

Principal Suppliers, 1979-82
(percentage of total U.S. imports)

Mexico 99
Brazil 75, Canada 6, Thailand 6
Mexico 63, China 8, Brazil 7
South Africa 33, Gabon 26, Australia 20, Brazil 12

23
98
31
24

59
66
91

Developing
Countries,

Share of U.S.
Market in 1982

(percent)

99
42
70
71
14

Metals and
Minerals

61
52

Strontium
Columbium
Graphite
Manganese ore
Bauxite

Bauxite
Alumina

Cobalt
Platinum
Chromium

Chromite
Ferrochromium

Nickel
Tin
Cadmium
Zinc

Ore concentrates
Metals

Silver 46
Antimony 64

Metals Bolivia 48, China 31, Belgium/Luxembourg 8, Mexico 6
Ores and concentrates Bolivia 40, Mexico 20, Canada 16, South Africa 7

52 Vanadium 68 South Africa 54, Canada 10, Finland 7
39 Tungsten 54 Canada 20, Bolivia 18, China 17
37 Iron Ore 14 Canada 67, Venezuela 15, Brazil 8, Liberia 8
17 Copper 75 Chile 34, Canada 25, Peru 10, Zambia 7

77
72
69
66

96
84
77

100
100
100*
99
96

U.S:
Reliance
on Imports
1983
(percent)

*1981 figure.
Sources: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, Minera/ Commodity Summaries 1985 and Minera/s Yearbook, vol. 1 (1982), as cited

in John W. Sewell, Richard E. Feinberg, and Valeriana Kallab, eds., U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World: Agenda 19fJ5-86 (Washington,
D.C.: Overseas Development Council, 1985), 189.

posite deficit for all LDCs was $118 billion; see chap. 2.)
Overall world trade relies heavily on primary com­

modity exports from developing nations. For the most
part, these are staple food items or critical minerals or
metals. As examples, more than 90 percent of the
world's trade in coffee, rubber, and cocoa is supplied
by LDCs (appendix table 3.1). Petroleum, tin, and tea
are also supplied largely by developing nations.

Such specialization reflects the law of comparative
advantage as influenced mostly by natural resource con­
ditions that favor production of one or two products.
Either the minerals and metals are in place as decreed
by nature, or the crops are especially fitted to local
climates and production has become stabilized over a
long period of adaptation. In most LDCs, only continued
developmental progress can put a broader production
or export base into place.

Their dependence on primary commodity exports
carries extreme risks for LDCs. Prices of primary com­
modities tend to be highly variable, and LDCs often suf­
fer from declining prices. Also, primary products are
vulnerable to technological changes that may give
majpr 'cost advantages to substitute commodities. A
good example involves the synthetic materials that have
displaced wool, cotton, and other natural fibers in tex­
tile manufacturing. Finally, agricultural crops
originating in the tropics (as do most from LDCs) are
especially susceptible 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 suddenly eliminate or
materially reduce an export base.

Lack of diversity in agricultural production also
creates another major danger in most LDCs. Beyond
limiting export flexibility, producing only a few different
crops reduces domestic consumption options. Thus,
nutrition in LDCs suffers, and national diets are com­
monly deficient in essential vitamins and minerals.

If these nations are to diversify their total
agricultural production and export mix, they must find
market outlets. LDCs face a difficult task as they
attempt to enter the highly competitive world of inter­
national commerce. Most of the markets available to
them are located in developed nations. Development
of the LDCs is conditioned by the degree to which they
can penetrate these markets.

The success of U.S. assistance to LDCs may be sig­
nificantly determined by the degree to which portions
of the LDCs' increased production can be marketed
(whether in the United States or in other donor nations).
This is the essence of the North·South dialogue (see
chap. 5), in which developing nations located in the
southern hemisphere are calling for a restructuring of
the world's economic order. One of their requests is for
better access to markets in developed nations, which
are mostly located in the northern hemisphere. The
issues are complex but must be dealt with promptly if
the problems of world hunger and economic develop-
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Table 3.2 Export Dependency on Primary Commodities for Selected Developing Nations,
1975-77 (in percentage of total export earnings)

Over 90 percent

Lesotho*
Zimbabwe*
Burundi·
Botswana*
Zambia*
Uganda*
Namibia*
Kiribati*
Zaire*
Liberia·
Mauritania*
Gambia, The*

80 to 90 percent

Malawi
Swaziland*
Togo·
Rwanda*
Guinea-Bissau *
Reunion*
Ghana*
Guinea*
Peru

70 to 80 percent

Guadeloupe
Guyana
Burma
Equatorial Guinea
Mauritius·
Ivory Coast
Honduras

Wool 90, Wheat 10
Tobacco 59, Sugar 18, Cotton 13
Coffee 94
Beef 54, Copper 43
Copper 92
Coffee 84
Copper 65, Lead 14, Zinc 13
Phosphate 95
Copper 64, Coffee 18
Iron are 71, Rubber 12
Iron are 87
Groundnuts 56, Groundnut oil 34

Tobacco 47, Tea 20, Sugar 11
Sugar 62, Iron are 14
Phosphate 56, Cocoa 17, Coffee 11
Coffee 68
Groundnuts 78
Sugar 82
Cocoa 68, Timber 11
Bauxite 76
Copper 19, Fishmeal 13, Zinc 13,

Sugar 12

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 22, Timber 11

Sudan*
Belize*
Sri Lanka*
Central African Republic
Dominican Republic
Ethiopia*

60 to 70 percent

Colombia*
EI Salvador*
Fiji*
Nepal·
Cameroon
Chile*
Papua New Guinea
Solomon Islands
Nicaragua
Tanzania
Costa Rica
North Yemen
Guatemala
Mali
Philippines

50 to 60 percent

Martinique·
Madagascar
New Hebrides
Haiti
Senegal
Kenya
Thailand
Benin (Dahomey)
Morocco
Chad

Cotton 51, Groundnuts 18
Sugar 65
Tea 51, Rubber 17
Coffee 34, Timber 21, Cotton 14
Sugar 43, Coffee 13
Coffee 56, Hides/skins 10

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 41, Coffee 22
Coffee 35, Sugar 12, Cotton 10
Cotton 45, Groundnuts 10
Sugar 19, Coconut oil 12

Bananas 57
Coffee 46
Copra 43
Coffee 36, Bauxite 14
Groundnut oil 35, Phosphate 15
Coffee 35, Tea 13
Rice 16, Sugar 11
Cotton 29
Phosphate 45
Cotton 46

• Heavily dependent on a single commodity.

Source: World Bank, Commodity Trade and Price Trends (1979), as cited in report of the Presidential Commission on World Hunger, Overcoming
World Hunger: The Challenge Ahead (Washington, D.C., 1980),57.

ment are to be adequately 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 non­
competitive quota system for selected products. The
most important crops included by the United States
under this procurement process are coffee, sugar, rub­
ber, cocoa, and some spices. In 1984, all non­
competitive imports, mostly from LDCs, accounted for
35 percent of U.S. farm imports.

Competitive Imports. The imports that most com­
monly compete with U.S. products are manufactured
goods from other developed nations or the more
advanced LDCs. However, several classes of agricultural
exports from LDCs are competitive with U.S. agricul­
ture. Important among these are beef, pork, dairy,
poultry, fruits and vegetables, and oilseed products. In
recent years, cereal grain exports from some LDCs (such
as rice and corn from Thai land and wheat from India)
also have become competitive in world markets.

Because such imports by their very nature compete
with U.S. products, they can generate controversy. Their
intrusion often leads to pressures for protectionist
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policies whereby tarrifs and other regulations limit entry
of foreign goods into U.S. markets. The truth, however,
is that imports generally, and competitive ones in par­
ticular, produce benefits for both the United States and
its LDC trading partners.

One benefit from imports arises from their inter­
relationship with ex·ports. When the United States
imports commodities, the process provides foreign
exchange dollars to other nations; these dollars are com­
monly used to finance purchases of U.S. exports. As will
be demonstrated in the next section, the United States
has reaped a slightly positive trade balance for most
years from its trade relationships with LDCs.

It is obvious that had the United States not permit­
ted competitive imports-either from LDCs or from
other nations-to enter its domestic markets, related
jobs and production levels would not have been threat­
ened in recent years. But such a policy would also have
initiated a chain of reactions that would have yielded
limited export sales and foreign exchange earnings in
LDCs. Consequently, jobs in export-related production
in the United States would have suffered. Additionally,
limiting imports would have reduced the dollars held
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by other nations and thus restricted their ability to buy
U.S. products. Such trade-offs are not always one for
one, but they do occur.

A second benefit from importing is based on the
principle of comparative advantage. It makes no sense
for the United States to produce everything it can, when
some products are available at a lesser cost through
trade arrangements. Admittedly, from time to time this
policy will affect existing industries and require adjust­
ments in resource use and production, especially where
competitive imports are involved. Some see 'these
impacts as being purely negative because they cause
stress for certain U.S. workers and their companies. But
they can also be positive because they sharpen the
discipline of producers and encourage them to improve
efficiency and redirect their resources toward more pro­
ductive ends. Achieving the new structure takes time,
and it may involve severe adjustments in people's lives.
But this is the nature of competitive trade. Some of the
best recent examples are the hard times faced by cop­
per producers in Utah, steel factories in Pennsylvania,
and textile mills in Georgia.

Finally, competitive imports can give domestic
consumers a price advantage. Imported goods increase
the quantity and variety of available goods and tend to
reduce consumer prices. U.S. consumers have realized
significant savings by having access to relatively inex­
pensive imports. This option is especially important to
low-income Americans. Savings associated with pur­
chases of lower-cost imports are not lost to the U.S.
economy; they are generally redirected toward personal
savings or toward the purchase of other domestically
produced goods.

Furthermore, the very importation of goods and
services opens job opportunities for Americans. When
jobs are lost in one section of the economy due to com­
petitive imports, additional workers tend to be required
in another section that markets and handles the sale of
these imports. These trade-offs mayor may not be one
for one in new jobs and other adjustments, but the
employment impacts are not necessarily all negative
and do tend to balance out over time. Still, if Americans
are willing to pay higher prices for a U.S.-produced com­
modity, jobs that would have been affected by foreign
imports can be maintained by protectionist policies.

In the long run, however, it seems apparent that the
United States must keep its economy efficient and com­
petitive if prosperity is to continue. Failure to meet trade
issues head-on and adjust to them continually permits
problems to become masked in import restrictions.
Knowing that the possibility of losing markets to more
efficient foreign producers is part of reality can be a
powerful catalyst for eliminating inefficiency in high­
cost production units and rewarding productive employ­
ees.

Today's international trade relationships are
characterized by a number of protectionist policies and
government subsidies. Unencumbered conditions and
truly free trade are nonexistent. Fair competition rather

u.s. Economic Assistance and International Trade

than free trade is the realistic goal. To achieve fair trade
worldwide, without retributions and trade wars, the rules
of the game with respect to protectionism must be rea­
sonably consistent among nations. No nation, including
LDCs, can routinely protect its producers with tariff
regulations or subsidies and expect other nations to
insist that their producers compete unprotected.

The cost of allowing competitive imports to enter
the United States is a widely discussed and highly visi­
ble topic. People losing jobs and industries being
challenged or closed are newsworthy events. One of the
principal hidden costs of U.S. protectionism that limits
imports is the loss of jobs of people in export sectors,
such as agriculture in the United States, because other
nations have less dollar credits to buy U.S. products and
often establish import barriers of their own in response
to such protectionist policies.

To help ease the kind of domestic transition on
industry and people caused by competitive imports, the
U.S. government enacted the Trade Act of 1974. Under
the Trade Act, people who lose their jobs or businesses
that lose their investments to unfair import competition
can qualify for federal assistance. Individuals can receive
unemployment insurance payments for up to one year,
relocation allowances to cover moving expenses to a
new job, and training and job counseling under existing
federal programs. Firms affected by import trade can
qualify for tax credits and for low~interest loans or
guarantees to modernize or retool plants and equip­
ment, plus free technical advice.

This response by the federal government recog­
nizes the "real" cost of encouraging competitive trade.
By assisting people and businesses to adjust to
competition-induced changes, the United States has
acknowledged that negative as well as positive impacts
are associated with foreign trade. As it offsets some of
the negative burden in this manner, the nation permits
the rest of society to benefit from the positive aspects
of international trade.

Composition of U.S. Imports
In 1975, total U.S. imports were valued at $103.4

billion. They grew by 12.7 percent annually to reach
$269 billion in 1983 (figure 3.1 and appendix table
3.2). The share of U.S. imports coming from LDCs
declined over that period from 42.2 to 40.9 percent, but
the value of these imports rose from $43.6 billion in
1975 to $110.3 billion in 1983, for an annual growth
rate of 12.3 percent. The highest percentage of imports
from LDCs in 1983 was for fuel (mostly petroleum) and
consumer goods. Despite the high percentage of food
items coming from LDCs (53.2 percent), their dollar
value was one of the lowest among all classes of U.S.
imports. The shares of total imports filled by food and
fuel, as well as by industrial supplies, have remained
fairly constant since 1975. The most dramatic changes,
in terms of both market share and annual growth, have
been in autos, capital goods, and consumer goods.

About 35 percent of all U.S. agricultural imports
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Figure 3.1a Total U.S. Imports1

Notes and sources: See appendix table 3.2. Notes and sources: See appendix table 3.2.

Table 3.3 Twenty Largest U. S. Trading Partners, 1984 ($ billions)
Total Transactions Exportsa Importsa

Canada 113.4 46.5
Japan 84.0 23.6
Mexicob 30.3 12.0
United Kingdom 27.2 12.2
West Germany 26.9 9.1

Taiwan 21.1 5.0
South Korea 16.0 6.0
France 14.5 6.0
Italy 12.9 4.4
Hong Kong 12.0 3.1

Netherlands 11.9 7.6
Brazil 10.9 2.6
Venezuela 10.2 3.4
Saudi Arabia 9.6 5.6
Belgium/Luxembourg 8.6 5.3

Singapore 7.8 3.7
Australia 7.7 4.8
Indonesia 7.1 1.2
China 6.4 3.0
Switzerland 5.8 2.6

Total, 20 Countries $444.3 $167.7

Total, 10 Developing Countries 131.4 45.6

Total U.S. Trade $559.1 $217.9

10 Developing Countries as Percentage
of Total U.S. Trade 23.5 20.9

66.9
60.4
18.3
15.0
17.8

16.1
10.0

8.5
8.5
8.9

4.3
8.3
6.8
4.0
3.3

4.1
2.9
5.9
3.4
3.2

$276.6

85.8

$341.2

25.1

Notes: a All export figures are f.a.s. (free alongside ship) transaction values; import figures are c.Lf. (customs, insurance, and freight)
transaction values.

b, Developing nations are in boldface.

Source: Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Exports and Import Trade, Rept. FT990/December 1984 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO, 1985),
tables B-5 and C-8.
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Figure 3.1c Average Annual Growth of U.S. Imports
in Total and from Developing Countries1

Figure 3.2 Sources of U.S. Agricultural Imports

Source: USDA, 1982, as cited in Larry Lev, Michael T. Weber. and H.C.
Bittenbender. Michigan Agriculture and its Linkages to De­
veloping Nations (East Lansing, Mich.: Institute of Interna­
tional Agriculture, Michigan State University, March 1984).
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are classified as noncompetitive; the rest are competi­
tive. In most years, over 60 percent of all agricultural
imports (both competitive and complementary) come
from LDCs (figure 3.2). The developing nations most
involved in exporting agricultural products to the United
States are Indonesia, Colombia, the Philippines,
Malaysia, the Ivory Coast, Ecuador, Guatemala, Argen­
tina, Honduras, and EI Salvador.

It should be kept in mind that many of the nations
classified as LDCs in these data are, in fact, emerging
nations that are creating their own industrial produc­
tion and export bases. Among the 20 largest U.S.
trading partners in 1984, the 10 classified as LDCs sup­
plied 25.1 percent of all U.S. imports (table 3.3). The
3 most important LDC exporters to the United States
were Mexico, Taiwan, and South Korea, all of which are
upper middle-income LDCs. Of the 10 LDCs, only China
and Indonesia are classified as lower-income nations.
It is noteworthy that most of these 10 LDCs have
benefited from U.S. assistance, with some such as South
Korea, Brazil, and Taiwan having become "graduates"
of the U.S. economic assistance program. The increased
importance of these formerly assisted nations as U.S.
trading partners was brought about by their economic
progress. This situation illustrates the interrelationship
between a country's economic development and inter­
national trade, as discussed in the first part of this
chapter.

(J .S. Export Trade
Exports are important to the prosperity of the U.S.

economy. Despite a large domestic market that con­
sumes much of its production, the United States needs

sales abroad to earn foreign exchange to pay for the
high level of imports demanded by its citizens.

Between 1975 and 1983, U.S. exports increased
from $107.7 billion to $200.4 billion, equaling an
annual growth rate of 8.1 percent (appendix table 3.3).
Capital goods and industrial supplies were the most
valuable classes of exports, and both grew at near the
average annual rate for all exports during the period.
Consumer goods and fuels, while representing lower
dollar values, both grew at 9.5 percent annually. The
fastest growing export class was the composite group
of "other," which included military-type goods.

Exports to Developing Nations. The export suc­
cess of the United States is closely tied to its relation­
ships with developing nations. Of the $107.7 billion
worth of goods the United States exported in 1975,37.9
percent went to LDCs (appendix table 3.3). U.S. exports
to developing nations fell slightly to 37.4 percent in
1983, but total U.S. exports had almost doubled by that
year, which meant that the value of exports to LDCs rose
from $40.8 billion in 1975 to $74.9 billion in 1983. With
the exception of fuels and autos, developing nations
took between 35 percent and 4, percent of all other
classes of U.S. exports.

The annual growth in value of exports to LDCs for
1975-83 was 7.9 percent, slightly less than the 8.1 per­
cent rise in all U.S. exports for the period. Exports of
fuels and consumer goods had the highest growth rates
among exports to LDCs. The annual growth rates for
these two exports to LDCs were higher than the rates
to all other nations.

Many of the nations that are most important to U.S.
import trade are also among the nation's significant

U.S. Economic Assistance and International Trade



export markets. This supports the prior claim of mutual
advantage from trade relationships. In 1984, Mexico
purchased goods worth about $12.0 billion from the
United States. This equaled 16.1 percent of all U.S. sales
to LDCs, putting Mexico at the head of the list of LDC
markets (figure 3.3 and appendix table 3.4). South
Korea (8.1 percent) was the second most important,
followed by Saudi Arabia and Taiwan (7.5 percent and
6.7 percent, respectively). Overall, in 1984 the 10 largest
LDC traders accounted for 62.6 percent of U.S. exports
to all developing nations, or $46.6 billion, and 21.4 per­
cent of all U.S. exports.

From 1975 to 1984, China was the fastest-growing
LDC market for U.S. exports. The annual increase to
China was 29.2 percent as the value of exports rose from
$0.3 billion to $3.0 billion. Singapore increased its pur­
chases by 19.6 percent annually, Hong Kong by 16.2
percent, and Saudi Arabia by 15.8 percent. As with
imports, the largest LDC markets for U.S. exports-with
the exception of China-are the upper-income develop­
ing nations.

U.S. export trade with the poorer LDCs does not
approach that involving the more economically
advanced ones, but the aggregate amounts are still im­
pressive, and for some nations this trade is very impor­
tant. Exports to 24 "very poor" LDCs* in 1984 approx­
imated $5 billion, with about 50 percent going to China
(appendix table 3.5). India, Bangladesh, and Ethiopia
were the next most important export markets among
this group. Overall, exports to all these very poor
nations represented 2.5 percent of all U.S. exports. (U.S.
imports from these same nations were 2.1 percent of

Figure 3.3b Share of U.S. Exports to All
Developing Countries
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Figure 3.3c Average Annual Growth of U.S. Exports,
1975-84
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these nations had export trade with the United States
in excess of $100 million in 1984. (U.S. imports from
these poor LDCs totaled $17.8 billion, or 5.2 percent
of all U.S. imports.)

It is interesting to note that some of the very poor
nations such as Bangladesh and Zaire have fairly impor­
tant volumes of trade with the United States, even at
their present early stages of development. Furthermore,
trade activities tend to increase, even with the limited
economic improvement that takes a nation from very
poor to poor in the classification. For example, 22 of
the 32 nations in the poor group (69 percent) had trade
transactions (imports plus exports) with the United
States of more than $100 million. By contrast, only 8
of the 24 very poor nations (35 percent) engaged in
trade of this magnitude.

Agriculture's Role. Agriculture plays an increas·
ingly important role in U.S. exports. In 1972, the value
of agricultural exports approximated $10 billion and
rose consistently to a peak of about $43 billion by 1981
(figure 3.4). The value fell to about $38 billion in 1984.
During the same period, U.S. imports of agricultural
products rose at a slower rate, allowing agriculture to
amass a large trade surplus. The agricultural sector has
shown a positive trade balance each year since 1960,
and the balance has averaged around $20 billion
annually since 1979 (figure 3.5). These trade surpluses
have been used to offset the purchase of nonagricultural
goods and services, which as a group have created
negative overall trade balances for the United States
each year since 1970. The huge trade deficits since the
late 1970s reflect serious imbalances in the U.S. trade
situation and are so large that there is virtually no hope

that an improved agricultural trade ba lance could even
come close to offsetting them. In 1984, the trade deficit
for the United States reached a record of about $105
billion, and projections for 1985 are for an even greater
deficit that could reach $150 billion.

The United States depends on world agricultural
markets for goods and services and is a significant seller
in these markets. Market export potentials are especially
important for a select group of primary agricultural
products produced in the United States (figure 3.6).
Since 1954, the production percentages of several
major U.S. crops that are exported abroad have risen
dramatically. In 1980, more than 60 percent each of all
wheat, rice, and cotton produced in the United States
was exported. Furthermore, about 55 percent of the soy­
bean production and 30 percent of the corn production
were shipped abroad.

Agricultural exports are not equally shared by all
states. Illinois, Iowa, and California typically lead the list
of states exporting agricultural products (figure 3.7).
Most of the 10 important exporting states. are in the
Midwest, reflecting the limited group of agricultural
crops that most affect the level of U.S. agricultural
exports.

U.S. export levels of these few crops represent a
large part of the total volume passing through world
markets (appendix table 3.6). 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 soybeans market. These export sales have impor­
tant effects on the U.S. employment picture. Currently,
about one million jobs in the United States are
estimated to depend on agricultural exports. Half of

Figure 3.4 U.S. Export and Import of Agricultural Products
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Figure 3.5 Net U.S. Trade Balance
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them are on-farm jobs; the other half are off-farm jobs
related to agriculture. It also is 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 U.S.
agricultural exports. Since 1970, agricultural exports
destined for LDCs have more than tripled in dollar value,

Figure 3.6 Proportion of Production Exported for
Selected Agricultural Products

Figure 3.7 Leading Exporting States for Agricultural
Products
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35.

Source: ERS/USDA. Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United States (Washing­
ton, D.C.), March-April 1985 and various other issues and personal
communication with officials of ERS/US. as cited in World Food In­
stitute, World Food Trade and U. S. Agriculture, 1960-1984, 5th annual
ed. (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University, 1985).49.
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Sources: USDA, 1982, as cited in Larry Lev, Michael T. Weber, and H.C. BittenbencJer,
Michigan Agriculture and its Linkages to Developing Nations (East Lansing,
Mich.: Institute of International Agriculture, Michigan State University, March
1984): USDA, Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United States (Washington,
D.C.: 1985).

Source: Arthur B. Mackie, "The U.S. Farmer and World Market Devel­
opment (Washington, D.C.: ERSjUSDA, October 1983, Mim­
eographed), 16, as adapted by and cited in Larry Lev, Michael
T. Weber, and H. C. Bittenbender, Michigan Agriculture and its
Linkages to Developing Nations (East Lansing, Mich.: Institute
of International Agriculture, Michigan State University, March
1984).
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Figure 3.9 Income Spent on Food in Selected
Countries

increases, at least until (and if) local production can bet­
ter respond to the demand. But even with enhanced
local production, only selected crops will be affected.
No nation satisfies its total food needs, and once the
principle of comparative advantage has helped define
the products to be produced in-country, other nations
will fill the demand gap. Of course, LDCs' nonfood
demands also represent an important export market
potential for the United States since the capacity of
LDCs to fill such demands is usually limited. Given the
anticipated levels of population and income growth in
LDCs, their importance as trading partners for the
United States can only improve.

To illustrate, consider the history of U.S. exports
to nations that have progressed developmentally since
World War II (table 3.4). For example, U.S. agricultural
exports to Brazil between 1969-71 and 1979-81
increased by 1,736 percent, to South Korea by 1,586
percent, and to Taiwan by 806 percent. These and the
other "developing nations" listed in table 3.4 have
benefited from U.S. economic assistance at some time
during the past 35 years. On the other hand, the highest
growth rate for U.S. agricultural exports sent to
developed nations was 556 percent with Japan. By com­
parison, agricultural exports to traditional trading part­
ners such as the United Kingdom increased by only 135
percent.
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and the percentage of the total has increased slightly
(figure 3.8). In 1984, the dollar value of this nation's
agricultural exports to LDCs was slightly less than $15
billion, which amounted to about 38 percent of the $38
billion worth of all U.S. agricultural exports. During this
same period, the percentage of U.S. farm exports going
to developed nations declined from 66 percent to 49
percent.

This rising trend in agricultural exports to develop­
ing nations indicates the ever-increasing importance of
LDCs to U.S. trade, and there are two basic reasons why
this growth rate might soon exceed that to develor.ed
nations and become even more important with time.
The first is sheer population numbers. As was pointed
out in chapter 1, more than 70 percent of the world's
population is now located in LDCs, and the trend is
upward. Growing numbers of people need food and food
products in ever greater amounts.

Second, most people in developing nations have
low incomes, and the income of poor families is spent
mostly for food and less for other consumables. For
example, in India, Tanzania, and Niger 60 percent or
more of the peoples' income goes for food purchases
(figure 3.9). As individual incomes in such nations begin
to rise, these relationships generally persist. There is a
strong tendency to satisfy food needs more adequately
before increasing spending on nonfood items. However,
studies have shown that in some cases people in LDCs
purchase consumer goods or high-status foods, which
may not be nutritionally better, before improving their
diet.

Rising food demands that cannot be met by domes­
tic production must be satisfied by purchases on world
markets. Evidence suggests that as developing nations
become less poor, their demand for food imports also

80

100 % ?
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Table 3.4 U. S. Agricultural Exports to Selected Countries, 1969-71 and 1979-81
Years

Country

Developed Countries

Japan
Netherlands
West Germany
United Kingdom
France

Developing Countries

1969-71
($ millions)

1,076
514
505
418
169

1979-81
($ millions)

7,061
3,112
1,663

982
699

Increase
(percent)

556
505
229
135
314

Colombia 20 235 1,075
Brazil 36 661 1,736
Nigeria 15 349 2,227
South Korea 100 1,686 1,586
Taiwan 127 1,150 806

Source: Larry Lev, Michael T. Weber, and H.C. Bittenbender, Michigan Agriculture and its Linkages to Developing Countries (East Lansing, Mich.:
Institute of International Agriculture, Michigan State University, March 1984), 44.

U.S. agricultural export markets in traditional areas
such as Europe do not appear to have significant growth
potentials because of the limited growth in domestic
demand found in these countries as well as their increas­
ing domestic agricultural production, which meets most
of their own needs. The best likelihood for improving

,U.S. agricultural exports lies with developing nations.
If policy accommodations can be developed, Japan, 'the
Soviet Union, and the Eastern European countries also
can be important growth markets.

The rise in U.S. agricultural exports to LDCs dur­
ing a period when the agricultural' output of these
nations also has been increasing suggests that U.S.
agricultural exports have not been adversely affected
by their production improvements. Yet total U.S.
agricultural exports have'shown important declines in
recent years. Justifiably, one might ask why.

As previously indicated, one of the most important
causes of the decline in U.S. agricultural exports has
been the strength and high value of the dollar relative
to other nations' currencies. This relationship has made
U.S. exports more expensive than those of competing
nations, thus shifting market demand away from the
United States. Second, U.S. domestic agricultural
policies have resulted in some world commodity prices
rising to levels that are higher than they would be other­
wise. This has allowed some nations to profitably grow
and competitively export commodities that they could
not at lower world prices. Third, the European Eco­
nomic Community (EEC) has increasingly produced
some commodities in excess of their internal demands,
and the surplus has been exported in competition with
U.S. exports. Their market shares have been enhanced
by .the strength of the U.S. dollar. Finally, total world
agricultural trade has declined somewhat in the 1980s,
and part of the reduction in U.S. agricultural exports
reflects this trend. It is apparent, therefore, that the
reduction in U.S. agricultural exports has been more a
consequence of these factors than of U.S. assistance
helping LDCs improve their agricultural productivity.
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0.5. Trade Balance
Problems of trade balance are a constant concern

to the United States. Since 1970, the U.S. trade balance
has been negative for all but about three years, and the
trend has been worsening (figure 3.5). However, trade
with developing nations other than OPEC members has
not been a major contributor to this deficit. The trade
relationships among various nations and groups of
nations illustrate the role played by non-OPEC develop­
ing nations (figure 3.10). In 1981, U.S. trade with non­
OPEC LDCs accounted for 30.2 percent of U.S. exports
and 26.4 percent of this nation's imports. The U.S. trade
surplus with these nations was about $1 billion. With
only three other groups of nations did U.S. trade yield
a positive balance for 1981, the principal one being the
EEC.

The major sources of the U.S. trade deficit for 1981
were the OPEC nations ($28 billion) and Japan ($16
billion). The overall U.S. trade deficit was $28 billion.
The U.S. trade balance has worsened considerably since
1981. The detailed data needed to clarify the role LDCs
have played in these trade deficits are not yet available.
It is likely, however, that the source of the rising U.S.
trade deficit centers more on manufactured products
supplied by developed nations than on the more com­
plementary items normally supplied by LDCs. Enough
data are available, however, to show that trade relation­
ships with Japan and OPEC have continued to be a
prime source of U.S. balance-of.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. It is im­
proper, therefore, to generalize about trade relation­
ships 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 of
goods leaving the United States expands. During the
late 1970s this happened, and U.S. exports, especially
those from the agricultural sector, enjoyed a sharp
upswing (figure 3.4). In more recent years (1983-84),
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Figure 3.10 U.S. Exports, Imports,and Trade Balance,
1981

however, the value of the dollar has risen relative to
other currencies. U.S. exports have therefore become
more costly and foreign imports less expensive, so the
net trade balance has worsened dramatically. In 1984,

Notes: Total world export and import figures include U.S. trade with un­
identified countries not otherwise shown on this table. Export and
import figures are f.a.s.(free alongside ship) transaction values.

Source Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO), tables E-3 and 1-6 (December 1981),
as cited in John P. Lewis and Valeriana Kaliab, eds., U.S. Foreign
Policy and the Third World: Agenda 1983 (Washington, D. C.: Over­
seas Development Council, 1983), 255.

Developing Nations in World Trade

As trade partners, developing nations obviously
add an important dimension to U.S. economic activities,
and for the most part, the relationships are improved
oy the development assistance provided to them by the
United States. But nations other than the United States
also assist LDCs, and it is informative to see how
developing nations are progressing in the worldwide
family of trading nations.

Developing nations (non-OPEC) accounted for
$251.6 billion or 13 percent of the world's total exports
in 1980 (table 3.5). This is about the average propor­
tion they have maintained since 1965. Historically, non·
OPEC LDCs have exported mostly primary products,
but in more recent years, manufactured exports have
become more evident in the export mix of these LDCs.
OPEC nations, on the other hand, export mainly
petroleum products, and they consistently held about
a 6 percent share of the world's export market until the
1970s. In 1980 their share jumped to 15 percent, or
$306 billion. Most of the adjustment was at the expense
of the developed economies, whose total export share

the deficit approximated $105 billion, almost double
that for 1983.

Virtually every sector in the U.S. economy (includ­
ing agriculture) is now subject to pressures from vacilla­
tions in world markets; in turn, U.S. public policy influ·
ences international relationships. Even the debt­
management problems of LDCs mentioned in chapter
2, for example, can be important to U,S. trade balances.
The debt obligations facing developing nations such as
Mexico and Brazil mean that resources previously avail·
able for buying U.S. imports must be redirected to debt
repayment. Mexico's imports from the United States
were reduced from $17.8 billion in 1981 to $9.1 billion
in 1983, due partly to that nation's fiscal austerity
program.
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Table 3.5 Share of World Trade Markets, 1965-80
in $ billions

Exports Imports

1965 1970 1980 1965 1970 1980

Developed Market Economies 128.0 224.2 1260.6 125.6 220.1 1340.6
% of total 69 72 63 68 71 68

OPEC Countries 11.2 18.0 306.0 59 9.5 128.1
% of total 6 6 15 3 3 7

Non-OPEC Developing
Countries 24.8 37.0 251.6 31.1 48.7 338.1

% of total 13 12 13 17 16 17

Centrally Planned Economies 21.7 32.8 175.1 21.1 31.5 167.6
% of total 12 11 9 12 10 9

TOTAL 185.7 312.0 1993.3 183.7 309.8 1974.4
100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Based on United Nations Monthly Bulletin 35 (May 1981), special table D, and 36 (May 1982), special table C, as cited in John P. Lewis
and Valeriana Kallab, eds., U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World: Agenda 1983 (Washington, D.C.: Overseas Development Council,
1983),244-245.
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fell to 63 percent in 1980 from a high of 72 percent in
1970.

Imports from non-OPEC LDCs in 1980 accounted
for about 17 percent of the world's total import activity
and had a value of $338 billion. The percentage change
in market share for non-OPEC LDCs since 1965 has
been nominal, but the value of their imports increased
by tenfold. Since, however, the total world imports
experienced about this same magnitude of change, all
nations tended to retain their relative positions.

On balance, non-OPEC LDCs had a slightly nega­
tive trade balance in 1980, which reflected their limited
export capability. But the aggregate data (figure 3.10)
mask the distribution of trade balances among LDCs.
These data include ma'ny countries classified as LDCs­
such as Mexico, Argentina, Syria, and Taiwan-that
have now attained semideveloped status. If the lower­
income nations alone were counted, their trade deficits

, would be much more dramatic and would be recognized
as bei.ng an issue of much greater consequence. Most
of these low-income nations have had annual trade
deficits since becoming independent, and the levels are
growing in both real and nominal terms. For example,
Bangladesh has had a negative trade balance each year
since 1971, and during 1980-82 it approximated $1.4
billion each year. Furthermore, these lower-income
nations are contributing only minimally to the
worldwide LDC increases in manufactured exports. Most
low-income LDCs are still highly dependent on primary
products and commodities for their export earnings.

Summary Comments

There are three primary reasons why it is impor­
tant for the United States to assist developing nations.
The first reason is humanitarian. Nations able to do so
have a moral obligation to help those whose people are
malnourished, subject to high death rates and excessive
infant mortality, and facing limited life expectancy. Most
Americans embrace this obligation. The second reason
is that such assistance can promote world peace and
international political stability (see chap. 5). The third
reason is the potential for the United States to realize
economic gains if LDCs have healthy economies. The
evidence presented in this chapter supports such a
premise. Developing countries are important suppliers
of various commodities to the United States. For many
important metals and minerals, the United States must
rely primarily on LDCs, who also provide many of the
complementary agricultural imports demanded in the
United States. In addition, the LDCs are one of the
primary growth markets for U.S. exports, especially for
agricultural products. Evidence suggests that for low­
income nations to be viable importers of U.S. agricul­
tural commodities, they must improve their domestic
agriculture. To do so gives rise to broad income
increases and export sales where foreign exchange can
be earned to pay for impprts. The benefits are
measurable, and they represent visible outcomes that
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should counter certain pragmatic concerns expressed
by some Americans about U.S. foreign assistance.

Admittedly, by promoting economic development
abroad, the (..Inited States may assist other nations to
become more competitive in the world community of
nations, which would force U.S. producers to use their
ingenuity to meet the competition. This applies to com­
petitive imports. In the case of complimentary imports,
however, development progress in LDCs may make these
goods more economically available to the United States
and/or raise their quality. The U.S. industries most likely
to be affected by the foreseeable adjustments in the
competitive import picture will be those that depend on
skills that can be more cheaply duplicated in LDCs. In
this age of intimate international interdependence,
market shares will shift among nations as competitive
factors change.

Before the causal, factors' responsible for these
shifts can be managed, they must be understood.
Today, fiscal, monetary, and trade policies-especially
those of the United States but also of other trading
nations-may have more to do with losses of foreign
markets for U.S. products (especially in agriculture) than
anything LDC producers are able to do to alter the struc­
ture of comparative advantage. It is hard to imagine that
U.S. agricultural producers could not meet most com­
petitive challenges from LDC producers if fair competi­
tion prevailed and, if trade policies allowed comparative
advantages to determine outcomes rather than distort
the relative value of either group's outputs. As an exam­
ple, the recent reduction in U.S. agricultural exports is
less a reflection of any decline in agricultural efficiency
among U.S. fanners than it is of the ramifications of
public fiscal and trade policies that have made U.S.
agricultural exports more costly in world markets than
those of competing nations. Before condemning U.S.
development assistance to LDCs for fear of its destruc­
tive impact on U.S. producers, care should be exercised
to understand the complexities, realities, and forces that
drive present-day world markets, as well as the factors
that most directly cause U.S. producers to lose markets.

Regardless of arguments about the advisability of
maintaining U.S. development assistance, the long-run
outlook for the world is gloomy indeed unless the pro­
ductive potentials of LDCs are developed. The most
obvious short-term impact on Americans (and others)
if LDCs were cut adrift would be higher food prices as
the global food supply began to fall ever further behind
population and other demand pressures. Further, ignor­
ing the plight of the Third World would certainly have
a detrimental effect on international stability. Many fear
a future North-South global conflict as much as one
between the superpowers, despite the persistent con­
cern about a nuclear holocaust. In the long run, without
donor assistance, the poorest LDCs will increasingly
experience the outrageous human costs of starving pop­
ulations. In other regions, malnutrition will continue its
insidious march. The developed world, including the
United States, will not be able to escape the effects of
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such tragedies on their own economies. Such devasta­
tion and lingering deprivation can only be avoided if the
LDCs are able to develop their productive potentials
through international cooperation.

Despite the significant self-interest potentials, to
justify U.S. economic assistance entirely on the basis
either of values arising from trade relationships with
developing countries or, for that matter, of any direct
benefits (be they economic or political) that serve the
particular interests of this nation is to ignore the enor­
mity of the predictable consequences. The world must'
create the means to feed its people, wherever they live.
Accepting the moral imperative does not preclude self­
interest factors. In fact, the two should be amalgamated
as the basis for U.S. economic assistance. Broader
popular support of U.S. efforts may be forthcoming if
Americans could be helped to see how U.S. assistance
promotes equality and justice for all people while they
pursue their fundamental right to be free of hunger.
Stability within the international world order will remain
elusive until all of the world's people have opportunities

to control their own lives and to achieve their innate
potentials.

Most Americans can empathize with this vision of
a future world, but the unsensational, plodding progress
characteristic of long-range development may lose their
interest and support. Many U.S. citizens may be only

- dimly aware of the dimensions of world hunger and what
it means to their personal futures and to those of their
children. Many react with horror and resolution to televi­
sion coverage of starvation in Ethiopia but tend to lapse
into apathy when these crises disappear from the televi­
sion screen. Thus, few voters actively encourage their
governmental representatives to place elimination of
world hunger high on the list of national priorities. This
lack of pressure may explain why much of what is clas­
sified as foreign assistance i~ not being directed to
nations with the most critical food needs. Only an
enlightened public can help establish such a goal as a
national priority, and only a committed people can keep
its government on target.
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Chapter 4 _

Benefits of International Collaboration
in Agricultural Research
by Donald L. Plucknett and Nigel J.H. Smith

O ne lesson many countries have learned in recent
. years is the importance of scientific research to sus­

tainable and productive agriculture. The United States
learned this basic lesson long ago, but today we have
come to recognize that m'uch of the research needed
to produce new agricultural technology can only be
effectively carried on through international contacts and
collaboration. And, in fact, over the past two decades,
agricultural research has developed into a global enter­
prise and may well be now the most international of all
scientific endeavors.

A Global Enterprise

How did the establishment of an international
agricultural research system come about? No govern­
ment has planned it and no international organization
has willed it, yet many pieces are already in place and
operating, despite the lack of a common budget or-in
most cases-formal agreements. Who is involved in
such work, and how is the work being carried out?

Ultimately, of course, all scientific research is con­
ducted by individual scientists. So it was among indi­
viduals that international cooperation started. Scientists
in different countries with common interests began to
exchange ideas and materials and to plan joint research.
However, since such activities relied heavily on indi­
vidual initiative and received uncertain financial sup­
port, they tended to be opportunistic and sporadic.

It was not until after World War II that a cooperative
global effort really got under way, and it is only in the
past 20 years or so that all the major developments have
taken place. The Rockefeller and Ford foundations can
take much of the credit for originating today's system
since their joint initiative in starting international
agricultural research centers gave intellectual leader­
ship, impetus, and worldwide dimension to work that
had previously been mostly individual and fragmented.

Once the effort began on a larger scale, others
. joined in areas where they had particular interest, and

their successes led to still greater collaboration. The
Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR) was established by a group of foreign
aid donors. New international centers-and initiatives­
took shape; some new centers were started by the
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CGIAR, others began as independent bodies. More
countries joined in, taking on research that responded
to their local needs. LDC institutions forged working
relationships with developed country institutions, such
as universities and even private laboratories, as well as
with international agricultural research centers. Foreign
assistance organizations, private and ·public founda­
tions, and individual governments all contributed finan­
cial support. And so an "international fellowship of
science" emerged that has brought about not only
technical results but also social and political advances
as well.

In the United States, USAID has been a focal point
for such efforts, providing special funding to the USDA
and to U.S. universities so that work could be started
and continued. During the past decade, U.S. university
involvement has been fostered by the Board for Inter­
national Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD),
a presidential board that works with USAID and that pro­
motes and supports international research through its
Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSPs).
These programs, the first of which was established in
1978, seek to match the interests of U.S. university
research programs with similar interests at developing
country institutions for the benefit of all parties. At pres­
ent, eight CRSPs bring together 40 U.S. universities and
66 agricultural institutions in 30 LDCs to work col­
laboratively to conduct research on beans and cowpeas,
peanuts, sorghum and millet, small ruminants, manage­
ment of tropical soils, nutrition and human function,
pond dynamics and aquaculture, and fisheries and stock
assessment.

Other countries also have established institutions
to promote international research. For example, Canada
has established its International Development Research
Centre; Australia, the Australian Center for International
Agricultural Research; and the Federal Republic of Ger­
many, the Deutsche Gesellschaft f1/H Technische Zusam­
mernarbeit. Special institutions have also been set up
in France, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden, and the
United Kingdom.

Whatever the name of the mechanism used, the
basic idea is the same-that agricultural research can
and does benefit from international cooperation. The
cooperation may be simple, with two or three scientists
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corresponding and visiting periodically to keep in touch
on a common problem. Or one institution may serve
the special needs of another by crossbreeding special
plants to incorporate resistance to diseases or pests not
yet present in the latter's country or by growing out a
generation of breeding lines during a season when the
crop could not be grown in that country. Or dozens of
institutions and hundreds of scientists in several coun­
tries may be working cooperatively in carefully linked
research. Through many kinds of collaboration the
international research effort is active and expanding.

Sharing the Germplasm

One vitally important area of cooperation is the
international exchange of germplasm. Germplasm can
be defined as seeds or living organisms (plants or
animals), or parts of living organisms, bearing
hereditary characteristics that can be passed along to
succeeding generations. Long before today's global
research system came into being, of course, germplasm
was moving around the world. Sugarcane, for example,
was originally a Southeast Asian crop, yet today it pro­
vides a major base to the economies of Brazil, the Carib­
bean islands, Peru, and South Africa. Sunflower came
originally from North America; now it has become a ma­
jor crop in the Soviet Union and China. And rice, a crop
whose major cultivated form is indigenous to Asia, has
become important throughout the world.

But today the sharing-and the constant improve­
ment of germplasm-has become highly sophisticated.
Plant germplasm exchange has developed into a bus­
tling, worldwide activity involving public and private
research organizations in both developed and develop­
ing countries, as well as international organizations. An
international network of plant genetic resource centers
has been established, mostly through the efforts of the
International Board for Plant Genetic Resources, to
ensure that germplasm necessary for future plant
breeding is located, characterized, safely stored in gene
banks, and made available to all interested countries.
The plant germplasm system in the United States is a
key participant in this work, especially through such
facilities as the U.S. Seed Storage Laboratory at Fort
Collins, Colorado, and four regional Plant Introduction
Stations in Pullman, Washington; Ames, Iowa; Geneva,
New York; and Experiment, Georgia.

The worldwide germplasm effort includes inter­
nationally-funded collecting trips to the centers of origin
of important crops and international programs of plant
breeding. Through a network of international nurseries,
the performance of individual entries is carefully noted
and communicated to scientists worldwide. Traits such
as disease and insect resistance, tolerance to drought
or other environmental stresses, and other factors are
identified and used in future breeding efforts.

Mankind has benefited greatly from such work.
Yields of major food crops have risen and continue to
rise when such techniques have been used coopera-

tively, and responses to new problems have been
quicker since international testing and rapid com­
munication of results have been employed.

In recent years, the question of the ownership of
germplasm has become a matter of international con­
tention. Traditionally, germplasm has been considered
to be a resource that is, and should be, available to all
countries. Indeed, almost all gene banks operate on the
principle of free exchange in response to bona fide
requests.

But today those who are questioning the current
germplasm system point out that germplasm is largely
held in gene banks in the developed, countries, even
though most of the basic germplasm of our important
crops was obtained from Third World countries. Their
solution is to place the international germplasm system
under intergovernmental control.

Those defending the present system point out that
although scientific plant breeding and systematic col­
lection and use of germplasm began and have been
highly refined in some developed countries, today
developing countries are rapidly improving their own
capacaties to store and utilize germplams of major inter­
est to them, in most cases with the help of the developed
countries. Further they point to the return by gene
banks in developed countries of germplasm that has
disappeared in those countries where the plants
originated. The solution of the germplasm issue lies not
in intergovernmental oversight and political control,
they argue, but in international cooperation and the free
exchange of germplasm between scientists and tech­
nical people in all countries.

History of <l.S. Involvement in Germplasm Exchange

If you were to go shopping at a supermarket and
were to buy only foods indigenous to the United States,
your basket would be virtually empty. Only a handful
of food crops-notably sunflower, cranberry, and
pecan-originated in North America, and none of them
is of major importance in commerce or subsistence. As
is true in other countries, U.S. agriculture has always
depended heavily on the importation of foreign plant
germplasm to introduce new plants and to boost the
yield and hardiness of existing crops.

Political and scientific leaders in the United States
early recognized the importance of obtaining plant
germplasm from other countries. While Thomas Jeffer­
son was minister to France, for example, he sent seeds
of cereal crops, vegetables, and grasses, and cuttings
of olive and fruit trees to correspondents and organiza­
tions back home. In 1819, the U.S. secretary of the
treasury issued a circular calling attention to the impor­
tance of new crop plants and requesting that consuls
and naval officers send home useful examples. In 1839,
the U.S. Patent Office started providing direct financial
support for the acquisition of plant germplasm.

After the USDA established the Office of Foreign
Seed and Plant Introduction in 1898, legendary plant
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hunters scoured distant lands gathering plants of poten­
tial economic value to the United States; one man alone
was responsible for 2,500 plant introductions to this
country. Over the years more than 200 plant-collecting
missions have been organized to the centers of crop

-diversity. To quarantine and evaluate the ever-growing
stream of incoming plant material, the Office of Foreign
Seed and Plant Introduction built facilities on the
Washington Mall and established plant introduction sta­
tions throughout the country. By 1910, five such sta­
tions were operating, including one in Chico, Califor­
nia, that concentrated on stone fruits and another in
Miami that specialized in tropical plants.

Today the United States has perhaps the most
highly developed plant germplasm storage and
improvement system in the world. And the flow has not
been all one way. For example, the cooperative efforts
of the USDA have enabled French scientists to collect
wild grape germplasm in the Mississippi Valley to
improve French grapes, have enabled the Soviet Union
to collect wild sunflowers in the Midwest to improve
their sunflower crops, and have returned to Ethiopia
seeds of teff (a cereal important to the local diet) that
were collected by an international team in 1967 and
safely held in cold storage in the United States.

Benefits of International Collaboration
In Germplasm Work

In the long term, of course, all countries benefit
from having basic germplasm such as primitive cultivars
(varieties that have originated and persisted under
cultivation) and wild relatives safely preserved for future
use. But there are also immediate benefits from having
world collections of germplasm of important crops, col­
lections that can be tapped in the continuing search for
desirable genes that could confer useful and often
robust traits to crop plants. For example, the germplasm
from the global wheat collection held by the Interna­
tional Maize and Wheat Improvement Center head­
quartered near Mexico City-the Centre Internacional
de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo (CIMMYT)-has been
useful as a source of improvements both In semidwarf
varieties and in resistance to rust. Using germplams
from several countries, CIMMYT develops semidwarf
and other varieties of wheat for the Third World. The
ancestry of the semidwarf wheats it produced in 1966
that helped spark the Green Revolution in Asia can be
traced back to Norin 10, a Japanese variety brought to
the United States after World War II, and to breeding
efforts at Washington State University.

Benefits to the United States
One might ask how the United States benefits

specifically from international germplasm work. For
the answer one might look to the production of semi­
dwarf wheats, which are winning converts around the
world both because more growth goes into the grain
rather than into the stems and because they do not top-
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pie over under increased fertilization. Research scien­
tists at U.S. universities and at CIMMYT's headquarters
in Mexico have been working on semidwarf crosses
since the 1950s to promote the use of short-stemmed
wheat. The first successful use of a semidwarf variety
was in 1962 with the Gaines variety, a cross using Norin
10, on one-fourth of the wheat area in California. The
first semidwarf CIMMYT crosses were introduced in
1968, and the use of Mexican crosses spread rapidly.
By 1979, 147 semidwarf wheat varieties had been
adopted in the United States. Of these, 18 were intro­
duced directly from Mexico, 34 were selected from Mex­
ican crosses, and of the 95 selections from_crosses made
in the United States, 14 had Mexican varieties in their
pedigrees. By 1984, an additional 72 semidwarf wheat
varieties had been planted in this country, 25 of which
contained germplasm from the CIMMYT collection or
from the Mexican national program. In all, short­
statured wheat varieties containing germplasm from the
CIMMYT collection were planted on an estimated 15.6
million acres of U.S. farmland during that year, and the
proportion is growing. Today, about one-quarter of the
area devoted to wheat in the United States is planted
to varieties containing such germplasm.

Germplasm from the collection held by CIMMYT
has been widely adopted in the midwestern and western

Table 4.1 Estimated Percentage and Area
of U.S. Wheat Lands Occupied by Varieties
with Germplasm from the World Collection,

1984
State/Region % Wheat Area Acres Planted

Hard Red Winter Wheat
Kansas 50 6,817,500
Oklahoma 32 2,487,100
Colorado 22 828,400
Nebraska 16 515,200
Texas 10 740,000

Total 32 11,388,200

Soft Red Winter Wheat
Indiana 30 351,000
Illinois 26 468,000
Ohio 15 186,000
Missouri 11 263,200

Total 19 1,268,200

Hard Red Spring Wheat
California 100 770,000
Idaho 100 400,000
Washington 100 210,000
Oregon 100 80,000
Arizona 100 63,000
Utah 100 39,000
Nevada 100 16,000
Montana 16 347,600
South Dakota 15 255,000
Minnesota 14 308,000
North Dakota 8 430,550

Total 22 2,919,150

Source: International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT),
Internal document, 1985.

Solving World Hunger: The 0.5. Stake



United States. In 1984, for example, all of the spring
wheat planted in the Pacific Northwest and West can·
tained CIMMYT germplasm, as did half of the hard red
winter wheat planted in Kansas, a third of the same
variety sown in Oklahoma, and ne'arly a third of the
acreage planted to soft red winter wheat in Indiana (table
4.1). Overall, a fifth of the area sown to this latter vari­
ety of wheat in the United States now embodies such
genetic material; for hard red winter wheat, the propor­
tion is close to a third.

Semidwarf rices are also gaining popularity in the
United States, and many trace their pedigrees to the
tropical rice collection held by the International Rice
Research Institute (IRRI) at Los Banos in the Philippines.
Close to a quarter of the U.S. rice area is currently
planted to semidwarfs. In 1984, two-thirds of this semi­
dwarfrice area contained varieties or lines from the IRRI
collection. One variety released in California in 1977,
M·9, contains an IRRI variety, IR8, in its parentage. By
1979, M-9 occupied 60 percent of California's semidwarf
rice area (about 5 percent of total U.S. rice lands). Its
importance is now waning, however, a typical fate even
for successful varieties; they become obsolete either
because they succumb to rapidly changing diseases or
pests or because superior varieties become available.
In 1981, for example, M-9 occupied only 32 percent of
California's semidwarf rice area-about half of the total
acreage occupied just two years earlier-and by 1984
its proportion had further slipped to 11 percent.
However, another rice with IR8 in its pare'ntage, M-201,
is replacing M·9. Released in 1982, M-201 covered 46
percent of California's short-statured rice area by 1984.
Like its predecessor, M·201 is highly productive, with
an average yield of 8,460 pounds per acre.

Considering that both the germplasm collection at
IRRI and its breeding program are geared to tropical
(indica) rices, its impact on California agriculture is
remarkable. Rice farmers in California, the most impor­
tant rice-producing region in the United States, plant
temperate sinica (japonica) rices, and breeders there use
tropical germplasm mainly as a source of dwarfing
genes. (Other dwarf rices planted in California trace their
short stature to mutants produced through irradiation.)
Similarly, all semidwarf rices grown in the southern
United States, the other important rice-growing region
of the country, also contain tropical germplasm from
the IRRI collection.

Bean germplasm from other countires has also
helped U.S. farmers. Plant breeders in Michigan, for
example-the nation's leading producer of the common
bean (also known as the bush of field bean)-have
employed bean germplasm from Colombia, Mexico,
Puerto Rico, Chile, and Venezuela during the last two
decades. Genes for an erect plant type highly suited to
Michigan's farming environment were obtained from a
Costa Rican variety, San Fernando, which is derived
from a radiation-induced mutant. Similarly, bean
breeders at Michigan State University have found germ­
plasm from the collection maintained at the Ce~tro

Internadonal de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT) in Colom·
bia especially. useful for such traits as resistance to
mosaic virus disease, but national programs in Latin
America have also been helpful. Bunsi-ICA, a navy bean
developed by Colombia's national program, has proved
to be a good source of tolerance to white mold and has
been approved for release in Michigan.

Michigan's common bean crop was worth $120 mil­
lion in 1982, accounting for close to a third of U.S. bean
production. Its continued vigor depends on unhampered
access to a broad germplasm base, particularly from
Latin America where the crop was domesticated.

Potatoes are an important crop in many parts of
the United States, and virtually .every American eats
potatoes in some form during the course of a week. The
Peruvian·based International Potato Center-Centro
Internacional de la Papa (CIP)-maintains a large col­
lection of potato germplasm, which consists of 6,500
accessions, or distinct samples, including many wild
relatives of the crop. A major duplicate collection of
these wild potato relatives from Latin America is housed
at Sturgeon Bay, Wisconsin, and is useful to potato
breeders in the United States. At Cornell University, for
example, germplasm resistant to golden nematode (a
class of parasitic worms) has been used to develop
potato varieties that have been grown in New York for
a decade. And with financial support from international
research funds provided by CIP, doctoral students at the
University of Wisconsin in Madison have perfected
potato breeding techniques that have also benefited red
clover and alfalfa breeders in the United States.

Corn was domesticated in Mexico, and its greatest
genetic diversity is found in the American tropics.
However, for U.S. breeders developing temperate corn,
such material presents formidable problems such as
poor yields, adverse response to day-length conditions
in cooler climates, and the need for repeated backcross­
ing to advanced breeding methods to shed undesirable
genes. But despite these difficulties, corn germplasm
from LDCs has made its way into commercial hybrids
in the United States. Funks G-4734 and G-4949A and
Pioneer 3160 and 3328 contain corn germplasm from
the Caribbean, DeKalb hybrids XL73 and XL309 con­
tain germplasm from Mexico; and big agribusinesses
such as Cargill, DeKalb, Migro, and Hoegemeyer market
hybrids with small amounts of Argentine material.

Numerous crop varieties that contain germplasm
produced in international agricultural research centers
or in collaborative research efforts involving U.S. and
Third World national programs are in the pipeline for
U.S. farmers. In the case of peanut, for example, germ­
plasJ:T1 from the collection at the International Crops
Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT)
is being tested by breeders at Texas A&M University,
the University of Florida, and North Carolina State
University. A scientist at Texas A&M is using the col­
lection's lines tolerant to drought and resistant both to
foliar diseases and to Aspergillus {lavus, a seed fungus
that produces a carcinogen. A scientist at the Univer-
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sity of Florida's research station at Marianna expects to
begin this year testing ICRISAT's collection lines that
are resistant to leaf spot; he also plans to use material
that does not "nodulate" (Le., form nodules or swellings
on the plant roots containing symbiotic bacteria that
enable the plant to make use of nitrogen in the air) in
experiments on the physiology of nitrogen nutrition.
And a plant breeder at North Carolina State University
is using in his crossing program ICRISAT materials that
tolerate drought, resist leaf spot, mature early, and are
superior fixers of nitrogen. He estimates that the univer­
sity will have a peanut variety containing such germ­
plasm ready for release within five years.

Soybean, introduced to the United States from
China at the turn of the nineteenth century, has recently
been improved by germplasm from Korea. At present,
raw soybeans contain within them a substance that
inhibits their digestibility for livestock. Thus, they must
be cooked to inactivate this substance, a costly pro­
cedure that also reduces their nutritional value.
However, U.S. breeders have been using Korean mate­
rials to develop soybean lines that lack the inhibiting
compound, and this breeding development is expected
to heighten demand for soybean in the livestock
industry.

The cowpea CRSP has made several contributions
to California agriculture, and more are on the way. The
program facilitated the discovery of heat-tolerant germ­
plasm, which is now being used to develop improved
varieties of olack-eyed pea (as the cowpea is known in
the United States) that thrive in hot temperatures. The
searing summers in many parts of California will soon
no longer prove an obstacle to black-eyed pea growers
in the state. '

Wild species will be used increasingly in plant
breeding, particularly with further refinements in
biotechnology. For example, wild relatives of peanut are
helping upgrade yield stability of the crop. The world's
largest collection of peanut varieties and wild
relatives-over 11,000 accessions-is housed in India
at ICRISAT, and scientists there have crossed peanut
with 13 wild relatives, thereby considerably widening
the peanut germplasm base. Similarly, CIP's crossing
program using potato relatives is likely to provide
benefits to farmers throughout the world. Potato scien­
tists have crossed the cultivated potato with 22 wild
species containing such useful traits as resistance to
diseases and pests and tolerance to adverse soils and
weather. And a Cornell University scientist is using
germplasm from the CIP collection to develop potato
varieties resistant to late blight and potato virus Y.
Cultivars are expected to be ready for farmers in New
York State within five to ten years.

Other Scientific and Technological Advances

Although most scientific benefits to U.S. farmers
and consumers from international collaboration in
agricultural research stem from the exchange and use
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of plant germplasm, livestock research and other
aspects of crop research in the United States have also
benefited.

This is particularly true in the area of animal
disease research. One such disease, the foot-and-mouth
virus, has been the focus of extensive international
research attention-including collaborative efforts
between U.S. researchers and foreign colleagues-to the
great benefit of the United States. With Argentine col­
leagues, for example, USDA scientists have produced
a technology for processing meat so it can be shipped
worldwide free of virus. The Pan-American Foot-and­
Mouth Disease Center in Argentina has produced new
formulations of vaccines that give longer-lasting
immunity to animals, while research conducted with
Dutch colleagues has enabled USDA scientists to study
the longevity of animal immunity to the disease. Tests
developed at USDA's Plum Island Animal Disease
Center in Greenport, New York, can distinguish between
the immune response to natural infections of foot-and­
mouth disease and to vaccination for it, by singling out
a specific enzyme, replicase, that is present in naturally
infected animals but not in vaccinated ones. This
method, which has been field-tested, can also be used
to test semen imported for breeding purposes and was
the main serological method used in studies that led to
Chile being declared a country free of foot-and-mouth
disease.

Another dreaded disease requiring international
research is African Swine Fever (ASF). While not yet in
the United States, this disease has been found in the
Caribbean in recent years. A virus disease like foot-and­
mouth, ASF, if found in a new location, can be con­
trolled only by destroying infected aniT"0als. In the 1950s
a USDA scientist from Plum Island working in Kenya
developed a laboratory test for ASF. This was a very
important discovery since ASF cannot be distinguished
from hog cholera, another serious disease, except
through field studies. Later, through a research agree-'
ment support by P.L. 480 funds, the procedure was field­
tested in Spain in collaboration with Spanish animal
scientists.

The Plum Island laboratory has also collaborated
with Italian researchers on four swine viruses commonly
found in Italy but not in the United States. The work
involved studying the survival of the viruses during the
processing of hams into prosciutto, a process which
requires some 400 days. Since it was determined con­
clusively that the viruses do not survive this period, the
processed meat can be shipped and consumed safely.

. International research on insects and diseases that
are not yet found in the United States but that could
accidentally arrive one day helps to provide advance
knowledge of the problems such insects or diseases
could cause, as well as supply information on the direction
and speed of their spread and on conditions that encou­
rage-or might discourage-rapid infestation of crop­
lands. For example, results from the peanut CRSP are
likely to benefit U.S. farmers in the future. The fact that
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peanut mottle disease, also known as rosette disease,
is caused by a pair of viruses was uncovered in research
conducted in Nigeria in collaboration with several U.S.
universities. Although the disease is not present in the
United States, it may spread here. Fortunately, research­
ers at the University of Georgia have developed methods
to detect the presence of the viruses in seeds; this helps
prevent the spread of the disease when plant material
is exchanged from one region to another.

Efforts are currently being made to establish a
World Data Bank on Plant Diseases at Fort Detrick,
Maryland, to keep track of all that is known about crop
diseases, their present locations, their special
characteristics, and their potential for increased
virulence. Other world data bases have already been
established or are being planned, and they will all
require broad international cooperation and support.

International collaboration has also been of tremen­
dous value in the biological control of insects, weeds,
and other pests. Biological control involves finding
natural enemies of pests, testing them carefully to deter­
mine that they will not damage desirable' plants or
animals, and then growing and releasing them into a
new environment to act as biological agents against a
target species.

Successful biological control requires a constant
search for pests or predators of problem plants or
insects. This is the work of the USDA's Beneficial Insects
Laboratory at Beltsville, Maryland, which also supports
four laboratories overseas to look for, study, and ship
beneficial organisms. The laboratories include one in
Rome, established in 1959 for the biocontrol of weeds;
one in Buenos Aires, established in 1962 for the biocon­
trol of both weeds (especially water weeds) and insects;
the European Parasite Laboratory in Paris, established
in 1919 to study natural enemies of insect pests in
Europe that are also important to the United States; and
the laboratory in Seoul (originally founded in Japan in
the 1930s), which devotes its major effort to the study
of natural enemies of insect pests from Asia. USDA is
also considering a working relationship with the bio­
logical quarantine laboratory in China and a similar
arrangement with the USSR.

For some weeds, especially aquatic ones, the only
effective control measure may be biological. For exam­
ple, alligator weed, an aquatic. weed from South
America that infests Florida waterways, has been con­
trolled by a flea beetle introduced from Argentina.
Similarly, water hyacinth, another South American
'aquatic weed, has been controlled by a weevil brought
from South America that interacts with a kind of fungus
to control the beautiful but pesky plant.

Some states, such as Florida, Hawaii, and Califor­
nia, have been involved in biological control for many
years. For example, Hawaii has been Introducing bio-

control agents since 1895 to control pests in pasture
lands as well as croplands. In California, two wasps
brought in from Asia have provided biocontrol of black
scale and mealybug on citrus, with a savings of some
$4 million annually to the California citrus industry. And
in the mid-Atlantic states, control of the alfalfa weevil
by wasps identified by the USDA European Parasite
Laboratory in Paris and introduced into the United
States has resulted in an annual savings estimated at
$8 million.

A technique known as integrated pest management
is also being used increasIngly In U.S. agriculture, par­
ticularly in Hawaiian sugarcane plantations and Califor­
nia citrus groves. With this program, harmful insects are
kept in check by such measures as releasing predators,
rotating crops, and dispersing species-specific hor­
mones into the air to disrupt breeding; thus, the need
for pesticides is reduced or even eliminated. Agricul­
tural systems in LDCs, most of which have never
employed pesticides, provide useful models for scien­
tists devising agronomic practices for integrated pest
manag'ement in the United States:

Summary Comments

The few examples given above of benefits from
international collaboratIon in agricultural research tell
only a small portion of the story. Many more could be
cited, not only in the area of crops, but also in livestock
and in social science methodology, such as the "farm­
ing systems" approach to research, extension, and
economic planning in rural development.

The United States has been dependent historically
on the international exchange of germplasm. Without
access to wild species and cultivars from abroad, U.S.
agriculture would not have reached its current high level
of productivity; possibly our entire economy would not
have developed as it has, since the country's early
growth resulted from advances on the farm.

In more recent years, as cooperative activities have
increased, we have come to recognize our dependency
.in other areas as well-or, at least, the great advantages
to be gained from collaboration in agricultural research,
of all kinds, by all parties to the collaboration. As noted,
even in the case of research focusing specifically on
needs of countries in the Third World, the ancillary
benefits to American agriculture have been significant.
And these scientific and technological benefits are in
addition, of course, to the economic and political advan­
tages discussed elsewhere in this book. If the past is pro­
logue to the future, it is clear our interest lies in open
lines of communication, in sharing our expertise, and
in financial investment to promote international
research on an ever wider scale.
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Chapter 5 _

Food Sufficiency and Political Stability
by William L. Furlong

The rapid proliferation of independent nations during
the twentieth century is unprecedented. At the end

of 1945, the United Nations recognized 52 nations. In
1985, there were 160. There are more power centers,
more deCision-makers, and more interacting public
policies affecting the lives of the world's people than
ever before.

.Both domestic and international political conflicts
abound. These are a result not just of ideological dif­
ferences but also of cultural diversity, racism, and com­
petition for power, land, natural resources, and
economic advantage. The competition between the
United States and the Soviet Union is perhaps the best
known and most critical, but it is certainly not unique.
These worldwide conflic:ts pervade all attempts to
reduce poverty, alleviate hunger, slow population
growth, and improve agricultural production. The con­
figuration of U.S. foreign assistance therefore reflects
these conditions.

Aid and Security

The evidence presented in the preceding chapters
supports one fairly clear conclusion: relieving world
hunger and solving food supply problems claim a very
small portion of U.S. foreign assistance funds. Political
and security aspects of U.S. foreign policy quite often
take precedence over such purely humanitarian efforts
(~ee appendix table 2.7).

Most foreign assistance funds are not being used
to directly combat hunger in the poorest nations of the
world. Even food aid and economic development
monies are often subject to the broad net of U.S.
political, economic, and security interests. This occurs
because the priorities of U.S. foreign policy have come
to reflect a broader set of concerns than simply
worldwide economic aid.

The U.S. administrations following that of President
Truman have stressed some or all of the following goals
of American foreign policy: 1) to maintain peace and
avoid nuclear war, 2) to limit Soviet expansion through­
out the world, 3) to encourage an international eco­
nomic system that assures the United States access to
markets and resources while promoting economic
development, and 4) to seek a world where other nations
have values that are similar to those of the United States
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and have political systems that are stable and compati­
ble with our own (as shown by President Carter's empha­
sis on human rights and President Reagan's defense of
democracy).

Eradication of world hunger is not explicitly set
forth in any of the post-Truman U.S. pronouncements.
Instead, efforts to eliminate world hunger are seen
mainly as a means of helping to accomplish broader
policy objectives.

Much of U.S. economic assistance is conditioned
by 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, espe­
cially if the revolution or instability might lead to the
establishment of a Marxist government. 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.
In that context, it was reasoned that reducing hunger

. through food support would also red~cepolitical insta­
bility and violence, thus allowing the United States to
fulfill its foreign policy objectives.

People in the Third World tend to hold a contrast­
ing view. They see security assistance money as neo­
imperialism. Many political leaders accuse the
developed world of exploiting them through such
assistance and through other loan and food programs..
They claim that these programs make them more
dependent on the West, reduce their sovereignty, and
work to the economic advantage of the already
developed nations.

This chapter discusses the relationships between
economic assistance and LDC development, food suf­
ficiency, and political stability. The analysis is con­
cerned mostly with events since 1948 and the inception
of U.S. foreign assistance.

Assistance and Development

Many U.S. policymakers believe that economic
assistance can help Third World nations on their path
to development. As noted in chapter 1, continued
economic assistance to LDCs from developed nations
is necessary if world food production is to be improved.
It is also believed that, as nations develop, they will
become more stable and more democratic as the ills of
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poverty, food shortages, and unemployment are
reduced through developmental projects. Put another
way, this rationale depends on the following scenarios:
economic assistance will enable the LDC to develop,
which will thus lead to improvements in the standard
of living; this in turn will foster greater political stability
and with it greater democracy, resulting finally in a
political system more like that of the United States. On
the other hand, hunger and poverty in an LDC, if allowed
to go unchecked, will create political instability, a prime
condition for the intervention of Communist influences,
and this will mean a threat to U.S. interests and to world
peace. Both rationales are used extensively to justify
food aid as well as economic assistance to LDCs.

Obviously, it is hoped that economic assistance will
aid development, reduce hunger and poverty, and
improve political and social stability. It is also expected
that through this process na~ions will be less prone to
political violence, revolution, and eventual Communist
influence. Thus, the goals of foreign assistance are not
only to help people but also to encourage the economic
development of LDCs and enhance the likelihood of
their evolving toward democratic-type governments.
These coincide with the main goals of American foreign
policy mentioned above.

Assistance programs have engendered progress in
a number of areas. Schools, hospitals, medical centers,
water and sewage systems, and housing complexes have
been erected. New factories and industries have been
built. Roads, airfields, port facilities, dams, and irriga­
tion systems have been constructed. Advanced tech­
nologies have been introduced, illnesses eradicated, and
food production increased. However, as indicated in
chapter 1, much of this progress has unfortunately had
an urban bias, as even agricultural advances have
benefited city populations more than rural ones.

Despite agricultural progress in many LDCs over
the past 30 years, food production has generally not
kept pace with population growth, as was also detailed
earlier. This is due in part to the urban bias of develop­
mental assistance as well as to many other factors,
including ownership of land concentrated in the hands
of a few, mechanization and technology concentrated
on export crops rather than on domestic food produc­
tion, and government policies benefiting export pro­
ducers while penalizing domestic food producers. Other
relevant factors are the low level of education of most
rural inhabitants, the low visibility and influence of most
ministries of agriculture, and the restraints imposed by
poor soil, erosion, bad weather, and lack of irrigation
networks. Development assistance has been unable to
resolve all of these problems.

Many experts In political and social development
also argue that economic development often causes
major dislocations in society even while it improves
some conditions. It can threaten established processes
and relationships and create new power centers. Such
changes can bring the threat of violence and can thereby
disrupt establisbed relationships with other nations.

Food Sufficiency and Political Stability

Without assistance from the United States and
other donor nations, however, the world would probably
be suffering from even more poverty, hunger, illiteracy,
illness, and misery, and would be more anti-American
than it is today. Yet, despite the levels of aid and
assistance already given, these tragic conditions still
persist. Continued political violence and instability
within and among the LDCs therefore seem likely.

North-South Conflict

Since the late 1970s, there has been much talk of
future North-South conflict. The rationale is that the
northern half of the world is developed and its people
are well fed and healthy at the expense of the exploited
southern half, where the population is hungry, ill
housed, unhealthy, and poor.

Most LDCs do lie below the 30th degree north lati­
tude (figure 5.1). The only major LDC north of this line
is China. The explanation for this distribution of rich and
poor nations involves too many geographic, cultural,
and historical events to be detailed here. It is enough
for our purposes to know that an inequitable distribu­
tion exists and is the source of considerable debate
about claims that northern nations exploit those in the
south.

The North-South conflict is compounded by the
debt crisis of the 1980s. External pressures continue to
build against LDCs to force them to pay debts that may
consume as much as 50 percent of their foreign cur­
rency. The resultant domestic austerity measures have
a direct, negative impact upon the poor. The situation
then reinforces the belief that the rich are getting richer
and the poor are getting poorer due to a conspiracy
among developed countries. Even with regard to food
consumption, it appears that the gap between rich and
poor nations is widening rather than narrowing, as
exemplified by the deteriorating caloric intake faced by
the least developed nations (figure 5.2). Nevertheless,
many developing nations have improved.

The indebted LDCs are attempting to improve their
economic conditions by renegotiating their debts,
requesting new forms of aid, and examining nontradi­
tional trade agreements. They are seeking new, large
loans on a more concessional and less conditional basis.
They also want debt forgiveness or at least more favor­
able terms for their extensive external debts. In addi­
tion, they want improved access to foreign markets for
their exports; better terms of trade, including higher and
more stable prices for their exportable raw materials;
and major transfers of technology. To achieve these
objectives, they are asking for a fundamental restruc­
turing of existing international trade and the world
monetary system. The envisioned changes 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 (IMF). This is often referred to as
the North-South dialogue and the quest for a "new inter-
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Developed Countries

world's poor and starving, often without the basic
necessities of shelter, clothing, and securities, seldom
have enough energy to initiate revolutionary, terroristic,
or otherwise politically violent behavior. The poor,
wherever they live, usually are more concerned about
survival and family needs than about philosophies,
ideas, and revolution. Their despair and frustration are
more often evidenced by inaction than by violence. The
starving thousands of Ethiopians are characteristic in
their apathy and acquiescence. During 1984-85, they
sat around refugee camps waiting to greet death like
an old friend. At the same time, their less poverty­
stricken compatriots in northeast Ethiopia were in
rebellion against the government.

The instigators and leaders of political violence in
any form are, in most cases, better educated than the
general public. They are also better off economically
and usually come from urban areas. Thus, the middle
class and professionals are much greater threats to a
nation's stability than are the poor and hungry peasants
who have no land and little food. Fidel Castro drew
much of his support from among the middle class and
professionals in Cuba, as did Thomas Borge and the
Sandinistas in Nicaragua in 1979. Many who follow the
Ayatollah Khomeini of Iran are graduates of western
European and U.S. universities.

Similarly, middle-class demonstrations and tur­
bulence created the political atmosphere needed for
both the bloodless coup in Brazil in 1964 and the bloody
and violent coup in Chile in 1973. However, while
ideology, military self-interest, and widespread
economic problems caused the downfall of Haile
Selassie in Ethiopia in 1974, the African food crisis of
1984-85 has not had a similar result.

On the other hand, violence-prone leaders often do
have numerous followers from the poorer classes. Food
problems and poverty can reach such crisis levels as to
motivate the masses to participate in political uph~aval
and unrest. Mao Tse-tung, for example, used the Chi·
nese peasants as his political base. Leaders in Vietnam,
Algeria, and Mexico have also used peasant followers
extensively. The dissatisfied, the frustrated, the outcast,
and those who have little to lose characteristically follow
charismatic, better-educated leaders.

Although social conditions and hunger can lead to
group action, the preconditions for and causes of
political violence are varied, complex, and interrelated.
Rarely does a single condition create an atmosphere of
instability. Economic, social, political, and international
elements are generally all implicated to varying degrees.

Economic conditions that can lead to violence
include 1) a widening gap between the few very rich and
the majority who are very poor, 2) severe exploitation
of one group by another, 3) a declining economy, 4) a
rapid rise in expectations without a commensurate rise
in capacities to attain them, 5) conflict between rich
landlords and poor peasants, 6) bad labor conditions,
and 7) high unemployment, among other associated
economic problems.
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Not only is there a gap between developed and developing countries in
caloric intake, but there is considerable variance among developing
countries. By the end of the 1970s, the least developed countries were
worse off than at the beginning. Although both Africa and the Far East
showed improvement in the late 1970s, their averages still remained
below the minimum daily requirement.

"""""100 ,.".,'

110

Some Causes of Political Instability

The concept that well-fed people are more likely
to be happy and satisfied, and are therefore less likely
to participate in political violence and to threaten
national security, has a logical, commonsense ring to
it. Unfortunately, it does not necessarily hold true. The

national economic order." Without some major altera­
tions in the world economic system, more violence and
political instability can be expected.

60 Solving World Hunger: The U.S. Stake



A: A Declining Economic or Political Condition

B: A Condition of Rapidly Rising Expectations
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Figure 5.3 Need Satisfaction and Revolution
(Davies Curve)

panied by extreme polarization. The moderate or
middle-of-the-road segment of the political spectrum
becomes very small in comparison with the radical right
and left. Polarized politics make compromise and
accommodation very difficult and vastly increase the
potential for violence and/or repression. This condition
existed in Bolivia in the late 1970s, in EI Salvador in
the 1980s, and currently is seen in many other LDCs.

Several complex reasons account for the present
state of affairs in Ghana, Nigeria, Bolivia, EI Salvador,
Ecuador, Brazil, and other nations that have actually
started to move toward democracy. They include high
levels of illiteracy, unfamiliarity of people and leaders
with the concept of democracy, and absence of the
political tradition of cooperation that is so essential to
the success of a democratic form of government. Given
time and experience, democracies may flourish in LDCs.
Evidence suggests, however, that the concept is not a
panacea for these nations and that considerable effort
and maturing must precede its introduction.Today's Political Realities

Of the above, it is the political factors that are often
ignored, most notably those dealing with political
fragmentation and polarization and with governmental
legitimacy. The issue of governmental fragmentation
is particularly important and in need of attention,
especially since the present U.S. leadership seeks to
encourage democratic governments in LDCs. Ameri­
cans see democracy as the preferred type of government
because it provides for freedom of action and pa rticipa­
tion in government processes for each individual. As
viewed from the experience of the United States and
other Western democracies, the point is well taken. Peo­
ple in democracies are more free than those living under
any other form of government, and they have more
power to influence their government. Within limits, their
elected leaders respond to public pressures.

Democracy works in nations like the United States
because the political community is not excessively
fragmented or polarized. A majority consensus can be
reached; the government can govern, and most citizens
consider it leg itimate and support it.

Consider, however, the realities in many LDCs. In
Bolivia, for example, the United States pressed for open
elections in 1978 and the result was 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. This same condition has
prevailed in other South American countries that moved
toward more democracy in the 1980s, including Peru,
Argentina, and Ecuador. Furthermore, the political
freedom guaranteed all groups under a democracy
allows individual groups to pursue their special interests
and refuse to compromise. Governments are thus pre­
cluded from making decisions and resolVing problems.
Today, such politically fragmented nations are in trou­
ble economically and are being confronted by food short­
ages and many similar public policy problems.

In many cases, excessive fragmentation is accom-

Social conditions that can be important factors
include 1) minimal or no education, 2) lack of health
care, 3) inadequate housing, 4) ethnic differences,
5) cultural incompatibilities, and 6) little prospect of
future improvements.

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

International factors that can have an impact
include 1) a neighboring country that is experiencing
political upheaval, 2) a group from outside bent on
subversion, 3) an ideology that blames all social ills on
the old system and also claims to have a solution to
these problems, and 4) a major war.
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Economic and Social Theories
One of the most widely accepted economic theories

of political instability is elaborated by James Davies.
He claims that it is not just poor conditions that cause
revolutions. Instead, he blames conditions that turn
worse after a period of improvement while expectations
continue to rise. A similar situation occurs when expec­
tations rise quickly with few or no changes in actual con·
ditions (figure 5.3).

Another popular economic and social theory cen­
ters on relative deprivation as contributing to violence.
This concept is in contrast to universal deprivation, in
which everyone is suffering equally; thus, the common
plight is more easily accepted and a sense of camaraderie
can result. On the other hand, when the severely disad­
vantaged can compare themselves with a less-poor
group, the level of frustration may be exacerbated. And
under relative deprivation, some suffer while others
enjoy the benefits of society. When an individual's prob­
lems can be blamed on someone else's doing well or
can even be said to have been caused by this someone
else, violent behavior may result. For example, a rich
landlord may become the target of his poverty-ridden
peasants' frustration and eventually of their violence.

Similarly, if a government is repressive and exploits
its people or supports the exploiters, it can become the
target of violence. If a dictator can be blamed-a
Fulgencio Batista, an Anastasio Somoza, a Shah Reza
Pahlavi-that political leader becomes the symbol
marked for violence.

Public Policy and Food Production

Some people nevertheless continue to insist that
food shortages alone can cause revolutions. Food short­
ages or a severe and sudden rise'in prices certainly can
spark acts· of violence and attacks on the government.
But other conditions must also exist. Since World War II,
food riots have rocked various governments throughout
the world. In the last 15 years, they have been prevalent
in many LDCs.

The often-remembered statement of Marie
Antoinette-in response to food shortages, "Let them
eat cake"-helped bring on the French Revolution. The
Mexican, Russian, and Chinese revolutions included
footl shortages among their many causes. Although
adequate food does not ensure political tranquillity and
food shortages do not always lead to violent political
behavior, defective food production and distribution can
contribute to an upsurge of violent political activity.

Many experts and government officials believe that
continued economic crises that include inadequate food
supplies and/or risin'g food prices can affect political
stability. The Kissinger Commission Report on Central
America in 1984 dedicates significant attention to this
problem and concludes that the United States must act
in Central America to reduce the risk of revolution. This
is just one example of the concern that political instabil­
ity and violence will result if economic and social con-

62

ditions in the Third World are not improved.
Hungry people do not necessarily rebel, but if con­

ditions become extreme, they often do. In addition, peo­
ple who have a fairly good quality of life may turn violent
if that lifestyle is threatened by the prospect of hunger
and deprivation. Food riots in Egypt in 1977, in the
Dominican Republic in 1984, and in many other parts
of the world such as Poland, Bolivia, and the Sudan
clearly illustrate that hunger or a precipitous rise in food
prices can be related to political violence. The volatil­
ity of such populations can endanger the security not
only of their nations but of regions as well. Overt threats
to regional security anywhere in the world can be
perceived by U.S. policymakers as threats to U.S. secu­
rity. A Vietnam or a Nicaragua can elicit a defensive
response from liberal as well as conservative politicians.

It is a truism to say that the United States must
become more aware of and constructively responsive
to the various conditions throughout the world that can
lead to violence. Food aid and economic assistance
sometimes can alleviate many of these conditions, but
only temporarily. Domestic food supplies in affected
LDCs must be increased simultaneously by improving
incentives to in-country farmers. Food aid and other
assistance serve best when used as steps toward lasting
reforms, structural changes, and new institutions.

The many factors that influence food production
include levels of technology, weather, natural resources,
infrastructure, production incentives, public policy, and
the skills of human resources (see chap. 1). Public policy
is particularly important to the present discussion.

For example, in most developing nations, the
ministry of agriculture is the ugly stepsister in the
governmental family when compared with agencies
such as those concerned with the military, urban plan­
ning, and industrial development. Often the military
absorbs more investment resources than any other insti­
tution or program. Associated negative impacts on
domestic agricultural production and rural life have
caused people to migrate to the cities in search of the
rewards of "modern" life. This in turn can engender cir­
cumstances conducive to violence.

As populations continue to increase rapidly and
migration from rural to urban areas continues unabated,
governments attempt to implement food policies that
often conflict with each other. Farmers are subsidized
and given inexpensive fertilizers and insecticides to pro­
mote production at the same time that the demand for
more and cheaper food by urban populations leads to
price controls and price ceilings. The urban influences
predominate as there are more people and they are
closer to the seats of government. This results in
generally reduced prices paid to farmers and peasants,
which removes any incentives for them to produce
more. Many such affected people either join the flight
to the cities or sWitc~ their production to export crops.

Export/Import Interactions
Large agricultural operations in the developing
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Source: World Bank, World Development Report 1984.

Table 5.1 High Percentage of Agricultural
Share of GOP and High Food Importers

world tend to specialize in export crops. They are more
profitable than crops 'intended for domestic consump­
tion, more credit is available for investment, and they
bring the country necessary foreign exchange. In addi­
tion, there is more infrastructure (roads, railroads, port
facilities, and storage capacity) available to exporters.
Other' advantages include favorable exchange rates,
financial incentives, and higher profits for exported
items than for domestic foodstuffs. The current debt
crisis in most LDCs further encourages agriculturalists
to produce for the export market. In addition, price con­
trols on domestically consumed food products, weak
domestic markets, and poverty-stricken consumers all
militate against production for domestic markets. Thus, '
sugar, coffee, tobacco, palm oil, animal feed, soybeans,
and even cocaine are grown in areas where grains, fruits,
vegetables, 'and other domestic foods could be pro­
duced.

As a result, many developing countries whose prin­
cipal exports are agricultural products must never­
theless import much of their basic food needs, such as
wheat, corn, rice, and soybeans. In other words, nations
that produce 20 percent to 50 percent of their gross
domestic product (GDP)! in agriculture are importing
significant amounts of food and are thereby spending
their scarce foreign exchange on these consumables
rather than on imports that could assist development
(table 5.1).

The situation is often compounded in Latin
American and African LDCs by overwhelming interna­
tional debts. Pressure to meet their interest payments
compels such countries to increase export commodity
production and to decrease foreign imports, including
foodstuffs. Both actions reduce the availability of food
and increase prices. At the same time, the IMF is requir­
ing that such indebted governments reduce all expendi­
tures. Thus, government support for food subsidies and

Percent of GDP in
Agriculture (1982)

47
41
36
36
31
27

, 26
26
23
23
22
22
21
20

agricultural outlays, as well as support to farmers in the,
form of inexpensive fertilizers and insecticides, may
disappear. These pol.icies all have negative impacts on
domestic food production and tend to push prices
upward.

The Question of Dependency

LDCs are struggling to feed their growing popula­
tions and to cope with external influences that direct
them to alter their food policies and to pay their inter­
national debts. These dual pressures reinforce their
belief that the developed world is, in part, responsible
for their critical plight.

One of today's most popular economic theories in
Latin America (and repeated in other forms elsewhere)
is the "dependencia" or dependency theory. It claims
that the developed world purposely keeps other nations
underdeveloped for its own purposes of exploitation.

Under this theory, aid is seen as imperialism in
disguise. The developed industrialized 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 throughout much of the Third
World today.

Dependency theorists argue that economic assis­
tance and even food aid are part of this conspiracy and
that the giver benefits much more than the receiver.
Some say, for example, that P.L. 480 food aid is pro­
vided not to help starving people, but to give American
farmers income, to dispose of surpluses, and to ensure
that the international price of food remains above a
predetermined level. The believers cite a number of
countries-such as Iran, Chile, Mexico, Japan, India,
and South Korea-that received food aid and continued
to import food at high levels after the crisis. The irnplica.:
tion is that the United States obtains a broader market
for food than it had before.

For example, Iran imported only $15 million of
American wheat in 1965. Shipments of P.L. 480 aid
ended in 1973, yet by 1975 Iran was importing $325
million worth of wheat, mostly from the United States.

, At the same time, Iran's own production of wheat
declined drastically. Similar situations have been
reported in other nations.

It is also charged that wheat is substituted for more
traditional grains in many nations to promote markets
for U.S. cereals. After years of P.L. 480 grain imports,
many Latin American nations, which traditionally con­
sumed corn and potatoes, have turned more and more
to imported U.S. wheat. This reliance (dependency) on

. American grains can make a nation more vulnerable to
external pressures politically as well as economically.
For 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

Percent Food of Total
Imports (1981)
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president in 1970, the United States cut off government
credit for food purchases, and Chilean wheat imports
dropped to only 8,800 tons during 1971-72. This reduc­
tion in U.S. imports had a critical impact on the Allende
government and helped induce its eventual downfall.

The dependency arguments are supported by trade,
economic assistance, and monetary exchange statistics.
These data can offer a perceived rationale for poorer
nations to argue that they are being dominated by richer
nations and to press for a new international economic
order that ensures a greater equality for LDCs.

Given current revolutionary philosophies and the
problems of food supply, developed nations could
become increasingly popular as targets of terrorists,
revolutionaries, and other perpetrators of violence.
Governments of LDCs may use the argument of relative
deprivation to avoid responsibility for their own
mistakes. By equating developed nations with oppres­
sors, LDCs have someone to blame for their ills. Right
or wrong, these claims are a force to be reckoned with
and understood in managing U.S. foreign assistance
programs. In the long run, the North-South (developed
-versus less-developed nations) conflict could be as
important to U.S. security as the highly publicized East­
West debate.

Nearly all LDC governments suffer from instabil­
ity, inefficiency, corruption, and other internal malfunc­
tions. The causes of poverty thus tend to thrive, and the
poor may seek change through violence since they have
I ittle to lose. It is always tempting to think that maybe
a new group will be better. For those further up the
social and political ladder, the spoils of office look
attractive. Those clinging to office in the face of
developmental failures need a scapegoat for their
failures to engage the passions of the people and divert
their attention. The Americans, the French, or the Com­
munists are at fault. Or the Jews, the Christians, or the
Muslims are causing the problem. Outside help is often
sought to solve an immediate crisis, but at the same
time, blame is laid on those who provide the outside
assistance.

The provision of aid and assistance does not
guarantee that a recipient nation will be more stable,
less violent, and more friendly to the United States.
Withholding assistance and restraining development,
however, virtually guarantee conditions that are ripe for
a terrorist or revolutionary to exploit, while the
established government becomes more repressive to
maintain political stability. According to economist
John Kenneth Galbraith, "The poor countries are the
focus of internal disturbance, insecurity, interracial fric­
tion and international conflict because these are inti­
mately a part of the politics of privation."
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Summary Comments

U.S. economic assistance is not totally humani­
tarian in nature, nor is it aimed purely at economic and
social development. Aid is a political tool used for many
purposes, especially to guard our own security. It is
hoped by policymakers that the major goals of U.S.
foreign policy will be enhanced through economic and
food assistance.

Economic assistance and food aid help nations
through crises and may even improve social and human
conditions, but only on a short-term basis. Such aid does
not ensure that a nation will avoid political violence, nor
does it ensure stability and a pro-American stance. To
refuse to give aid in a crisis, on the other hand, may lend
unanticipated support to the fomenters and leaders of
revolution. Thus, aid is given to help people and to
increase governmental stability, thereby reducing the
threat of Communist takeovers.

Relationships between food scarcity and political
stability cannot be conclusively demonstrated by the
historical record, as the causes are too complex and
include a mix of political, social, economic, and inter­
national factors 'and conditions. In some cases, political
instability has occurred in the presence of apparent food
sufficiency, yet in others food scarcity has been directly
linked with riots, violence, and even revolution. Logic
seems to suggest that the probabilities of achieving
world peace and stable political systems will be height­
ened if people in want are properly fed and their basic
physical needs are met. Unfortunately, recorded history
gives us few examples with which to prove the logic
either right or wrong.

Terrorism, political violence, and revolutionary
activities appear to be on the rise in the last half of the
1980s. Food shortages, hunger, and famine are also
more evident and more publicized. Natural forces of bad
weather, earthquakes, and volcano eruptions add to the
plight of growing world populations. Poverty and hunger
have not been eliminated even among the developed
nations, let alone among the lesser-developed ones.
Despite reasons for optimism-world food production
capabilities are sufficient to alleviate most world hunger,
technology holds hope for future green revolutions, and
alterations in traditional farming methods and crops
could do much-the political realities of today's world
prevent a more equitable distribution of food and a
significant reduction in human suffering.

Nevertheless, the world's instances of poverty,
hunger, excessive population growth, social inequities,
political instability, and repression clamor for attention.
A more dedicated U.S. and international endeavor is
needed to confront these conditions. Even the most
imaginative and consistent effort to resolve these issues
may not produce a utopia, but it will certainly ease the
suffering of millions of innocents and perhaps divert
their potential for protest and violence.
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______________________Part II

Determining the Impact of Development
and Trade on a Local Economy
by Joan H. Joshi

P art I of this handbook discusses the interdependence
of nations and the impact of development assis­

tance to LDCs on the securityand economic well·being
of the United States as a whole. To make these com­
plex issues more relevant and thus more meaningful to
local audiences, a number of states have found it useful
to document the effects of trade and development on
their own economies. The guiQelines that follow are
designed to highlight those areas where the impact 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) local impact of development assistance.

The same questions can be asked from the perspective
of a local community, a region of a state, or an entire
state. They can also be answered with statistics, case
studies, or a blend of the two. The choice should depend
on the audience for which the material is intended. In
any event, data collection will probably require con­
siderable legwork, including visits to local financial insti­
tutions, agribusiness organizations, and industries, as
well as to institutions of higher education, especially the
state's land-grant universities. Statistics will be most
readily available from state departments of trade and
commerce or of agriculture, the U.S. Departments of
Agriculture and Commerce, and the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID).

Initial contact should be made through the follow­
ing offices:

Information Division
Office of International Cooperation and Development
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, DC 20250
(Tel. 202/475-4071)

Office of Public Affairs
U.S. Department of Commerce
Washington, DC 20230
(Tel. 202/377-3263)

Office of Public Inquiries
Bureau for External Affairs
U.S. Agency for International Development
Washington, DC 20523
(Tel. 202/632-1850)

A. Evidence of Interdependence

1. Exports*

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

b. How much do they earn?
c. What percentage of local industry or agriculture

do they represent?
Examples: 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 com­

munity/state?
Examples: Dollars circulating in the local
economy as a secondary result of export earnings,
number of jobs these create.

2. Imports

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

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

c. How does the local consumer benefit from
imports?
Examples: Prices moderated due to competition
from foreign goods, goods available (coffee,
diamonds) that cannot be produced locally.

d. What negative impact do imports have on the
local economy?

*In making export calculations, it is useful to note the methodology
described in a brochure put out by Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University, Blacksburg, Va" entitled What the Agricultural Ex·
port Boom Means to Virginians:

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 by 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 propor­
tionate impact on each state producing the commodity. Although
the product of a given state may not actually be exported, t~e pro­
duct of that state has the opportunity to meet the demand for such
a product that otherwise would be met by the exported item,
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Examples: 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?
Examples: Jobs created or lost, increase or
decrease 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 local 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 expenditure 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?
Examples: Formal institution-to-institution affilia­
tions, collaborative research projects, consultan­
cies.

5. Cultural ties

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

b. What international programs in the arts does the
local population patronize?
Examples: Foreign movies, imported television
shows, performances of visiting artists.

6. Ethnic mix of the population

a. From what parts of the world did the local popula-
tion im'migrate to the United States?

b. Is there a recent immigrant population?
c. Why and how did they come to the United States?
d. What are immigrants contributing to the local

community/state, or what problems are created
by their presence?
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B. Local Impact of Development Assistance Programs

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

a. How much is paid to local people, especially
university staff, to participate in USAID projects?

b. What locally produced goods or services are pur­
chased for use in USAID projects (or those of
other funding agencies, such as the World Bank)?
Examples: Trucks, fertilizers, irrigation equip­
ment, shipping services.

c. How many P.L. 480 dollars are spent on the pur­
chase of local agricultural 'products?

d. How many of the foreign students at local institu­
tions participate in USAID training programs?

2. Byproducts of development assistance activities

a. What germplasm, originating abroad and iden­
tified in development assistance projects, has
been introduced into local agriculture?

b. Are there any methodologies developed through
development assistance projects that have been
useful to local agriculture?
Examples: Farming systems methodology,
increased 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?

b. Has development in certain countries led to com­
petition with local products?

c. Has increased purchasing power in certain coun­
tries led to their import of local products?

d. Has lack of development in certain countries or
their decreased purchasing power had any effect
on the local economy?
Examples: Decreases in exports, disappearance of
foreign goods from the market, immigration of
competitive (or needed) foreign labor?
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_____________________Part III

Development Education Programs
by Joan H. Joshi

A lthough many institutions, especially those with
religious affiliations, have worked for years to

increase public awareness of the issues addressed in this
handbook, USAID's Biden-Pell support has stimulated
a proliferation of programs. Collectively known as
"development education," their common goal is "to
create a level of public understanding, promote values,
and stimulate actions that:

• recognize the interdependence of the world's people
and particularly the commonality of interests
between the United States and the developing world;

• contribute concretely to eliminating root causes of
world poverty and inequity and to removing obsta­
cles to development."*

What follows is a sampler of projects, activities, and
events that take a variety of forms, presented to con­
vey the wide range of possibilities in development
education. Many other equally effective programs have
been generated; the choice of what to include or exclude
was difficult. Some organizations noted below have also
produced resource lists identifying materials and activi­
ties developed by other groups',At the time of publica­
tion, thought is being given to the creation of a central
resource bank for development education material$.

1. World Food Day (WFD)

Each year since 1981, some 150 governments and
people's organizations of all kinds at all levels around
the world have observed World Food Day on October
16, the founding date of the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO). In the United States, the National
Committee for World Food Day is sponsored by more
than 350 private voluntary organizations that share a
commitment to solving the problems of hunger and
poverty. Such coalition building is one of the move­
ment's goals. The committee believes that when
organizations collaborate, the strengths of each are

*From A Framework for Development Education in the United States,
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.

Development Education Programs

multiplied rather than added, and that sharing deeply
felt concerns inevitably leads to planning and acting
together.

The national observance in 1985 involved a con­
gressional resolLition and presidential proclamation of
World Food Day. The occasion was marked by a nation­
wide teleconference that united the country in a kind
of town meeting on the issues. The conference was
telecast from noon to 3 P.M. (EDT). The first hour
featured a panel comprised of the administrator of
USAID, a senator, the president of the Association of
African Women for Research in Development, and a
representative of the FAO. Actor Eddie Albert hosted,
and journalist Renee Poussaint moderated the discus­
sion. The second hour was devoted to local activities
and speakers while the central station remained dark.
The third' hour enabled participants from around the
country to call into the Washington station with ques­
tions for the panelists.

At the local level, schools, colleges, churches,
clubs,and voluntary organizations have observed World
Food Day by planning hundreds of activities each year.
For example,

• A farm state coalition for World Food Day organized
a statewide in-gathering of wheat, culminating on the
steps of the capitol with a speech by the governor.
The wheat was then donated to an international relief
organization.

• In the middle hour (designed for local activity) of the
1985 nat.ional satellite teleconference, many univer­
sities' chose speakers from developing countries,
often found among visiting faculty or foreign
students, to get firsthand knowledge of world hunger
problems.

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

Observance of World Food Day has often led to fur­
ther cooperative activities. For example,

• In an eastern state capital, the World Food Day coali­
tion that was already in place provided the structure
for an Ethiopian famine relief campaign.
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• 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 through World Food Day,
a National Committee member organization and a
state university jointly planned a conference on rural
women and the economics of hunger.

The National Committee for World Food Day, 1001
22d Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20437 (Tel.
202/653·2404), can provide information on activities
planned by and resources available from its member
organizations.

In addition, the World Hunger Education Service
(WHES) publishes a very useful aid to coalition building
as well as to resource collection: Who's Involved with
Hunger: An Organization Guide for Education and Advo­
cacy. The fourth edition, published in 1985 with the par­
tial support of USAID, 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 hunger and poverty
in the United States and the Third World. The cost is
$8, including postage and handling.

WHES also publishes Hunger Notes nine times a
year. The double issue for June/July is an annotated
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 specific topic in depth, with a guide to fur­
ther sources of information and program materials.
Single issues are $2.50; the double issue is $4. Subscrip­
tions are $15 for individuals, $25 for institutions. The
address and phone number of WHES are 1317 G Street,
N.W., Washington, DC 20005 (Tel. 202/347-4441).

2. Development Education in the School/College
Curriculum

The formal education system provides one setting
for development education, and several organizations
have responded to teachers' specific needs.

With the support of a 1983 Biden-Pell grant, a New
York-based organization prepared a curriculum
package entitled World Hunger: Learning to Meet the
Challenge. It is designed to educate teachers and
students in the basics of world hunger and to guide them
in organizing 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.
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• Teaching strategies for elementary, junior, and senior
high school. The secondary strategies are designed
for five school disciplines: social studies, language
arts, visual arts, the, sciences, and health and
nutrition.

• Resource materials: books, films, organizations to
contact, evaluation procedures, and a guide to form­
ing and carrying out student action.

It 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 printing and postage
costs for each curriculum, but no one will be refused
a copy because of inability to pay.

Another Biden-Pell grantee, the International Ser­
vice Association for Health (INSA) of Atlanta, produced
Teaching about Developing Nations . .. The Role ofFood
and Hunger for grades 6 and up. The curriculum takes
a factual approach to understanding the global implica­
tions of hunger and poverty in developing countries. Its
seven units include Personal Nutrition; Facts about
Hunger; Haiti: A Developing Nation; Water, Water,
Everywhere; Follow-up; Resources; and Evaluation.
Materials can be duplicated. Each unit and its activities
can be used independently or in conjunction with
others, and optional activities are suggested for more
thorough study. Order from INSA, P.O. Box 15086,
Atlanta, GA 30333 (Tel. 404/634-5748). Cost is $6 a
copy.

Global Perspectives in Education, Inc., serves
elementary and secondary schoolteachers with
numerous resource materials (equally useful in nonfor­
mal educational settings). Among them are resource
bibliographies 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 filmstrips. 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 Education, 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, the biology
department offers a course on "Food Crops," the
political science department offers a course on "Food
Policy: National and International Issues," and the
history department offers a seminar in "Food and
Famine: Past and Present." In addition, Swarthmore and
several other small liberal arts colleges and agricultural
schools have received grants from the Kellogg Founda­
tion to support programs in agriculture and the liberal
arts. Swarthmore has developed a Food Systems and
Food Policy Program to give students a better
understanding of the relationship between food systems
and the policies pursued by governments and interna­
tional agencies. The project, which has helped send
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students to Africa, Asia, Latin America, the Caribbean,
and to various U.S. food-based agencies, also tries to
educate local communities. The project is directed by
Raymond F. Hopkins, Department of Political Science,
Swarthmore College, Swarthmore, PA 19081 (Tel.
215/447-7093 or 7088).

3. Outreach through the Media

Development education can affect large popula­
tions through ~he use of electronic or print media.

John Hamilton, former foreign correspondent and
World Bank official, recently conducted an experiment
with Frank Sutherland, managing editor of the Hat­
tiesburg American, a 25,000-circulation daily newspaper
in Mississippi. The experiment was designed to test how

, much "foreign news" readers would tolerate if it was
cloaked in stories reporting local connections. What
resulted was a five-day, front-page series called "Main
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. According
to a subsequent survey, the share of American
subscribers reading each of the five main stories aver­
aged 50 percent. (The nationwide average readership
of all front-page stories is 47 percent.)

The Carnegie Corporation and the Benton Foun­
dation are funding a follow-up project by the Sigma
Delta Chi F.oundation, an affiliate of the Society of Pro­
fessional Journalists. Hamilton is the director. For
copies of the series and more information on the proj­
ect, contact John Hamilton, Medill News Service, 1333
F Street,· N.W., Washington, DC 20004 (Tel.
202/662-1805).

At Michigan State University, volunteers and exten­
sion staff designed a series of six public service
announcements to help Michigan residents become
more aware of the state's international ties. A television
in northern Michigan donated staff time and production
facilities to produce the 10- and 20-second tapes. Each
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spot showed Michigan residents using a Third World
product or engaging in a familiar activity and ran 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
following texts were used:

• Coconuts from the Third World are used in many of
our everyday products.

• We depend on Central America and other Third
World nations for the bananas we enjoy.

• We depend 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 means 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 agricultural land and
contributes to flooding. Researchers from Nepal and
Michigan State University have worked together to
find solutions to Nepal's forestry and energy prob­
lems. (Pictures of Michigan teens around a campfire,
soil erosion in Nepal, and MSU researchers working
with Nepali researchers.)

Michigan Extension emphasizes voluntary involve­
ment in program design since it not only maximizes
resources but provides a better learning experience for
the volunteers and a chance for staff to learn "what the
folks want." This activity, as well as another described
under "Exhibits" below, was funded by a minigrant to
a volunteer group from a USAID-supported project of
the Michigan Partners of the Americas and the MSU
Extension Service entitled "Feeding the World: Inter­
national Interdependence Project." For more informa­
tion on this strategy and on the range of projects
developed, contact International Extension Training
Program, 48 Agriculture Hall, Michigan State Univer­
sity, East Lansing, M148824-1039 (Tel. 517/355-0115).

The Purdue University Office of International
Education and Research sponsored a series of World
Bank films over Greater Lafayette Cable Television.
According to Purdue, the films helped average citizens
understand the issues surrounding international devel­
opment assistance, the relevance of global inter­
dependence, and the impact LDCs have on Indiana com­
munities. 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 Senor, which has been highly effective in
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teaching farmers how to triple their output within two
years simply by improving methods of cultivation.
Based on the advice and assistance of an agricultural
Extension agent who visits farmers regularly, 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 peo­
ple 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 available from
the World Bank Film Library, Room D-842, 1818 H
Street, N.W., Washing~on, DC 20433 (Tel.
202/477-8350).

4. Conferencest Workshopst Meetings

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

OEF International, py means of seed money grants
from a larger USAID grant, served as a catalyst in the
development of one- to two-day workshops for women
in six U.S. cities. Each workshop was planned and spon­
sored by a coalition of local organizations. The pro­
grams revolved around the theme "Women and World
Hunger: The Role of Women as Food Producers." They
reached 17,000 participants from entrepreneurial and
corporate women's groups and broad-based women's
organizations. Their goal was to move from awareness
to individual and community action aimed at elimi­
nating the root causes of world hunger and poverty.

OEF's experience in developing such meetings has
been incorporated into a resource handbook for peo­
ple interested in organizing community workshops to
learn more about women overseas and about how Third
World development problems are linked with those in
developed nations. The Women and World Issues Hand·
book 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
broad-based community involvement. A one-year work
plan with a step-by-step calendar is included. The hand­
book is available from OEF Publications Service, Suite
916,2101 L Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20037 (Tel.
202/466-3430). Other useful materials are listed in
OEF's catalog of reports, surveys, and manuals.

The Minnesota Awareness Project (MAP), with par­
tial USAID funding, assists state residents in organiz­
ing awareness activities. Teams of international student
speakers trained by MAP visit Minnesota communities
and make presentations to schools, churches, and com­
munity organizations. Playing a crucial role to expedite
these activities are MAP community representatives
who work with local groups to plan meetings on the
issues of hunger, poverty, and development.

One example of such community involvement was
participation by MAP speakers in a 4-H leadership
retreat, "Food: An International Family Affair," in Octo-
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ber 1983. There, 4-H'ers met students from Ghana,
Ethiopia, Mexico, and Nepal as well as professionals
from the state Agricultural Extension Service, the
Washington County Community Health' Office, the
Peace Corps, Save the Children, and the Stillwater
Valley Food Co-op. MAP speakers made presentations
and involved 4-H'ers in preparation of food represent­
ative of their countries. During the retreat, participants
learned about cooperative games, good nutrition, and
food and family customs of people from other countries.
They also had opportunities to talk about ways they
could make an impact in their homes, communities, and
the world, beginning with promoting awareness. The
4-H retreat staff has compiled relevant activities in a
resource guide also entitled "Food: An International
Family Affair."

MAP strongly recommends involvement of inter­
national students as a development education resource;
almost 350,000 are now enrolled in U.S. colleges and
universities and are easily contacted through an institu­
tion's foreign student advisor. A collection of public rela­
tions and content materials to assist local represent­
atives of community-based development education proj­
ects in organizing programs is available at a cost of $4
from Minnesota Awareness Project, 711 East River
Road, Minneapolis, MN 55455 (Tel. 612/373-0055).

The National Wildlife Federation's Biden-Pell pro­
gram focused on environmental problems in Latin
America (e.g., deforestation, pesticide misuse) and their
effects on economic development and global environ­
mental quality. The program consisted of a series of
meetings around the country designed to present Latin
American environmental issues to conservation organi­
zations, school groups, and other interested audiences.
A demonstration of a live migratory bird (a peregrine
falqJn) introduced these audiences to the fact that
migratory wildlife populations can be adversely affected
by ecological disturbances in their Latin American over­
wintering habitats. A slide show, educational literature,
and guided discussions further explored the negative
effects that environmentally unsound development
practices can have on global natural resources, popula­
tion, 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
America, raising funds for an environmentally sound·
development project, or purchasing environmental edu­
cation materials for a Latin American conservation
group or school. Our Threatened Heritage: Worldwide
Conservation Challenge, a booklet that links environ­
ment and development together in a comprehensible
way, is available free of charge. The 30-minute slide
show-alas, without the falcon-may be borrowed from
International Program, National Wildlife Federation,
1412 16th Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20036 (Tel.
2021797-6800).
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5. Exhibits

Education can also take place through exhibits­
'placed not only in museums but in schools, libraries,
shopping malls, department stores, community centers,
and other sites where passerby traffic is heavy.

Save the Children collaborated with Teachers Col­
lege of Columbia University to produce-again with par­
tial support from the Biden-Pell program-an interac­
tive, multimedia exhibition on children in an interdepen­
dent 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, including a com­
puter game in which players act as the head of a hungry
family seeking to maximize limited family resources;
a display that helps participants experience the effects
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of inadequate diet on energy'levels and growth; a struc­
tured environment in which visitors engage in a simula­
tion 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 ac­
tion 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, Saye the Children, 54 Wilton Road,
Westport, CT 06880 (Tel. 203/226-7271).

Staff' and volunteers on the Michigan State 4-H
Crops and Soils Science Developmental Committee
prepared a portable exhibit, Partners in Agriculture: Our
Interdependence w(th the World, to introduce state
re$idents to some of the ways in which Michigan is inter­
dependent with other countries. With pictures and text,
the exhibit covered Michigan's agricultural exports and
Third World trade partners, and tropical foods in
Michigan markets. Used primarily by 4-H youth agents,
who have arranged to have it displayed at State Exten­
sion Service events such as Crop-O-Rama, Farmers
Week, Extension School, and World Food Day, the
exhibit is accompanied by a handout with 4-H project
ideas. This is one of the activities of the Michigan Part­
ners/Extension Service project described above under
"Media."

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 dif­
fering approaches proposed for helping poor nations.
Players act as officials of the Planning and Development
Office of Talesh, a developing country of the Third
World. Planners are first briefed on the climate, popula­
tion, economy, etc., of Talesh, and are then presented
with a choice of development strategies for each of three
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planning phases, ending in the year 2000. The choices
include some of the most advanced theories of develop­
ment as well as some approaches that have proven·
unsuccessful or even counterproductive. Players must
reach a consensus among four strategies within a fixed
time (since time is a factor in development) in each of
four areas: employment, health and education, interna­
tional trade, and other aid including security assistance.
At the conclusion, each decision is evaluated based on
studies of how that strategy is working in the world to­
day, and an overall score is assigned. This, in turn,
translates into a description of the quality of life in
Talesh in 2000 so that players can determine the
ultimate impact of decisions made in early development
phases. The game is part of Ending Hunger, /t's Possi­
ble, It's Happening, available from Information Service,
American Friends Service Committee, 15 Rutherford
Place, New York, NY 10003 (Tel. 212/598-0972). The
cost is $5.50 plus 15 percent 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 development educa­
tion. For example,

• Children construct hand puppets for use by lI'1SA
health trainers in India to illustrate oral rehydration
therapy. American youngsters are encouraged to put
on a performance for their friends and families 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 fa r
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 their children (see illustration).

• School classes raise money to "adopt a goat" through.
a project designed to upgrade the Haitian goat
population by breeding local does with purebred
Nubian bucks at Winrock International's experiment
station in Hinche. In the process, American children
learn about goats and the importance of their milk
and meat to family health and nutrition, as well as
about the economic impact when farmers sell these
products. In Haiti, after does are bred, farmers are
taught their proper care, and INSA's trained exten­
sionists are supplied with tools for both routine and
emergency medical care for goats. Participating
far~ers agree to return one kid to the project to be
given to another family. A self-teaching manual about
goats for young people is available. For information
on all these activities and others, contact INSA, P.O.
Box 15086, Atlanta, GA (Tel. 404/634.5748).
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It'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 it focuses
feelings about the prospect of living with hunger and
poverty. Modified forms of this activity have been used
successfully with both youth and adult groups..

Instructions: Gather 25 to 50 people together for
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a day-long hunger experience. Announce in advance
that all three meals will be served. On arrival, quietly
separate the participants into "haves" and "have-nots"
by randomly selecting one-fourth of the group to repre­
sent 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 privileged
group and plan to serve them more than adequate, nutri­
tionally balanced meals. Their tables should appear
overabundant and be located close enough to the "have
nots"-seated on the floor-that the groups can see
each other. For the morning and afternoon meals, serve
the "have-nots" a small cup of diluted tea, a small or
medium piece of bread, or a small bowl of rice. For the
evening meal, serve them 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, 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 reaction to

• the feeling of hunger;

• the feeling of confinement;

• the feelings of boredom, resentment, frustration,
hostilities;

• the feeling of being a member of an affluent minor­
ity or an impoverished majority;

• how the "have-nots" perceived the "haves" arid vice
versa; and,

• if there were beggars, how it felt to beg or to be .
begged.

7. Training Programs for Development Educators

Several organizations have used USAID's Biden­
Pell support to train those who will serve as develop­
ment educators for a wider audience.

Partners of the Americas trained two voluT)teers
from each of its Central American and Caribbean part­
nerships in a three-day seminar. Participants were
briefed on the concept of development education and
on development issues relevant to their geographic area
of interest. They also played a simulation game that
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emphasized the impact of culture on development and
were assisted in identifying resources 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 purchase of materials. The seminar involved
knowledgeable speakers (a representative of the lnter­
American Foundation and the deputy director of
USAID's Central American office, among others) but
also engaged the volunteers in participatory activities
and allowed ample time for discussion among t~em­

selves and with speakers. The 34 participants now form
a network available to assist others in their com­
munities. For information on the seminar and a network
list, contact Development Education Coordinator, Part­
ners 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 Envi­
ronment and Development, focused its training on jour­
nalistic specialists whose regular beat is agriculture or
science and the environment. The training consisted of
one-day seminars featuring prominent experts as speak­
ers and panelists. The seminars were designed to
address the connections between domestic issues regu­
larly covered by the reporters and comparable or related
issues affecting the Third World. For example, a pro­
gram in Chicago, entitled "The Third World and Ameri­
can Agriculture: Competing or Compatible Interests,"
included an address on the long- and short-range bene­
ficiaries of agricultural development in the Third World
and a panel discussing ways to minimize resource costs
in feeding a world of six biJIion people. Fo))owing lunch
with a speaker on th.e importance of Third World genetic
resources to U.S. agriculture, representatives 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 supplemen­
tary material and now regularly receive Earthscan's
briefing documents on development issues. A number
of articles under the bylines of participants appeared
in the Midwest press in the weeks following the seminar,
and substantial later ripple effects have been docu­
mented.

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

73



Appendix

Appendix Table 1.1 Basic Development Indicators
Life Percentage

Area GNP! Adult Expectancy of Labor
Population (thousands Capita Literacy at Birth Force in

GNP (millions) of square (dollar) (percent) (years) Agriculture
Rank Country Mid-1985 kilometers) 1983 1980 1980 1980

Low-Income Economies
(based on GNP under 1000)

(4) 1 Bhutan 1.4 47 80* 45 93
(76) 2 Chad 5.2 1284 80** 15 43 85
(59) 3 Laos 3.8 237 80* 44 43 75

(3) 4 Bangladesh 101.5 144 130 26 48 74
(82) 5 Ethiopia 36.0 1222 140 15 46 80
(95) 6 Mali 7.7 1240 150 10 45 73

(116) 7 Zaire 33.1 2345 160 55 50 75
(14) 8 Nepal 17.0 141 170 19 45 93
(51) 9 Burma 36.9 677 180 66 54 67

(115) 10 Burkina Faso (Upper Volta) 6.9 274 180 5 44 82
(87) 11 Guinea-Bissau 0.9 36 180 28 43 90
(94) 12 Malawi 7.1 118 210 25 44 86

(114) 13 Uganda 14.7 236 220 52 48 83
(72) 14 Burundi 4.6 28 240 25 45 84

(100) 15 Niger 6.5 1267 240 10 45 91
(111 ) 16 Tanzania 21.7 945 240 79 52 83
(107) 17 Somalia 6.5 638 250 60 39 82

(8) 18 India 762.2 3288 260 36 52 69
(102) . 19 Rwanda 6.3 26 270 50 46 91

(75) 20 Central African Republic 2.7 623 280 33 43 88
(112) 21 Togo 3.0 57 280 18 48 67
(70) 22 Benin (Dahomey) 4.0 113 290 28 50 46
(52) 23 China 1042.0 9561 290 69 67 69
(84) 24 Gambia, The 0.8 11 290 15 57 75
(93) 25 Madagascar 10.0 587 290 50 48 87
(86) 26 Guinea 6.1 246 300 20 43 82

(103) 27 Sao Tome and Principe 0.1 1 310 50 65
(39) 28 Haiti 5.8 28 320 23 54 74
(85) 29 Ghana 14.3 239 320 54 53
(18) 30 Sri Lanka 16.4 66 330 85 69 54
(89) 31 Kenya 20.2 583 340 47 56 78
(74) 32 Cape Verde 0.3 4 360 37 61

(106) 33 Sierra Leone 3.6 72 380 15 47 65
(16) 34 Pakistan 99.2 804 390 24 50 57

(109) 35 Sudan 21.8 2506 400 32 47 72
(96) 36 Mauritania 1.9 1031 440 17 44 69

(104) 37 Senegal 6.7 196 440 10 44 77
(90) 38 Lesotho 1.5 30 470 52 52 87
(91) 39 Liberia 2.2 111 470 25 54 70
(28) 40 Bolivia 6.2 1099 510 63 51 50
(21) 41 North Yemen 6.1 195 510 21 43 75
(22) 42 South Yemen 2.1 333 510 40 46 45
(38) 43 Guyana 0.8 215 520 85 68 33
(55) 44 Indonesia 168.4 1919 560 62 54 55

(117) 45 Zambia 6.8 753 580 44 51 67
(* * *) 46 Solomon Islands 0.3 28 640 60 57 32

(40) 47 Honduras 4.4 112 670 60 59 63
(6) 48 Egypt 48.3 1001 700 44 57 50

(36) 49 EI Salvador 5.1 21 710 62 63 50
(88) 50 Ivory Coast 10.1 322 720 35 47 79

(118) 51 Zimbabwe 8.6 391 740 69 55 60
(98) 52 Morocco 24.3 447 750 28 57 52

(101 ) 53 Nigeria 91.2 924 760 34 49 54
(61) 54 Philippines 56.8 300 760 75 63 46

(148) 55 Papua New Guinea 3.3 462 790 32 51 82
(73) 56 Cameroon 9.7 475 800 50 83
(64) 57 Thailand 52.7 514 810 86 63 76

(* * *) 58 St. Kitts and Nevis 0.04 (.) 820 64
(* * *) 59 St. Vincent and the

Grenadines 0.1 (.) 860 95 59 30
(110) 60 Swaziland 0.6 17 890 65 54 53

(43) 61 Nicaragua 3.0 130 900 90 57 43
(71) 62 Botswana 1.1 600 920 35 60 70

74 Solving World Hunger: The U.S. Stake



Appendix Table 1.1 Basic Development Indicators
Life Percentage

Area Area GNPI Adult Expectancy of Labor
Loca- Population (thousands Capita Literacy at Birth Force in
tion GNP (millions) of square (dollar) (percent) (years) Agriculture
No. Rank Country Mid·1985 kilometers) 1983 1980 1980 1980

(* * *) 63 Dominica 0.1 1 970 80 58
(* * *) 64 Grenada 0.1 (.) 990 85 69 23

Middle-Income Economies
(based on GNP of 1000 to 3000)

(32) 65 Costa Rica 2.6 51 1020 90 73 29
(46) 66 Peru 19.5 1285 1040 80 58 39

( *) 67 Saint Lucia 0.1 1 1060 78 69 43
(37) 68 Guatemala 8.0 109 1120 59 55
(27) 69 Belize 0.2 23 1140 80 60
(97) 70 Mauritius 1.0 2 1150 85 66 29
(78) 71 Congo 1.7 342 1230 60 34
(20) 72 Turkey 52.1 781 1230 60 62 54

(113) 73 Tunisia 7.2 164 1290 62 61 35
(41) 74 Jamaica 2.3 11 1300 90 71 21
(34) 75 Dominican Republic 6.2 49 1380 67 62 49
(31) 76 Colombia 29.4 1139 1410 81 63 26
(45) 77 Paraguay 3.6 407 1410 84 65 44
(35) 78 Ecuador 8.9 284 1430 81. 62 52
(19) 79 Syria 10.6 185 1680 58 65 33
(12) 80 Jordan 3.6 98 1710 70 62 20

(* * *) 81 Antigua and Barbuda 0.1 (.) 1730 88 66
(* * *) 82 Namibi.a 1.1 815 1760 48
(* * *) 83 Fiji 0.7 18 1790 75 68 44

(30) 84 Chile 12.0 757 1870 68 19
(60) 85 Malaysia 15.7 330 1870 60 65 50
(29) 86 Brazil 138.4 8512 1890 76 64 30
(58) 87 South Korea 42.7 98 2010 93 66 34
(24) 88 Argentina 30.6 2767 2030 93 71 13
(44) 89 Panama 2.0 77 2070 85 71 27

(130) 90 Hungary 10.7 93 2150 99 71 21
(138) 91 Portugal 10.3 92 2190 78 72 28

(42) 92 Mexico 79.7 1973 2240 83 66 36
(68) 93 Algeria 22.2 2382 2400 35 56 25

(105) 94 Seychelles 0.1 (.) 2400 60 66 18
(108) 95 South Africa 32.5 1221 2450 63 30

(49) 96 Uruguay 3.0 176 2490 94 71 11
(* * *) 97 Macao 0.3 2 2560 99 68
(139) 98 Romania 22.8 238 2560* 98 71 29
(144) 99 Yugoslavia 23.1 256 2570 85 71 29
(* * *) 100 Puerto Rico 3.3 9 2890 73

Upper-Income Economies
(based on GNP of 3001 and up)

(47) 101 Suriname 0.4 163 3520 65 65 29
(134) 102 Malta 0.4 (.) 3710 83 72
(* * *) 103 Reunion 0.5 3 3710 66

(5) 104 Cyprus 0.7 9 3720 89 74 20
(26) 105 Barbados 0.3 (.) 3930 99 72 10
(7) 106 Greece 10.1 132 3970 74 37

(25) 107 Bahamas 0.2 14 4060 93 69 6
(50) 108 Venezuela 17.3 912 4100 82 68 18
(83) 109 Gabon 1.0 268 4250 65 49 65

(* * *) 110 Martinique 0.3 1 4270 70 71
(140) 111 Spain 38.5 505 4800 74 14
(132) 112 Ireland 3.6 70 4810 98 73 18

(11 ) 113 Israel 4.2 21 5360 73 7
(53) 114 Hong Kong 5.5 1 6000 90 75 3
(15) 115 Oman 1.2 300 6240 20 52 66

(133) 116 Italy 57.4 301 6350 98 74 11
(63) 117 Singapore 2.6 1 6620 83 72 2
(48) 118 Trinidad and Tobago 1.2 5 6900 95 72 10

(146) 119 New Zealand 3.3 269 7410 99 74 9
(92) 120 Libya 4.0 1760 7500 35 57 19

(* * *) 121 New Caledonia 0.2 19 7790 64
(* * *) 122 French Polynesia 0.2 4 8190 62
(142) 123 United Kingdom 56.4 245 9050 99 74 2
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Appendix Table 1.1 Basic Dev~lopment Indicators
Life Percentage

Area Area GNPI Adult Expectancy of Labor
Loca- Population (thousapds Capita Literacy at Birth Force in
tion GNP (millions) of square (dollar) (percent) (years) Agriculture
No. Rank Country Mld·1985 kilometers) 1983 1980 1980 1980

(122) 124# Belgium 9.9 31 9160 99 73 3
(121) 125 Austria 7.5 84 9210 99 73 9
(135) 126 Netherlands 14.5 41 9910 99 76 6

(56) 127 Japan 120.8 372 10100 99 77 12
(131) 128 Iceland 0.2 103 10270 99 77 19

(2) 129 Bahrain 0.4 1 10360 40 68 5
(126) 130 France 55.0 547 10390 99 76 8
(125) 131 Finland 4.9 337 10440 100 73 11
(145) 132 Australia 15.8 7687 10780 100 74 6
(128) 133 West Germany 61.0 249 11420 99 73 4
(124) 134 Denmark 5.1 43 11490 99 75 7
(149) 135 Canada 25.4 9976 12000 99 75 5

(17) 136 Saudi Arabia 11.2 2150 12180 25 56 61
(122) 137# Luxembourg 0.4 3 12190 100 73 1
(141) 138 Sweden 8.3 450 12400 99 77 5
(136) 139 Norway 4.2 324 13820 99 76 7

140 United States 238.9 9363 14090 99 75 2
(* * *) 141 Switzerland 6.5 41 16390 99 76 5
(* * *) 142 Kuwait 1.9 18 18180 60 71 2
(* * *) 143 Brunei 0.2 5765 21140 45
(* * *) 144 Qatar 0.3 11 21170 40 71 10
(* * *) 145 United Arab Emirates 1.3 84 21340 56 71 5

No GNP Figures Available on the Following Countries

(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)
(* * *)

(1)
(9)

(10)
(13)
(23)
(33)
(54)
(57)
(62)
(65)
(66)
(67)
(69)
(77)
(79)
(80)
(81)
(99)

(119)

Bulgaria
East Timor
Gaza
Guadeloupe
North Korea
Maldives
Mongolia
Netherlands Antilles
Vanuatu
Afghanistan
Iran
Iraq
Lebanon
CENTO
Cuba
Indochina Assoc. States
Kampuchea
Ryukyu Islands
Vietnam
Western Samoa
Taiwan
Angola
Comoros
Djibouti
Entente States
Equatorial Guinea
Mozambique
Portuguese Territories

in Africa
(120) Albania
(123) Czechoslovakia
(127) East Germany
(129) West Berlin
(137) Poland
(143) USSR
(147) Pacific Islands

8.9
0.7
0.5
0.3

20.1
0.2
1.9
0.3
0.1

14.7
45.1
15.5

2.6

10.1

6.2

60.5
0.2

19.2
7.9
0.5
0.3

0.3
13.9

0.2
3.0

15.5
16.7

1.8
37.3

278.0

111
15
(.)
2

121
(.)

1565
1

15
648

1648
435

10

115

181

330
3

33
1247

2
22

28
802

1
29

128
108

(.)
313

22402

95

70

82
80
95
15
20
50
30
86

99

87
90
89
15
20
10

38
33

70
100

99
99
98

100

72
40
55
70
64
47
65
71
54
37
60
59
71

75

43

64
65
73
42
48
50

44
49

72
72
73

72
69

37

49

52

79
39
42
11

23

71
67
20
59
87

95
66

61
11
10

31
14

* * * No U.S. aid given

Sources: World Bank, World Development Report 1983 and 1984 (New York: Oxford University Press); Population Reference Bureau, Inc., "1985
World Population Data Sheet"; The World Almanac and Book of Facts 1985 (New York: Newspaper Enterprise Association, Inc., 1984);
Information Please Almanac 1985 (New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1985)

* 1981 estimate * * 1982 estimate

#Luxembourg and Belgium are combined (share same code number).

(.) No specific figure available; less than one thousand square kilometers.
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Appendix Table 1.2 Average Per Capita Food Supply, 1980-82
Calorie Supply Protein Supply

per Capita per Capita

Vegetable Animal Vegetable Animal
Products Products Total Products Products Total

Economic Class and Region (eal/day) (%) (eal/day) (%) (eal/day) (%) (g/day) (%) (g/day) (%) (g/day) (%)

Developed Countries (all) 2367 (106) 1028 (248) 3395 (128) 42.5 (93) 56.5 (242) 99.0 (144)
Market economies 2301 (103) 1084 (262) 3385 (128) 39.3 (86) 59.0 (253) 98.4 (143)

United States
Canada
Western Europe
South Africa
Japan
Oceania

Centrally Planned Countries 2382 (106) 373 (90) 2755 (103) 51.1 (112) 19.6 (84) 70.7 (103)
Eastern Europe and USSR
China

Developing Countries (all) 2192 (98) 195 (47) 2388 (90) 46.7 (102) 11.5 (49) 58.2 (84)
Market economies 2122 (95) 202 (49) 2324 (88) 44.3 (97) 13.0 (56) 57.3 (83)

Latin America
Far East (excl. Japan and China)
Near East
Africa (excl. South Africa)

WORLD 2238 (100) 414 (100) 2652 (100) 45.6 (100) 23.3 (100) 68.9 (100)

Source: Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), Production Yearbook, 1984 (Rome).

Note: All percentages are based on world totals.

Appendix Table 1.3 World Population and Growth, 1950-80

Region 1950

Population (billions) Compound Growth Rate (percent)

1960 1970 1980 1950-60 1960-70 1970-80

.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.0 0.7More'Developed

Less Developed

.8

1.7 2.1 2.7 3.3 2.1 2.4 2.4

WORLD 2.5 3.1 3.7 4.5 2.0 1.9 1.8

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1980 and 1984; ERS/USDA, as cited in T. Kelley White, "The Global
Food System & the Future U.S. Farm & Food Supply," ERS/USDA, 1984, 3.

Appendix Table 1.4 Per Capita Growth of GNP, 1955-70 and 1970-80
Compound Growth Rates

(percent)
Region 1955-70 1970-80

Developed Countries 3.6 2.4

Centrally Planned Countries 5.8 2.8

Developing Countries 3.1 3.1

Low income 1.6 2.4
Middle income 3.5 3.1
High income 4.7 3.3

WORLD 3.1 2.6

Source: World Bank and ERS/USDA, as cited in T. Kelley White, "The Global Food System & the Future U.S. Farm & Food Supply," ERS/USDA,
1984,4.
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Appendix Table 1.5 Income Distribution in Selected Countries

Per Capita
Percent of Income Received by

Gini
GNP in U.S. $ Lowest Highest Concentrate

Country (1970 prices) 40 Percent 20 Percent Ratio·

Developing Countries
Pakistan (1963-64) 94 6.5 45.5 0.365
Tanzania (1967) 94 5.0 57.0 0.458
Sri Lanka (1969-70) 109 6.0 46.0 0.370
India (1963-64) 110 5.0 52.0 0.418
Kenya (1969) 153 3.8 68.0 0.550
Philippines (1965) 224 3.9 55.4 0.465
South Korea (1970) 269 7.0 45.0 0.362
Tunisia (1970) 306 4.1 55.0 0.473
Ivory Coast (1970) 329 3.9 57.2 0.493
Taiwan (1968) 366 7.8 41.4 0.325
Colombia (1970) 388 3.5 59.4 0.507
Malaysia (1970) 401 3.4 55.9 0.475
Brazil (1970) 457 3.1 62.2 0.519
Peru (1970) 546 1.5 60.0 0.557
Costa Rica (1971) 617 5.4 50.6 0.419
Mexico (1969) 697 4.0 64.0 0.526
Uruguay (1967) 721 4.3 47.4 0.406
Chile (1968) 904 4.5 56.8 0.463

Developed Countries
Japan (1968) 1713 4.6 43.8 0.372
France (1962) 2303 1.9 53.7 0.481
Norway (1963) 2362 4.5 40.5 0.346
United Kingdom (1968) 2414 6.0 39.2 0.322
New Zealand (1970-71) 2502 4.4 41.0 0.346
Australia (1967-68) 2632 6.6 38.7 0.310
West Germany (1970) 3209 5.9 45.6 0.378
Canada (1965) 3510 6.4 40.2 0.322
United States (1970) 5244 6.7 38.8 0.315

Socialist Countries
Yugoslavia (1968) 602 6.5 41.5 0.337
Poland (1964) 661 9.8 36.0 0.265
Hungary (1967) 873 8.5 33.5 0.249
East Germany (1970) 2046 10.4 30.7 0.213

Source: Montek S. Ahluwalia, "Inequality, Poverty, and Development," Journal of Development Economics 3 (1976): 340-341.
• Measure of income concentration used in economic analysis. A value of zero would mean total equality.

Appendix Table 1.6 World Agricultural Demand Patterns in 2000
(in millions of metric tons)

Percent of Growth
from 1980 to 2000 64

14.3 457 37 7.3
8.8 16 2 0.4

68.0 161 18 1.9
79.1 254 43 1.5

632.6 2289 250 29.9

36 46 62 37

Region

North AfricalMiddle East
Subsaharan Africa
European Community
Other Western Europe
USSR
Eastern Europe
South Asia
East Asia
China, Vietnam, Laos,

Kampuchea, North Korea
Oceania
Latin America
North America

WORLD

Meat Milk Cereals

i 3.2 43.0 142
9.9 19.3 108

25.4 111.0 133
7.3 26.3 58

24.3 118.3 306
14.8 56.7 139
4.1 72.7 291

18.7 15.1 224

42.4
3.2

29.5
33.9

226.7

Oilseed

10
9

44
10
20
17
17
23

Fiber

1.7
0.8
1.2
0.4
3.6
1.2
6.4
3.5

78

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Appendix Table 1.7 Growth of Agricultural Output by Major Regions, 1950-80
Compound Annual Growth (percent)

Total Per Capita

Region 1950-80 1950-60 1960-70 1970-80 1950-80 1950-60 1960-70 1970-80

Developed Countries 2.1 2.6 2.1 1.9 1.1 1.3 1.0 1.1

Centrally Planned Countries· 2.3 2.4 2.9 1.7 1.2 0.9 1.8 0.9

Developing Countries 2.9 3.3 2.9 2.8 0.6 1.0 0.4 0.3

Africa 2.3 2.6 2.3 1.5 -0.3 0.3 -0.3 -1,3
Middle East 3.4 4.7 3.5 3.6 0.6 2.1 0.9 0.9
South Asia 2.5 2.9 2.1 2.3 0.5 1.2 -0.1 0.1
East Asia 2.7 3.9 2.2 2.4 0.5 1.7 0.2 0.5
Latin America 3.2 3.6 2.8 3.2 0.8 0.9 0.4 1.1

WORLD 2.5 3.2 2.6 2.2 0.7 1.2 0.6 0.4

Source: USDA World Agricultural Production Indices, as cited in T. Kelley White, "The Global Food System & the Future U.S. Farm & Food Sup­
ply," ERSIUSDA, 1984, 6.

• Excludes China.

Appendix Table 1.8 World Grain Yields*
1961-65 1969-71 1981

Region (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%)

United States 2736 (187) 3458 (191 ) 3774 (176)
Other Developed Countries 2017 (138) 2525 (140) 3194 (149)
Eastern Europe and USSR 1173 (80) 1652 (91) 1801 (84)
Latin America 1331 (91) 1481 (82) 1790 (83)
North Africa and Middle East 1075 (74) 1165 (65) 1408 (66)
Subsaharan Africa 849 (58) 925 (35) 969 (45)
China 1538 (105) 2083 (115) 2923 (136)
Other Asian Countries 1130 (77) 1334 (74) 1649 (77)

WORLD 1460 (100) 1806 (100) 2149 (100)

Source: Charles E. Hanrahan, Francis S. Urban, and J. Larry Deaton, Longrun Changes in World Food Supply and Demand, ERS Staff Rept.
no. AGES 840111 (Washington, D.C.: ERS/USDA, 1984), as cited in William M. Park, "World Food Supply: Problems and Prospects,"
Staff Paper 84-01, Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Tennessee, September 1984, 13.

Note: All percentages are based on world totals.

• Includes wheat, rice, barley, maize, oats, mil/et, and sorghum.

Appendix Table 1.9 Total and Irrigated Cropland

Region

United States
Other Developed Countries·
Eastern Europe and USSR
Latin America
North Africa and Middle East
Subsaharan Africa··
China
Other Asian Countries···

Cropland
(mil/ion hectares)

1961-65 1980

180 191
173 173
284 286
116 167

81 87
126 156
104 99
270 293

Irrigated Area
(million hectares)

1961-65 1980

15 21
9 12

11 22
8 14

14 18
3 5

39 46
50 74

Irrigated Area
as Percentage

of Cropland

1961-65 1980

8 11
5 7
4 8
7 8

17 21
2 3

37 46
19 25

WORLD 1334 1452 149 212 11 15

Source: Charles E. Hanrahan, Francis S. Urban, and J. Larry Deaton, Longrun Changes in World Food Supply and Demand, ERS Staff Rept.
no. AGES 840111 (Washington, D.C.: ERS/USDA, 1984), as cited in William M. Park, "World Food Supply: Problems and Prospects,"
Staff Paper 84-01, Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Tennessee, September 1984, 14.

• Canada, Western Europe, and Oceania. Excludes Japan and South Africa.
• • Includes South Africa.

•• ·Includes Japan.

Appendix 79



Appendix Table 1.10 Consumption of Fertilizers* per Hectare of Cropland**
1961-65 1969-71 1981

Region (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%)

United States 45.6 (163) 80.0 (165) 111.6 (140)
Other Developed Countries 43.8 (157) 103.5 (213) 132.3 (166)
Eastern Europe and USSR 27.7 (99) 63.5 (131) 105.0 (131 )
Latin America 11.2 (40) 19.6 (40) 46.0 (58)
North Africa and Middle East 6.2 (22) 13.5 (28) 32.7 (41)
Subsaharan Africa 1.8 (6) 4.7 (10) 9.7 (12)
China 12.2 (44) 41.8 (86) 154.6 (193)
Other Asian Countries 5.7 (20) 14.6 (30) 37.6 (47)

WORLD 27.9 (100) 48.5 (100) 79.9 (100)

Source: Charles E. Hanrahan, Francis S. Urban, and J. Larry Deaton, Longrun Changes in World Food Supply and Demand, ERS Staff Rept.
no. AGES 840111 (Washington,·D.C.: ERS/USDA, 1984), as cited in William M. Park, "World Food Supply: Problems and Prospects,"
Staff Paper 84-01, Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Tennessee, September 1984, 15.

Note: All percentages are based on world totals.

* Phosphorous, nitrogen, and potassium.
* *Arable land and land in permanent crops in FAO land classification.

Appendix Table 1.11 Estimates of the World's Arable Land Existing in 1970,
and Potentials for Increase

Arable Land

Region'

Developed Countries2

Latin America
Mid-EasUAfrica 13 (oil producers)
Mid-East/Africa 114 (generally arid)
Africa (other, tropical)
Centrally Planned Asia5

Asia (other)

1970 Ultimate
Base Potential

(million hectares)

660 854
127 586
59 87
83 161
92 282

131 201
278 330

Potential Distribution
Increase of Increase

(percent)

29 18
362 43
48 3
94 7

206 17
54 7
19 5

TOTAL 1430 2501 75 100

Source: Derived from data in Alan M. Strout, World Agricultural Potential: Evidence from the Recent Past, discussion draft (Cambridge, Mass.:
Massachusetts Institute of Technology [Energy Laboratory] and Resources for the Future, Inc., March 1975), as cited in T. Kelley White,
"The Global Food System & the Future U.S. Farm & Food Supply," ERS/USDA, 1984, 6.

'Comprises a sample of 125 countries. Countries with extremely limited agricultural potential, and island and city states are excluded.
2Australia, Canada, Europe (Eastern and Western), Japan, New Zealand, South Africa, United States, and USSR.
3Algeria, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Nigeria, and Saudi Arabia.
4Burkina Faso (Upper Volta), Chad, Egypt, Ethiopia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, and
Tunisia.

5China (including Taiwan), Mongolia, North Korea, and Vietnam.

Appendix Table 2.1 Agricultural Officers in the USAID Work Force*
Agricultural Officers

Washington Percent
Agency Civil Foreign of Agency

Year Total Service Service Overseas Total Total

1980* * 3636 15 43 174 232 6.4
1982* * 3347 17 39 194 250 7.5
1986* * * 3197 17 39 174 230 7.2

Source: BIFAD, Budget Recommendations: 1985 (Washington, D.C.: USAID, February 1984), 53.

* Excludes overseas complement, positions requested from reserve, and International Development Intern positions.
* * Actual.

* * *Projected.
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Appendix Table 2.2 All Countries Receiving U.S. Foreign Assistance by Region and Kind,
1946-83 ($ millions)

Other
Deve!. P.L. Economic Military Total

Region Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

64. Thailand 327.2' 23.0 429.6 58.2 1896.5 2734.5
65. Vietnam 90.4 1477.8 5378.5 0.1 16416.1 23362.9
66. Western Samoa 12.4 12.4
67. Taiwan 639.0 338.2 727.4 502.3 4360.4 6567.3

Regional Spending 256.1 5.2 123.2 30.2 414.7

Africa
68. Algeria 2.5 199.4 1.3 0.1 203.3
69. Angola 16.1 16.1
70. Benin (Dahomey) 38.1 13.2 8.5 0.1 59.9
71. Botswana 20.6 58.4 69.6 15.4 6.4 170.4
72. Burundi 19.8 25.4 0.3 0.1 45.6
73. Cameroon 89.7 13.9 3.0 24.4 16.9 147.9
74. Cape Verde 29.5 24.3 1.0 54;8
75. Central African Republic 7.5 4.5 9.8 0.1 21.9
76. Chad 27.5 38.2 2.8 8.0 76.5
77. Comoros 1.8 1.8
78. Congo 5.9 11.1 0.1 0.1 17.2
79. Djibouti 4.6 6.5 6.0 1.7 18.8
80. Entente States 38.3 38.3
81. Equatorial Guinea 3.0 0.4 0.1 3.5
82. Ethiopia 257.1 102.6 3.3 34.8 280.2 678.0
83. Gabon 3.7 0.8 11.7 12.5 28.7
84. Gambia, The 17.5 14.2 7.0 38.7
85. Ghana 239.2 168.7 32.7 2.0 442.6
86. Guinea 41.1 116.5 22.4 4.5 1.0 185.5
87. Guinea-Bissau 12.3 15.1 27.4
88. Ivory Coast 13.4 14.9 0.3 19.0 0.3 47.9
89. Kenya 251.8 118.8 60.7 42.7 171.0 645.0
90. Lesotho 50.7 72.4 5.5 12.8 141.4
91. Liberia 260.3 65.2 109.2 58.1 52.6 545.4
92. Libya 115.5 35.3 21.8 39.9 17.6 230.1
93. Madagascar 10.2 41.3 51.5
94. Malawi 70.3 7.7 12.5 0.3 90.8
95. Mali 120.7 54.7 3.5 9.8 3.6 192.3
96. Mauritania 43.4 50.5 6.6 0.1 100.6
97. Mauritius 1.1 34.8 4.0 0.9 40.8
98. Morocco 364.1 710.5 71.1 31.2 483.1 1660.0
99. Mozambique 10.0 64.6 1.5 76.1

100. Niger 99.2 50.0 5.0 24.2 7.5 185.9
101. Nigeria 237.1 67.0 73.0 29.4 1.8 408.3
102. Rwanda 27.8 25.1 1.1 0.6 1.7 56.3
103. Sao Tome and Principe 1.9 0.7 2.6
104. Senegal 107.1 87.2 5.1 23.7 12.2 235.3
105. Seychelles 1.8 2.4 4.0 0.9 9.1
106. Sierra Leone 28.6 43.0 39.0 0.1 110.7
107. Somalia 142.1 190.5 45.9 5.5 96.4 480.4
108. South Africa 1.3 1.3
109. Sudan 220.9 143.6 272.1 210.9 847.5
110. Swaziland 39.4 7.4 12.8 13.5 73.1
111. Tanzania 166.8 156.3 13.5 336.6
112. Togo 23.0 27.7 24.5 0.2 75.4
113. Tunisia 405.4 520.0 21.6 20.5 390.2 1357.7
114. Uganda 53.8 17.2 3.0 3.8 0.1 77.9
115~ Burkina Faso (Upper Volta) 83.5 99.4 14.2 0.6 197.7
116. Zaire 96.9 295.8 300.7 40.0 183.8 917.2
117. Zambia 14.8 80.5 150.1 22.4 267.8
118. Zimbabwe 7.0 6.8 182.9 0.2 196.9
119. Portuguese Territories in Africa 3.2 0.2 3.4
Regional Spending 861.7 4.4 128.9 12.3 1007.3

Europe
120. Albania 20.4 20.4
121. Austria 726.1 81.0 328.1 121.8 1257.0
122. Belgium and Luxembourg* 560.0 0.2 32.1 1275.2 1867.5
123. Czechoslovakia 2.0 191.0 193.0
124. Denmark 280.8 0.1 1.0 640.1 922.0
125. Finland 30.2 26.6 0.4 57.2
126. France 3113.8 18.7 76.5 709.1 4548.6 8466.7
127. East Germany 0.8 0.8
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Appendix Table 2.2 All Countries Receiving U.S. Foreign Assistance by Region and Kind,
_________ u_.!_~_·:t~_-~~i~ __ millions)

Other
Deve!. P.L. Economic Military Total

Region Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

128. West Germany 1472.4 140.3 2428.4 939.4 4980.5
129. West Berlin 8.2 110.8 12.9 131.9
130. Hungary 14.4 18.3 32.7
131. Iceland 35.3 21.7 24.9 0.3 0.1 82.3
132. Ireland 146.5 146.5
133. Italy 1772.5 465.4 1171.0 2545.3 5954.2
134. Malta 9.3 74.6 0.5 84.4
135. Netherlands 991.6 36.0 1284.7 2312.3
136. Norway 276.8 25.0 943.9 1245.7
137. Poland 61.0 179.2 5.0 401.7 646.9
138. Portugal 140.6 319.6 447.9 716.5 1624.6
139. Romania 12.3 10.1 22.4
140. Spain 93.1 438.1 564.5 0.3 2138.3 3234.3
141. Sweden 106.9 2.1 109.0
142. United Kingdom 3648.3 0.3 186.6 3836.9 1107.5 8779.6
143. USSR 186.4 186.4
144. Yugoslavia 149.2 1189.5 434.7 335.7 723.1 2832.2
Regional Spending 550.7 0.8 67.5 619.0

Oceania and Others
145. Australia 8.0 115.6 123.6
146. New Zealand 4.3 4.3 8.6
147. Pacific Islands 824.2 824.2
148. Papua New Guinea 0.3 1.2 0.1 1.6
Regional Spending 10.4 2.3 48.2 0.1 61.0

149. Canada 17.5 13.0 30.5

1nterregional Activities 12893.1 1802.3 614.6 19253.1 4131.1 38694.2

TOTAL 56462.3 34163.6 35571.6 39127.3 100510.4 265835.2

Source: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.:1984).

*Countries combined in reference.

Appendix Table 2.3 U.S. Foreign Cooperative Program Obligations, Total and by Major
Classification (in current $, billions)

1968-72 1973-77 1978-82 1983
Average Average Average Estimate 1984 Proposal#

($ bil) ($ bil) ($ bil) ($ bil) ($ bil) (% tot) (% Gr Tot)

Economic Assistance
P.L. 480 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.1 ( 13) ( 7)
Economic Support Fund 0.5 1.2 2.2 3.0 2.9 ( 35) ( 20)
Development Assistance 1.4 1.5 1.9 2.0 1.9 ( 23) ( 13)
Contributions to MOBs 0.3 0.7 1.3 1.5 1.6 ( 19) ( 11)
Contributions to Interna-

tional Organizations and
Programs* 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 ( 3) ( 1)

Other* * 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.6 ( 7) ( 4)

Total 3.7 4.9 7.3 8.7 8.3 (100) ( 56)

Military Assistance
Concessional 3.1 2.2 0.9 1.6 1.8 ( 28) ( 12)
Nonconcessional * * * 0.4 1.2 2.8 3.9 4.7 ( 72) ( 32)

Total 3.5 3.4 3.7 5.5 6.5 (100) ( 44)

GRAND TOTAL 7.2 8.3 11.0 14.2 14.8 (100)

Sources: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.: various years); USAID, 1983 Aid Presentation to Office of Management
and Budget (Washington, D.C.: October 1982); USAID, Congressional Presentation, Fiscal Year 1984 (Washington, D.C.: 1983), reproduced
from the Commission on Security and Economic Assistance, A Report to the Secretary of State (Carlucci Report), November 1983.

* Includes contribution to International Fund for AgriCUltural Development (IFAD).
* * Includes (inter alia) Peace Corps, international narcotics control, peacekeeping operations, refugee assistance programs, the operating budget

for USAID, trade and development programs, the Inter-American Foundation, the Africa Development Foundation, and the Miscellaneous
Trust Fund.

* * *Loans at U.S. Treasury cost-of-money interest rates for purchase of military equipment and services.
#Adjusted based on appendixes A and B, Commission on Security and Economic Assistance (Carlucci Report), 1983.
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Appendix Table 2.4 U.S. Foreign Cooperative Program Obligations, Total and by Major
Classifications (in constant 1982 $ billions)

Sources: USAID, u.s. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.: various years); USAID, 1983 Presentation to Office of Management and
Budget (Washington, D.C.: October 1982); USAID, Congressional Presentation, Fiscal Year 1984 (Washington, D.C.: 1983), reproduced
from the Commission on Security and Economic Assistance, A Report to the Secretary of State (Carlucci Report), November 1983.

* Includes contribution to International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD).
* * Includes (inter alia) Peace Corps, international narcotics control, peacekeeping operations, refugee assistance programs, the operating budget

for USAID, trade and development programs, the Inter-American Foundation, the Africa Development Foundation, and the Miscellaneous
Trust Fund.

* * * Loans at U.S. Treasury cost-of-money interest rates for purchase of military equipment and services.
#Adjusted based on appendixes A and S, Commission on Security and Economic Assistance (Carlucci Report), 1983.

Appendix Table 2.5 Distribution of Total U.S. Foreign Assistance by Type for
Selected Periods

1946-83 1980-83

Type of
Assistance

Development Assistance
P.L. 480
ESF
Other Economic Assistance
Military Assistance

TOTAL

Amount Percentage Amount, Percentage
'<$ billions) of Total ($ billions) of Total

56.4 21.2 8.2 17.6
34.2 12.9 5.7 12.1
35.6 13.4 10.3 .22.0
39.1 14.7 7.4 15.9

100.5 37.8 15.2 32.4

265.8 100.0 46.8 100.0

Source: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.: 1984).
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Appendix Table 2.6 Distribution of Total U.S. Foreign Assistance by Region, 1946-83
($ billions)

Total Distributed Between Distributed Between
Region Assistance Loans Grants Economic Military

Near East and South Asia 84.0 42.5 41.5 47.1 . 36.9
% of total 32 51 49 56 44

East Asia 65.7 10.4 55.3 28.0 37.7
% of total 25 16 84 43 57

European Nations 45.8 10.8 35.0 28.8 17.0
% of total 17 24 76 '63 37

Latin America 17.6 9.8 7.8 14.9 2.7
% of total 7 56 44 85 15

Africa 13.0 4.6 8.4 11.0 2.0
% of total 5 35 65 85 15

Oceania and Others 1.0 0.1 0.9 0.9 0.1
% of total 10 90 90 10

Canada
% of total

Interregional Activities 38.7 0.3 38.4 34.6 4.1
% of total 14 1 99 89 11

TOTAL 265.8 78.5 187.3 165.3 100.5
% of total 100 30 70 62 38

Source: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.: 1984).

* Less than $50 million.
* *Less than 0.5 percent.

Appendix Table 2.7 All Countries Receiving U.S. Foreign Assistance by GNP Rank
and by Kind, 1980-83 ($ millions)

Other
GNP FA DeveL P.L. Economic Military Total
Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

.91 Bhutan 0 2.4 0 0 0 2.4
% of total 100 100

~ 78 Chad 3.1 9.4 2.8 0 15.3
% of total 20 62 18 100

4 12 Bangladesh 313.6 340.6 0 0 0.6 654.8
% of total 48 52 100

5 70 Ethiopia 0 25.3 0 0 0 25.3
% of total 100 100

6 50 Mali 49.5 5.7 0 5.3 0.4 60.9
% of total 81 9 9 1 100

7 32 Zaire 37.3 50.7 5.0 15.9 34.5 143.4
% of total 26 35 4 11 24 100

8 45 Nepal 56.7 14.5 0 6.6 0.3 78.1
% of total 73 19 8 100

9 55 Burma 26.4 0.2 0 20.3 0.4 47.3
% of total 56 43 1 100

10 41 Burkina Faso (Upper Volta) 34.8 41.3 0 5.7 0.4 82.2
% of total 42 50 .10 1 100

11 76 Guinea-Bissau 8.0 8.2 0 0 16.2
% of total 49 51 100

12 63 Malawi 25.2 4.3 0 2.7 0.3 32.5
% of total 78 13 8 1 100

13 67 Uganda 16.6 13.7 0 0 0.2 30.5
% of total 54 45 1 100

14 69 Burundi 18.2 8.8 0 0.3 27.3
% of total 67 32 1 100
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Appendix Table 2.7 All Countries Receiving O.S. Foreign Assistance by GN PRank
and by Kind, 1980-83 ($ millions)

Other
GNP FA Devel. P.L. Economic Military Total
Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

15 43 Niger 52.2 5.3 5.0 9.6 7.4 79.5
% of total 66 7 6 12 9 100

16 40 Tanzania 47.2 38.9 0 3.8 0 89.9
% of total 53 43 4 100

17 19 Somalia 65.7 138.1 46.0 0 96.4 346.2
% of total 19 40 13 28 100

18 4 India 395.2 532.7 0 0 0.5 928.4
% of total 43 57 100

19 66 Rwanda 17.1 11.7 0 0.3 1.7 30.8
% of total 55 38 1 5 100

20 84 Central African Republic 1.0 1.1 0 5.4 7.5
% of total 13 15 72 100

21 65 Togo 13.3 8.6 0 9.1 31.0
% of total 43 28 29 100

22 79 Benin (Dahomey) 7.3 4.2 0 3.6 0 15.1
% of total 48 28 24 100

23 92 China 0 2.3 0 0 0 2.3
% of total 100 100

24 72 Gambia, The 15.4 4.7. 0 3.2 0 23.3
% of total 66 20 14 100

25 68 Madagascar 0.4 29.7 0 0 30.1
% of total 1 99 100

26 61 Guinea 11.1 23.8 0 0 34.9
% of total 32 68 100

27 93 Sao Tome and Principe 1.6 0.6 0 0 0 2.2
% of total 73 27 100

28 31 Haiti 48.6 81.0 11.0 1.6 1.7 143.9
% of total 34 56 8 1 1 100

29 44 Ghana 16.4 53.1 0 8.0 1.0 78.5
% of total 21 68 10 1 100

30 25 Sri Lanka 176.7 105.6 0 2.3 284.6
% of total 62 37 1 100

31 22 Kenya 90.9 79.0 60.7 13.5 81.8 325.9
% of total 28 24 19 4 25 100

32 71 Cape Verde 12.4 10.9 0 0 23.3
% of total 53 47 100

33 60 Sierra Leone 8.9 16.1 0 10.6 35.6
% of total 25 45 30 100

34 6 Pakistan 0 307.7 300.0 6.6 261.4 875.7
% of total 35 34 1 30 100

35 9 Sudan 112.5 139.1 272.3 0 203.2 727.1
% of total 16 19 37 28 100

36 53 Mauritania 22.6 23.6 0 4.9 0.1 51.2
% of total 44 46 10 100

37 34 Senegal 55.1 58.6 5.0 7.8 1.1 127.6
% of total 43 46 4 6 1 100

38 42 Lesotho 42.8 33.3 0 5.3 0 81.4
% of total 53 41 6 100

39 27 Liberia 40.9 50.6 104.2 11.2 34.3 241.2
% of total 17 21 43 5 14 100

40 35 Bolivia 20.3 99.9 0 5.4 0.3 125.9
% of total 16 80 4 100

41 36 North Yemen 82.4 2.2 0 4.4 20.5 109.5
%of total 75 2 4 19 100
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Appendix Table 2.7 All Countries Receiving U.S. Foreign Assistance by GNP Rank
and by Kind, 1980-83 ($ millions)

Other
GNP FA Deve!. P.L. Economic Military Total
Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

43 82 Guyana 5.5 2.5 0 0.2 8.2
% of total 67 31 2 100

44 11 Indonesia 290.8 238.1 0 0 134.9 663.8
% of total 44 36 20 100

45 33 Zambia 0.1 51.8 80.1 0 0 132.0
% of total 39 61 100

47 17 Honduras 133.9 39.0 92.8 10.5 92.4 368.6
% of total 36 11 25 3 25 100

48 2 Egypt 0 1151.8 3215.0 0 2780.9 7147.7
% of total 16 45 39 100

49 8 EI Salvador 175.0 115.2 309.0 0.9 204.7 804.8
% of total 22 14 38 26 100

50 90 Ivory Coast 0 0 2.8 2.8
% of total 100 100

51 29 Zimbabwe 0 6.8 182.9 0 0.2 189.9
% of total 4 96 100

52 16 Morocco 44.1 145.5 0 10.1 192.7 392.4
% of total 11 37 3 49 100 .

54 13 Philippines 154.4 66.2 150.0 20.2 253.7 .644.5
% of total 24 10 23 3 40 100

55 96 Papua New Guinea 0 0 0 1.2 1.2
% of total 100 100

56 48 Cameroon 48.4 5.6 0 9.0 9.6 72.6
% of total 67 8 12 13 100

57 15 Thailand 91.2 0 14.8 19.6 268.9 394.5
% of total 23 4 5 68 100

60 58 Swaziland 32.1 1.2 0 5.2 0 38.5
% of total 83 3 14 100

61 38 Nicaragua 20.8 19.6 62.8 1.7 0 104.9
% of total 19 19 60 2 100

62 49 Botswana 0.4 15.3 44.9 5.5 6.4 72.5
% of total 21 62 8 9 100

65 23 Costa Rica 63.8 49.5 177.0 6.8 6.7 303.8
% of total 21 17 58 2 2 100

66 24 Peru 124.5 147.6 0 9.5 17.2 298.8
% of total 42 49 3 6 100

68 46 Guatemala 37.4 21.8 10.0 8.0 0 77.2
% of total 49 28 13 10 100

69 74 Belize 6.7 0 10.0 3.8 0.1 20.6
% of total 32 49 19 100

70 73 Mauritius 0.3 16.4 4.0 0 0 20.7
% of total 2 79 19 100

71 83 Congo 4.2 3.5 0 0 0.1 7.8
- % of total 54 45 1 100

72 3 Turkey 0 0.2 983.0 3.0 1266.9 2253.1
% of total 44 56 100

73 21 Tunisia 36.2 54.3 10.0 3.6 229.5 333.6
% of total 11 16 3 1 69 100

74 20 Jamaica 66.7 64.7 190.9 7.9 7.3 337.5
% of total 20 19 57 2 2 100

75 26 Dominican Republic 97.6 82.9 49.0 10.3 19.0 258.8
% of total 38 32 19 4 7 100

76 54 Colombia 0.3 4.6 0 30.8 11.8 47.5
% of total 10 65 25 100
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Appendix Table 2.7 All Countries Receiving U.S. Foreign Assistance by "GNP Rank
and by Kind, 1980-83 ($ millions)

Other
GNP FA Deve!. P.L. Economic Military Total
Rank Rank Country. Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

77 75 Paraguay 3.3 1.2 0 12.3 0.1 16.9
% of total 19 7 73 1 100

78 39 Ecuador 59.6 7.4 0 12.8 17.2 97.0
% of total 61 8 13 18 100

79 89 Syria 0 3.0 0 0 0 3.0
% of total 100 100

80 18 Jordan' 0 4.7 114.0 0 233.3 352.0
% of total 1 33 66 100

84 64 Chile 0.1 16.0 0 15.7 0 31.8
% of total 50 50 100

85 57 Malaysia 0 0.6 0 5.7 32.8 39.1
% of total 1 15 84 100

86 86 Brazil 0 2.4 0 2.2 0 4.6
% of total 52 48 100

87 10 South Korea 0 54.1 0 4.3 647.3 705.7
% of total 8 92 100

88 102 Argentina 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1
% of total 100 100

89 56 Panama 27.7 5.3 0 11.6 44.6
% of total 62 12 26 100

91 14 Portugal 0 38.0 105.0 0 263.3 406.3
% of total 9 26 65 100

92 62 Mexico 0 0 0 34.1 0.4 34.5
% of total 99 1 100

94 85 Seychelles 1.1 1.3 4.0 0.6 0 7.0
% of ,total 16 19 57 8 100

96# 94 Uruguay 0 0 0 1.9 0.1 2.0
% of total 95 5 100

99 101 Yugoslavia 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.2
% of total 100 100

101 98 Suriname 0 0 0.5 0.1 0.6
% of total 83 17 100

104 51 Cyprus 0 0.2 59.0 0 0 59.2
% of total 100 100

105 97 Barbados 0 0.2 0 0.4 0.3 0.9
% of total 22 45 33 100

106 5 Greece 0 0 0 0 888.2 888.2
% of total 100 100

108 99 Venezuela 0 0 0 0.4 0.1 0.5
% of total 80 20 100

109 81 Gabon 0 0 0 5.1 6.4 11.5
% of total 44 56 100

111 7 Spain 0 0 48.0 0.3 781.6 829.9
% of total 6 94 100

113 Israel 0 1.0 3140.0 0 5500.0 8641-.0
% of total 36 64 100

115 30 Oman 0 0 35.0 1.9 110.2 147.1
% of total 24 1 75 100

116 47 Italy 73.1 0 0 0 0 73.1
% of total 100 100

117 103 Singapore 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1
% of total 100 100

118 100 Trinidad and Tobago 0 0 0 0.3 0 0.3
% of total 100 100
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Appendix Table 2.7 All Countries Receiving U.S. Foreign Assistance by GNP Rank
and by Kind, 1980-83 ($ millions)

Other
GNP FA Deve!. P.L. Economic Military Total
Rank Rank Country Assist. 480 ESF Assist. Assist. Assist.

125 104 Austria 0 0 0 0
% of total

128 106 Iceland 0 0 0 0
% of total

131 105 Finland 0 0 0 0
% of total

Countries Without GNP Rank:

80 Angola 0 13.4 0 0 0 13.4
% of total 100 100

95 Comoros 0 1.8 0 0 0 1.8
% of total 100 100

77 Djibouti 3.3 5.0 6.0 0 1.7 16.0
% of total 21 31 37 11 100

87 Equatorial Guinea 3.0 0.4 0 0 0.1 3.5
% of total 86 11 3 100

52 Kampuchea 0 58.3 0 0 0 58.3
% of total 100 100

28 Lebanon 45.6 2.2 20.1 0 155.0 222.9
% of total 21 1 9 69 100

59 Mozambique 0 37.9 0 0 0 37.9
% of total 100 100

37 Poland 0 102~9 5.0 0 0 107.9
% of total 95 5 100

107 Taiwan 0 0 0 0
% of total

88 Western Samoa 0 0 0 3.5 0 3.5
% of total 100 100

Regional:

Near East and South Asia 15.9 9.6 50.1 0.6 76.2
% of total 21 12 66 1 100

Latin America 241.9 17.2 74.9 32.9 4.3 371.2
% of total 65 5 20 9 1 100

Asia 75.3 0 0 0.8 0 76.1
% of total 99 1 100

Africa 332.6 0.2 53.8 0 0 386.6
% of total 86 14 100

Oceania and Others 8.7 0 21.9 0.1 30.7
% of total 28 71 1 100

Interregional Activities 3965.9 589.3 152.8 6939.0 252.1 11899.1
% of total 34 5 1 58 2 100

TOTAL 8238.9 5665.2 10266.4 7438.6 15160.3 46769.4
% of total 18 12 22 16 32 100

Source: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.:1984).

Note: There are approximately 60 countries that did not receive foreign assistance in the period 1980-83. In addition to most of the countries
in the developed world, these included a number of countries with low GNP ranks, such as Laos (80) and Nigeria (760).

* Less than 50,000.
* *Less than 0.5 percent.

#World Development Report 1984.
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Appendix Table 2.8 Loans, Grants, and Repayments of U.S. Foreign Assistance, 1946-83
($ millions)

LOANS

GNP Total Loans Repayments Loans Less
Rank Country and Grants Total and Interest Repayments *

1 Bhutan 2.5 0 0 0
2 Chad 76.5 0 0 0
3 Laos 2509.3 0 0 0
4 Bangladesh 1856.0 769.2 127.0 642.2
5 Ethiopia 678.0 179.2 91.2 88.0
6 Mali 192.3 6.8 1.5 5.3
7 Zaire 917.2 478.1 153.5 324.6
8 Nepal 318.3 7.6 3.3 4.3
9 Burma 237.6 40.4 64.8 -24.4

10 Burkina Faso (Upper Volta) 197.7 0 0 0

11 Guinea-Bissau 27.4 0 0 0
12 Malawi 90.8 33.1 5.7 27.4
13 Uganda 77.9 11.6 3.5 8.1
14 Burundi 45.6 0 0 0
15 Niger 185.9 9.0 1.6 7.4
16 Tanzania 336.6 93.5 22.8 70.7
17 Somalia 480.4 158.9 17..6 141.3
18 India 10975.0 7517.8 5251.5 2266.3
19 Rwanda 56.3 1.5 0.4 1.1
20 Central African Republic 21.9 0 0 0

21 Togo 75.4 0 0 0
22 Benin (Dahomey) 59.9 23.7 2.9 20.8
23 China 2.3 0 0 0
24 Gambia, The 38.7 0 0 0
25 Madagascar 51.5 22.6 2.2 20.4
26 Guinea 185.5 105.8 36.3 69.5
27 Sao Tome and Principe 2.6 0 0 0
28 Haiti 396.2 101.0 14.4 86.6
29 Ghana 442.6 275.9 149.4 126.5
30 Sri Lanka 731.3 554.0 105.5 448.5

31 Kenya 645.0 328.4 106.2 222.2
32 Cape Verde 54.8 3.0 0 3.0
33 Sierra Leone 110.7 16.7 4.5 12.2
34 Pakistan 6525.2 3686.5 1274.2 2412.3
35 Sudan 847.5 242.7 44.6 198.1
36 Mauritania 100.6 1.4 2.2 -0.8
37 Senegal 235.3 9.6 7.1 2.5
38 Lesotho 141.4 0 0 0
39. Liberia 545.4 195.0 40.1 154.9

. 40 Bolivia 941.2 436.6 152.0 284.6

41 North Yemen 219.3 20.4 0.2 20.2
42 South Yemen 4.5 0 0 0
43 Guyana 112.7 75.7 15.0 60.7
44 Indonesia 3642.0 2682.0 836.5 1845.5
45 Zambia 267.8 227.5 44.9 182.6
47 Honduras 658.4 364.5 69.3 295.2
48 Egypt 13690.7 8696.7 1453.2 7243.5
49 EI Salvador 1028.3 459.5 65.3 394.2
50 Ivory Coast 47.9 14.3 9.6 4.7

51 Zimbabwe 196.9 5.0 7.7 -2.7
52 Morocco 1660.0 1004.4 661.3 343.1
53 Nigeria 408.3 83.9 31.7 52.2
54 Philippines 3611.5 970.7 428.4 542.3
55 Papua New Guinea 1.6 0 0 0
56 • Cameroon 147.9 58.7 18.7 40.0
57 Thailand 2734.5 537.3 239.5 297.8
60 Swaziland 73.1 10.8 0.9 9.9

61 Nicaragua 424.6 264.7 51.3 213.4
62 Botswana 170.4 22:7 4.5 18.2
65 Costa Rica 559.7 361.3 52.0 309.3
66 Peru 1146.7 610.6 285.2 325.4
68 Guatemala 551.5 209.4 69.9 139.5
69 Belize 30.1 10.6 10.6
70 Mauritius 40.8 15.3 1.6 13.7
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Appendix Table 2.8 Loans, Grants, and Repayments of U.S. Foreign Assistance, 1946-83
($ millions)

LOANS

GNP Total Loans Repayments Loans Less
Rank Country .and Grants Total and Interest Repayments'- . -

71 Congo 17.2 1.9 1.9
72 Turkey 10216.2 3779.0 1551.1 2227.9
73 Tunisia 1357.7 761.4 350.7 410.7
74 Jamaica 512.2 401.5 35.1 366.4
75 Dominican Republic 892.3 519.5 167.6 351.9
76 Colombia 1627.5 1104.1 605.0 499.1
77 Paraguay 225.0 89.7 52.5 37.2
78 Ecuador 587.6 236.5 166.5 70.0
79 Syria 582.0 494.2 62.3 431.9
80 Jordan 2617.2 920.4 421.6 498.8

84 Chile 1395.9 917.7 584.7 333.0
85 Malaysia 266.3 187.1 169.7 17.4
86 Brazil 3068.4 1990.3 1032.9 957.4
87 South Korea 14200.5 3207.8 1758.1 1449.7
88 Argentina 462.9 357.1 338.4 18.7
89 Panama 481.6 265.1 90.0 175.1
90 Hungary 32.7 15.9 21.8 -5.9

91 Portugal 1624.6 789.5 401.6 387.9
92 Mexico 369.1 123.6 118.5 5.1
93 Algeria 203.3 11.6 14.2 -2.6
94 Seychelles 9.1 0 0 0
95 South Africa 1.3 1.3 1.3
96 Uruguay 250.6 147.1 91.7 55.4
98 Romania 22.4 0 0 0
99 Yugoslavia 2832.2 922.0 788.9 133.1

101 Suriname 6.5 1.0 1.3 -0.3
102 Malta 84.4 5.0 0.7 4.3
104 Cyprus 193.3 1.2 0.6 0.6
105 Barbados 3.9 0 0 0
106 Greece 6283.2 2085.5 1256.5 829.0
107 Bahamas 0.3 0 0 0
108 Venezuela 353.9 252.5 292.3 -39.8
109 Gabon 28.7 12.2 8.1 4.1

111 Spain 3234.3 1464.1 682.9 781.2
112 Ireland 146.5 128.2 173.0 -44.8
113 Israel 25345.2 12433.8 5051.3 7382.5
114 Hong Kong 43.8 0 0 0
115 Oman 149.2 130.0 30.5 99.5
116 Italy 5954.2 401.2 486.7 -85.5
117 Singapore 22.0 17.2 8.5 8.7
118 Trinidad and Tobago 40.9 0 0 0
119 New Zealand 8.6 5.8 5.8 0
120 libya 230.1 7.0 8.4 -1.4

123 United ~ingdom 8779.6 4213.3 3226.0 987.3
124 Belgium/Luxembourg 1867.5 106.8 139.5 -32.7
125 Austria 1257.0 52.9 54.3 -1.4
126 Netherlands 2312.3 188.8 239.9 -51.1
127 Japan 3950.8 964.3 1060.5 -96.2
128 Iceland 82.3 46.5 57.2 -10.7
129 Bahrain 2.4 0 0 0
130 France 8466.7 706.9 867.2 -160.3

131 Finland 57.2 52.8 56.6 -3.8
132 Australia 123.6 123.4 127.9 -4.5
133 West Germany 4980.5 1233.8 1212.9 20.9
134 Denmark 922.0 34.3 45.9 -11.6
135 Canada 30.5 17.5 18.8 -1.3
136 Saudi Arabia 324.2 258.5 257.4 1.1
138 Sweden 109.0 22.0 27.0 -5.0
139 Norway 1245.7 63.4 81.0 -17.6
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Appendix Table 2.8 Loans, Grants, and Repayments of {I.S. Foreign Assistance, 1946-83
($ millions)

LOANS

GNP
Rank Country

Total Loans
and Grants Total

Repayments
and Interest

Loans Less
Repayments·

Countries Without GNP Rank:

Afghanistan 542.7 117.3 40.3 77.0
Albania 20.4 0 ·0 0
Angola 16.1 0 0 0
West Berlin 131.9 0 0 0
CENTO 39.6 0 0 0
Comoros 1.8 0 0 0
Cuba 20.1 0 0 0
Czechoslovakia 193.0 7.6 3.5 4.1
Djibouti 18.8 0 0 0
Entente States 38.3 33.7 3.8 29.9
Equatorial Guinea 3.5 0 0 0
East Germany . 0.8 0 0 0
Indochina Associated States 1557.1 0 0 0
Iran 2170.4 797.8 840.1 -42.3
Iraq 95.5 14.4 15.5 -1.1
Kampuchea 2189.9 288.9 80.8 208.1
Lebanon 499.9 261.7 103.2 158.5
Mozambique 76.1 14.0 0.9 13.1
Pacific Islands 824.2 0.9 1.0 -0.1
Poland 646.9 146.0 147.9 -1.9
Portuguese Territories

in Africa 3.4 0 0 0
Ryukyu Islands 413.7 19.1 17.3 1.8
Taiwan 6567.3 944.0 916.1 27.9
USSR 186.4 0 0 0
Vietnam 23362.9 565.7 489.4 76.3
Western Samoa 12.4 0 0 0

TOTAL 222974.7 77500.9 38995.4 38505.5 1

Regional Spending
Near East and South Asia 607.0 0 0 0
Latin America 1457.3 459.5 75.3 384.2
Asia 414.7 0 0 0
Africa 1007.3 87.3 3.7 83.6
Europe 619.0 170.5 254.4 -83.9
Oceania and Others 61.0 0 0 0

Interregional Spending 38694.2 266.9 202.9 64.0

TOTAL COUNTRIES AND REGIONS 265835.2 78485.1 39531.7 38953.4

Source: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants (Washington, D.C.:1984).

Note: GNP rank 137 is held by Luxembourg. In this source, financial assistance is combined with that for Belgium, GNP rank 124.

•A negative balance in this column denotes loan has been repaid. Amount shown in column represents interest paid on loan.
• *Less than $50,000.

92 Solving World Hunger: The U.S. Stake



Appendix Table 2.9 USAID Program and Budget Process
Some steps in this process:

-At regular intervals, each in-country mission drafts a Country Development Strategy Statement (CDSS), which analyzes the country's economic
situation and development programs, and describes USAID goals and strategy.

-In the Annual Budget Submission (ABS), the mission lists projects in order of priority, with funding required, and includes descriptions of
proposed new projects.

-USAID regional and central bureaus review the ABS and recommend bureau programs and levels to the Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination (PPC). -

-PPC drafts a proposed USAID program and funding levels.
-The USAID administrator decides differences between PPC and bureaus.
-The State Department reviews USAID program and funding levels.
-State and USAID submit their views (if different) to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the White House.
-OMB reviews USAID program and funding levels.
-The president submits the budget for the entire U.S. government to Congress. .
-USAID submits a justification (Congressional Presentation) of its program and budget to Congress, and testifies in hearings.
-EITHER Congress passes a bill that determines the amount of funds available for obligation in the budget year,

OR
-Congress fails to complete action and passes a "continuing resolution" allowing for funding of existing (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 preparation of the ABS. -

Note that new projects originate as proposals from USAID in-country missions (unless they are worldwide or regional in scope), and their final
approval depends on their consistency with the program approved by Congress.

Following project approval, USAID solicits proposals for carrying out the project. USAID and the host nation select the contractor and negotiate
an agreement, and implementation begins.

Source: John C. Rothberg, "U.S. Foreign Assistance, A.I.D. and BIFAD-An Introduction," BIFAD Staff Paper, 1984 (Mimeographed), 12-13.

Appendix"Table 3.1 Major Primary Commodity Exports of Developing Countries, 1979-81
Developing Country Exports, 1979-81 Average Major Suppliers, 1979-81

(percentage
of world

Commodity ($ billions) exports) (percentage of world exports of commodity)

Petroleum 253.0 83.4 Saudi Arabia 28, Nigeria 7, Iraq 6, Libya 6
Coffee 10.2 91.9 Brazil 18, Colombia 18, Ivory Coast 6, EI Salvador 5
Copper 5.8- 60.7 Chile 20, Zambia 12, Peru 7, Zaire 7
Timber 5.7 30.1 Malaysia 9, Indonesia8, Ivory Coast 2, Philippines 2
Sugar 4.6 35.3 Brazil 7, Philippines 4, Dominican Republic 3, Thailand 2
Rubber 3.9 98.4 Malaysia 49, Indonesia 25, Thailand 15, Sri Lanka 4
Cotton 3.2 43.3 Egypt 6, Mexico 4, Pakistan 4, Turkey 4
Iron ore 3.1 45.1 Brazil 22, India 5, Liberia 4
Bauxite 2.8 26.9 Jamaica 7, Guinea 3, Suriname 3, Venezuela 3
Cocoa 2.7 94.0 Ivory Coast 23, Ghana 21, Nigeria 15, Brazil 12
Tin 2.5 79.2 Malaysia 33, Thailand 15, Indonesia 14, Bolivia 12
Rice 2.4 47.9 Thailand 20, Pakistan 19, India 5, Burma 4
Tobacco 1.7 42.3 Brazil 8, Turkey 7, Zimbabwe 5, India 4
Maize 1.7 15.4 Argentina 7, Thailand 3
Palm oil 1.4 77.8 Malaysia 63, Indonesia 10, Ivory Coast 2
Tea 1.4 73.4 India 27, Sri Lanka 19, Kenya 9, Indonesia 5
Beef 1.4 16.3 Argentina 7, Uruguay 2
Phosphate rock 1.3 62.8 Morocco 34, Jordan 7, Togo 5, Senegal 3
Bananas 1.2 92.5 Costa Rica 17, Ecuador 17, Honduras 17, Philippines 9

Source: World Bank, Commodity Trade and Price Trends (1983-84), tables 10 and 11, as cited in John W. Sewell, Richard E. Feinberg, and
Valeriana Kallab, eds., U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World: Agenda 1985-86 (Washington, D.C.: Overseas Development Council,
1985), 195.
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Appendix Table 3.2 U.S. Imports from Developing Countries by Commodity Group, 1975-83

Class of
Imports

Total
U.S.

Imports
1975 1983

.($ billions) ($ billions)

Developing
Countries"
Share of

U.S. Exports
1975 1983

(%) (%)

Average
Annual

Growth of Total
U.S. Imports

1975-83

(%)

Average Annual
Growth of U.S.

Imports from
Developing
Countries
1975-83

(%)

Foods, Feeds, and
Beverages 10.5 19.6 58.8 53.2 8.1 6.8

Fuels2 28.4 61.0 79.5 72.6 10.0 8.8

Industrial Supplies3 24.1 50.9 24.1 26.4 9.8 11.1

Capital Goods4 10.1 42.1 18.6 30.5 19.5 27.1

Autos5 12.8 42.2 2.0 5.1 16.1 30.2

Consumer Goods6 14.7 47.6 42.8 53.6 15.8 19.1

Other7 2.8 6.4 23.6 24.8 10.9 11.6

TOTAL 103.4 269.9 42.7 40.9 12.7 12.3

($ value in billions) (43.6) (110.3)

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade (Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO), tables E-7 and 1-8C (December 1975),
tables E-7 and 1-13 (December 1981), and table E-6 (December 1983); and unpublished U.S. Department of Commerce import data
for 1983. As cited in John W. Sewell, Richard E. Feinberg, and Valeriana Kallab, eds., U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World: Agenda
1985-86 (Washington, D.C.: Overseas Development Council, 1985), 185.

Note: Imports are c.i.f. (customs, insurance, and freight) transaction values.

, Excludes all centrally planned developing economies; includes Israel.

21ncludes coal and related fuels, petroleum and petroleum products, and natural gas.

31ncludes (inter alia) cotton, agricultural materials for industry, iron and steel, primary metals, lumber, chemicals, textiles, leather, and glass.

41ncludes (inter alia) electrical industrial equipment, nonelectrical industrial machinery, tractors, electronic computers, scientific instruments, and
aircraft and railway equipment.

51ncludes cars, trucks, buses, special-purpose vehicles, engines, and parts.

61ncludes (inter alia) electric household appliances, radios, televisions, phonographs, clocks and watches, sporting equipment, apparel, and other
nondurables. .

71ncludes (inter alia) military-type goods and miscellaneous items.
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Appendix Table 3.3 U.S. Exports to Developing Countries by Commodity Group, 1975-83

Average Annual
Developing Average Growth of U.S.

Total Countries' , Annual Exports to
U.S. Share of Growth of Total Developing

Class of Exports U.S. Exports U.S. Exports Countries
Imports 1975 1983 1975 1983 1975-83 1975-83

($ billions) ($ billions) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Foods, Feeds, and
Beverages 19.1 30.9 35.0 41.6 6.2 8.5

Fuels2 4.8 9.9 15.3 28.9 9.5 18.6

Industrial Supplies3 25.4 46.8 38.6 34.9 7.9 6.6

Capital Goods4 35.4 67.2 42.7 40.6 8.3 7.7

Autos5 10.1 16.8 27.4 18.8 6.6 1.7

Consumer Goods6 6.5 13.4 35.6 38.6 9.5 10.6

Other7 6.4 15.4 53.3 46.9 11.6 9.8

TOTAL 107.7 200.4 37.9 37.4 8.1 7.9

($ value in billions) (40.8) (74.9)

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade (Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO). tables E-7 and 1-8C (December 1975),
tables E-7 and 1-13 (December 1981), and table E-6 (December 1983). As cited in John W. Sewell, Richard E. Feinberg, and Valeriana
Kallab, eds., U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World: Agenda 1985-86 (Washington, D.C.: Overseas Development Council, 1985), 185.

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

1 Excludes all centrally planned developing economies; includes Israel.

21ncludes coal and related fuels, petroleum and petroleum products, and natural gas.

31ncludes (inter alia) cotton, agricultural materials for industry, iron and steel, primary metals, lumber, chemicals, textiles, leather, and glass.

41ncludes (inter alia) electrical industrial equipment, nonelectrical industrial machinery, tractors, electronic computers, scientific instruments, and
aircraft and railway equipment.

51ncludes cars, trucks, buses, special-purpose vehicles, engines, and parts.

61ncludes (inter alia) electric household appliances, radios, televisions, phonographs, clocks and watches, sporting equipment, apparel, and other
nondurables.

71ncludes (inter alia) military-type goods and miscellaneous items.
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Appendix Table 3.4 Ten Largest Developing-Country Markets for U.S. Exports, 1975-84
1975 1984 1975-84

Share of Share of
U.S. Exports U.S. Exports Average

to All to All Annual
U.S. Developing U.S. Developing Growth of

Country Exports Countries Exports Countries U.S. Exports*
($ billions) (%) ($ billions) (%) (%)

Mexico 5.1 12.5 12.0 16.1 10.0
South Korea 1.8 4.4 6.0 8.1 14.3
Saudi Arabia 1.5 3.7 5.6 7.5 15.8
Taiwan 1.7 4.2 5.0 6.7 12.7
Singapore 1.0 2.4 3.7 5.0 15.7
Venezuela 2.2 5.4 3.4 4.6 5.0
Hong Kong 0.8 2.0 3.1 4.2 16.2
China 0.3 0.7 3.0 4.0 29.2
Brazil 3.1 7.6 2.6 3.5 -1.9
South Africa 1.3 3.2 2.2 2.9 6.0

Total (10 Countries) 18.8 46.1 46.6 62.6 10.6

Other Developing Countries 22.0 53.9 27.8 37.4 2.7

Total U.S. Exports

Developing Countries
(as percentage of total exports)

107.7

40.8
37.9

217.9#

74.4
34.1

8.1

6.9

Developed Countries## .66.9 135.9 8.2
(as percentage of total exports) 62.1 62.4

Sources: Overseas Development Council table based on Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. GPO), table E-3 (December 1975) and table E-3 (December 1981), as cited in John P. Lewis and Valeriana Kallab, eds., U.S.
Foreign Policy and the Third World: Agenda 1983 (Washington, D.C., Overseas Development Council, 1983), 179; Bureau of the Cen­
sus, Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade, Rept. FT990IDecember 1984 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO, 1985), table B-5.

*Compound annual rates of change.

#Includes Communist areas in Europe and Asia.

##Does not include Communist areas in Europe and Asia.

Notes: Countries are ranked according to 1984 percentage shares of U.S. exports to developing countries. Data include dev~loping, centrally
planned economies. Total U.S. export figures include trade with unidentified countries. All figures are f.a.s. (free alongside ship) transac­
tion values.

96 Solving World Hunger: The U.S. Stake



Appendix Table 3.5 U.S. Trade with "Very Poor" and "Poor" Countries, 1984*
($ millions)

Very Poor Poor

Total Total
Country Transactions Exports Imports Country Transactions Exports Imports
China 6,385.5 3,004.3 3,381.2 Indonesia 7,083.8 1,216.3 5,867.5
India 4,306.4 1,569.6 2,736.8 Philippines 4,388.6 1,766.4 2,622.2
Zaire 600.5 82.3 518.2 Nigeria 3,182.3 576.8 2,605.5
Bangladesh 462.1 303.2 158.9 Egypt 2,886.2 2,704.2 182.0
Ethiopia 262.5 173.6 88.9 Thailand 2,538.1 1,112.5 1,425.6
Guinea 171.3 33.2 ,138.1 Dominican Republic 1,713.1 645.6 1,067.5
Madagascar 112.9 38.7 74.2 Pakistan 1,360.1 1,092.5 267.6
Uganda 100.8 3.2 97.6 EI Salvador 832.7 426.5 406.2
Somalia 77.0 76.1 0.9 Cameroon 816.4 65.8 750.6Tanzania 56.3 43.6 12.7 Haiti 813.8 419.4 394.4Togo 50.2 13.3 36.9 Honduras 771.5 321.7 449.8
Malawi 35.9 3.0 32.9 Morocco 564.9 525.8 39.1
Burma 30.7 16.0 14.7 Ivory Coast 563.1 64.5 498.6
Rwanda 26.7 9.0 17.7 Sri Lanka 394.1 92.1 302.0
Burkina Faso Bolivia 265.1 105.6 159.5

(Upper Volta) 20.9 20.8 0.1 Zambia 219.2 90.5 128.7
Mali 16.3 15.1 1.2 Liberia 214.8 96.7 118.1
Chad 16.2 16.1 0.1 Nicaragua 180.4 111.5 68.9
Gambia, The 15.1 14.4 0.7; Sudan 157.9 135.7 22.2
Benin (Dahomey) 12.8 12.5 0.3 Kenya 142.5 73.7 68.8
Nepal 12.0 3.9 8.1 Zimbabwe 138.7 63.6 75.1
Burundi 11.2 9.2 2.0 Guyana 138.5 50.9 87.6
Central African Senegal 97.7 94.8 2.9

Republic 4.0 0.9 3.1 Ghana 97.1 46.0 51.1
Laos 2.4 0.2 2.2 Papua New Guinea 82.5 53.1 29.4
Niger 2.3 1.8 0.5 South Yemen 79.7 62.2 17.5

North Yemen 77.3 68.8 8.5
Botswana 76.8 18.5 58.3
Sierra Leone 59.8 19.0 40.8
Mauritania 27.0 25.9 1.1
Swaziland 24.7 0.7 24.0
Lesotho 12.6 11.9 0.7

Total Very Poor Total Poor
Countries 12,792.0 5,464.0 7,328.0 Countries 30,001.0 12,159.2 17,841.8

TOTAL U.S. 559,064.8 217,888.0 341,176.8 TOTAL U. S. 559,064.8 217,888.0 341,176.8

Proportion Very Proportion Poor
Poor Countries Countries
(percent) 2.3 '2.5 2.1 (percent) 5.4 5.6 5.2

Source: Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade, Rept. FT990/December 1984 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO, 1985),
tables B-5 and C-8.

• "Very Poor" and "Poor" countries are defined according to figures on appendix table 1.1: those classified as very poor have 1983 per capita
GNPs of up to $300; those classified as poor have 1983 per capita GNPs of $301-$1000.

Appendix Table 3.6 U.S. Exports of and World Market Share for Selected Cereal Crops
for Various Years

Crop 1969-71
Market
Share

Actual

1981-82
Market
Share 1992-93

Projected
Market
Share,

(million tons) (percent) (million tons) (percent) (million tons) (percent)

Wheat 28.1 53 48.3 59 56.0 53
Coarse grains 44.8 76 58.2 74 94.3 78
Soybeans 18.9 73 31.0 71 33.3 60

Source: Larry Lev, Michael T. Weber, and H.C. Bittenbender, Michigan Agriculture and its Linkages to Developing Nations (East Lansing, Mich.:
Institute of International Agriculture, Michigan State University, March 1984), 38.
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Additional Reading*

I. Nonfiction
Brown, Lester. The State of the World, 1986. New York:

W. W. Norton and Company, 1986.
Annual publication of the Worldwatch Institute,

which analyzes major trends and developments in
world resources and the way they relate to each other.
Includes sections on ecological deficits and decline,
water efficiency, oil dependency, electric and nuclear
power, tobacco, Africa, and national security.

De Silva, Leelananda. Development Aid: A Guide to Facts
and Issues. Geneva: Third World Forum in Coopera­
tion with the United Nations Nongovernmental
Liaison Service, n.d. (Contact the Nongovernmental
Liaison Service, United Nations, New York, N.Y.
10017.)

A ~omprehensive compHation of data on devel­
opment assistance. Includes history of official
development assistance and comparative analysis of
types and levels of assistance being given by coun­
tdes and international organizations. Organized for
quick access to information. Includes suggestions for
reform.

Fenton, Thomas, and Mary Heffron. The Third World
Resource Directory: A Guide to Organizations and
Publications. Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1984.

An encyclopedia of material and organizations
with geographical as well as issue indices: e.g., food,
hunger, agribusiness, human rights, women. To be
updated biannually.

Gran, Guy. Development by People: Citizen Construction
of a Just World. New York: Praeger Publishers, 1983.

Analyzes why the poor in Third World countries
remain poor and discusses how this process can be
reversed through participatory development, so the
poor can become aware of the choices open to them
and of how they themselves can take the initiative
in improving their lives. Bibliography of over 2000
titles.

Higgens, Benjamin. Economic Development of a Small
Planet. New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1979.

Proposes a global approach to international
development, considering the interactions among
events and trends in both developed and developing
countries and how the economics of the former must
change if development is to occur in the latter. Policy
recommendations incorporate strateg ies emphasiz­
ing growth, quality of life, and basic human needs.

Huston, Perdita. Third World Women Speak Out. New
York: Praeger PUblishers, 1979.

Interviews with Third World women at the grass-

• Prepared by Communications for Development for its multimedia
development education package. "What's a Developing Country?"
and reprinted with permission.
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roots level. Their eloquent discussion of their every­
day lives underlines the need to recognize and
enhance women's productive roles if development is
to occur.

Jesus, Carolina Maria de. Child of the Dark. New York:
E.P. Dutton and Company, 1962. (Also available in
paperback from Signet Books.)

The diary of a simple, uneducated black woman
who wrote on scraps of paper picked up from the gut­
terabout her daily fight for survival for herself and
her three illegitimate children in a Brazilian slum.
Hailed by critics as "possibly one of the best books
to come from a Brazilian in this century." .

Kidron, Michael, and Ronald Segal. The New State of
the World Atlas. New York: Simon and Schuster,
1984.

A colorful and graphic representation of basic
international data and statistics. Through the use of
graphics, the authors interpret political, economic,
social; and cultural indicators, identifying topics of
public concern and explaining linkages among inter­
national events.

Kristensen, Thorkil. Development in Rich and Poor: A
General Theory with Statistical Analysis. New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1975.

Suggests that because all countries are develop­
ing, there is currently no one theory of development
that is applicable to all countries. Proposes another
general theory of development covering the eco­
nomic, social, cultural, political, and environmental
aspects of development.

Lappe, Francis Moore, and Joseph Collins. Food First:
Beyond the Myth ofScarcity. Boston: Houghton Mif­
flin Company, 1977.

Discusses why world hunger is not due to a lack
of food, but rather to how food is controlled by both
traditional landed elites and corporate agribusiness.
Offers strategies for improving this situation.

Nyerere, Julius K. Freedom and Development. New York:
Oxford University Press, 1973.

A selection from speeches and writings,
1968-73, by the president of Tanzania, who has
been described as "one of the rare philosopher­
kings." Nyerere relates the problems and possibilities
facing·an African nation in the processes of matura­
tion and development.

Sewell, John W., Richard E. Feinberg, and Valeriana
Kallab, eds. U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World:
Agenda, 1985-86. New York: Praeger Publishers,
1985~

Annual publication of the Overseas Develop­
ment Council with a series of articles on both global
interdependence and international development..
Among issues discussed: U.S. macroeconomic policy
and the developing countries, trade with developing
countries, and reordering priorities in U.S. foreign
aid. Over 120 pages of statistical tables relevant to
development.
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Shoemaker, Dennis E. The Global Connection: Local
Action for World Justice: A Development Education
Handbook. New York: Friendship Press, 1977.

Looks at development from a Christian perspec­
tive. Discusses the root causes of the gap between
rich and poor nations and how Christians can become
direct participants in bridging this gap. Identifies
fundamental weaknesses in local development efforts
of Christian groups and highlights responsible
models for improving these efforts.

Singer, W. Hans, and Javed A. Ansari. Rich and Poor
Countries. Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins Univer­
sity Press, 1977.

A look at some of the fundamental aspects of
the relationship between rich and poor countries,
focusing on both the general situation of the inter­
national economy as well as the effect of international
trade and multinational corporations on Third World
development. Includes chapters on the quantitative
and qualitative aspects of development aid.

Sivard, Ruth Leger. World Military and Social Expendi­
tures. Leesburg, Va.: WMSE Publications, 1974.

An annual accounting of the use of world
resources for social and military purposes, and an
objective basis for assessing relative priorities.

Sommer, John G. Beyond Charity: U.S. Voluntary Aid
for a Changing Third World. Washington, D.C.: Over­
seas Development Council, 1977.

Assesses the role of U.S. private voluntary organ­
izations in contributing to both emergency relief and
human resource development. Stresses the need to
focus on the problems of the very poor and to adopt
more participatory and self-reliant approaches to
development. Gives concrete recommendations for
how private voluntary organizations can be more
effective overseas and in the United States.

Tendler, Judith. Inside Foreign Aid. Baltimore, Md.: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975.

An insider's view of the problems surrounding
foreign aid. Discusses usual criticisms and recom­
mendations about development assistance. Adds
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The chapters included in part I of this book present a well-documented
overview of many of the important issues as now understood by develop­
ment scholars. The posture taken is an even-handed one, and the text
flows smoothly and logically.

The other two parts are presentations of what uses might be made of
the materials and how educational programs might be developed. The
strength of these is in the array of specific illustrations of programs under­
taken and sources of materials. So the book carries one beyond Infor­
'mation sharing to concrete educational activities an individual, group,
or institution might undertake.
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Board Member of several international development agencies
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and urban people to interpret the nature of the world food and poverty
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frequently misunderstood. Careful study of development issues will
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has been a positive supporter of international programs, and we con­
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book should help many universities extend the international thrust to
their respective clientele, whether it be as part of teaching, research, or
their total outreach activities.

Duane Acker
President, Kansas State University, and
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