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ABSTRACT

July 10, 1984 marked the 30th Anniversary of P.L. 480 (the Food
for Peace Program). Over the last three decades, the program has dis-
tributed almost 653 billion pounds of food products at a value of nearly
$40 billion to hungry people around the world. About 1.8 billion people
in more than 100 countries have directly benefitted from P.L. 480. At
the same time, practically every state in the U.S. gains from increased
commodity exports resulting from the food aid program which is financed in
large part by U.S. taxpayers. Proponents note further that U.S. foreign
policy objectives are aided by the program and that humanitarian benefits
are very large. Critics of P.L. 480 argue that the U.S. foreign food aid
program is largely a farm subsidy arrangement that "dumps' surplus commodi-~
ties on developing nations with little regard for their nutritional needs
or their ability to absorb the goods. Moreover some studies indicate that
food aid may sometimes displace normal commercial exports, may provide
disincencentives to the agricultural sector in the developing country,
and may camouflage the need for political or economic change in the reci-
pient country. This compilation of documents provides the reader with
basic historical, descriptive, and operational information on the largest

U.S. foreign food aid program=--P.L. 480.
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AN OVERVIBX OF PROCRAH OBJECTiVES, STRUCTURE AND PROCEDURES#*

Program Objectives and Amendments

In 1954 the 83rd Congress passed the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act (Public Law 83-480), thereby establishing the U.S,
international food assistance program commonly referred to as the "P.L.
480," or "Food for Peace," program. Throughout its history, the P.L. 480
program has served a variety of objectives, Summarized in the Preamble
to the Act, as amended, those objectives include:

". . . to expand international trade; to develop and

expand export markets for U.S. agricultural commodities;

to use the abundant agricultural productivity of the

United States to combat hunger and malnutrition, and

to encourage economic development in the developing

countries, with particular emphasis on assistance to

those countries that are determined to improve their

own agricultural production; and to promote in other

ways the foreign policy of the United States."”

Since the program's creation there have been shifts in the emphasis
placed on these different objectives, in response to changes in the
domestic and international enviromments in which the program must operate,
Yet all four types of objectives—-promoting agricultural trade, providing
humanitarian relief, aiding the economic advancement of developing
countries, and promoting U.S. foreign policy~-remain central to the
program's existence and operation.

To understand the importance of the P.L. 480 program's various
objectives it might be helpful to recall the domestic and international
contexts in which the program was created. Problems of supply~demand
imbalance have plagued U.S. agrriculture repeately since the early 1900's,
In the early 1950's U.S. agriculture was experiencing a period of pro-
duction exceeding demand that depressed prices, and thus farmes' incomes.
During both world wars, for example, the United States was the major
source of food and fiber for the nations of Europe. Soon after both
wars, however, foreign demand decreased as Europe's own agricultural
productive capacity was restored. As a consequence, the prices received
by U.S. farmers for their commodities deteriorated sharply.

*Fuell, Lawrence D., "The P.L. 480 (Food for Peace) Program: Titles I/III
Terms and Conditions; Planning and Implementation Procedures,'" U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service, April 1982.
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Beginning in the 1930's, Congress passed legislation aimed at im-
proving agricultural commodity prices including legislation that
established price supports and restricted production through acreage set-
asides, But except for brief respites during the Second World War, and
at the start of the Korean War when govermments stockpiled against possible
shortages, surpluses continued to accumulate in U.S. Govermment inventories,
at considerable taxpayer expeunse,

Concurrent with these agricutural trends, there were important
political and economic trends that contributed to the impetus for
creating the P.L. 480 program. First, there was a growing awareness after
the second world war, within the U.S. government as well as among the
general public, that America's economic prosperity was interdependent
with that of other nations. America's farmers became aware that their
highest income occurred when foreign demand for their products were high.
Second, at the end of the second world war the United States emerged
as the major economic power in the world. American leadership and willing-
ness to assume a more activist role in the internmational system were de-
monstrated by such policies and programs as the Truman Doctrine and the
Marshall Plan. The P.L. 480 program reflects this same kind of commit-
ment. A third, international economic trend that was particularly acute
after World War II was a shortage of foreign exchange in Europe and the
developing countries with which to buy goods from the United States.
The potential demand was there for U.S. agricultural and other commodities,
but not the financial means to purchase them.

It was imr this context that the P,L. 480 program was created. The
growing cost of stockpiling farm surpluses, a willingness to continue aid
efforts to Europe and the developing countries begun with the Marshall
Plan, and the lack of foreign exchange on the part of U.S. trade partners,
were all central to the establishment of the program. At the time of
the program's enactment, recipient countries paid for U.S. agricultural
commodities with their own noncovertible currencies. These currencies,
owned by the United States, almost always stayed in the recipient country
and were spent as the United States and the recipient country agreed,
Thus, the United States saved foreign currency it otherwise would have
needed to spend in the recipient country, Conversely, the recipient
country saved foreign exchange which it could use to buy other needed
imports,

As originally written P.L. 480 authorized three types of commodity
transfers: sales of commodities to be paid for with the local currency
of the recipient countries (title I), donations of commodities to meet
famine and other extraordinary relief requirements (title II) and barter
exchanges of commodities for strategic materials (title III). The bulk
of transfers during the first years of the program's operation were in the
form of sales for local currencies,
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During the first 10 years of the program's operation expanding U.S.
agricultural trade was probably the chief impetus of the P.L. 480 pro-
gram, However, other interests also played an imporant role. By the late
1950's, for example, as the economies of West European countries regained
their pre-war strength, concern for the U.S. balance of payments position
grew, In 1958 alone, U.S. gold reserves declined by more than $2 billion,
As a result, efforts were made to improve the U.S. balance of payments
position, without weakening P.L. 480 program objectives. Through the
years, amendments to the law were passed which increased the possible uses
of local currencies generated by P.L. 480 sales agreements. This reduced
the need to purchase local currencies with dollars for conducting official
U.S. government business. In addition, starting in 1959, recipient coun-
tries could purchase commodities on a dollar credit (DC) sales basis, with
long-term repayment periods, rather than making immediate payments using
local currencies. This authority was contained in a new title IV of the
Act.

In 1966 an important tdrning point in the history of the P.L. 480
program was reached. By this time the huge surpluses that had marked
U.S. agriculture in the 1950's and early 1960's had diminished. The
problems of world hunger and economic advancement in the developing
countries were subjects of increased discussion and debate inside as well
as outside the govermment. In light of these and other trends, the
Food for Peace Act was passed by Congress in 1966,

None of the original objectives of the program was abandoned by
the Food for Peace Act, but the intent of the Act concerning humanitarian
and development objectives in developing countries was strenghened.
References to U.S. agricultural surpluses were deleted from the language
of the Act, although commodity "availability" remained a prerequisite
for P.L. 480 shipments. In addition '"self-help" provisions were required
to be added to each sales agreement. These provisions specify some of
the ways in which the govermment in a recipient country will use the
local currencies generated by the resale fo P.L. 480 commodities,

The Food for Peace Act of 1966 also sought to improve the impact of
the program on the U.S. balance of payments position. An amendment to the
Act required that the President take steps to assure a progressive transition
from sales for foreign currencies to dollar credit (DC) sales agreements, or,
for those counties not capable of going directly to DC sales, tc a new
type of sales agreements called "convertible local currency credit’ (CLCC)
sales agreements. CLCC agreements are essentially the same as DC agreements,
except that they offer more time for principal repayment (40 instead of 20
years); a longer grace period to begin principal repayment (up to 10 years
vs. a maximum of 2 years for DC sales agreements); and they permit, at
the option of the U.S. govermment, payment in convertible currency of a
third country. Both authorities--to enter into DC and CLCC sales agree-
ments--were included in an amended title I of the Act.
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A second turning point in the history &f the P.L. 480 program occurred
during ‘the early 1970's. 1In 1972 there was a worldwide reduction in grain
production due to inclement weather and other production conditionms. At
the same time new and unexpected commercial export demands were made on U.S,
agricultural supplies, including large purchases of wheat and feed grains by
the U.S.S.R. Instead of the large surpluses and low prices that plagued
U.S. agriculture two decades earlier, the situation in 1972-1973 was one of
drastically reduced reserves and sharply rising prices,

The upshot of these new agricultural conditions for the P.L. 480
program was reduced levels of commodities available for export through the
program. Some developing countries found it necessary to enter regular
commercial markets for food commodities, at a time when commodity prices
were at all time highs due to limited supplies. The volume of agricultural
products exported under the P.L. 480 program fell to its lowest level ever
in fiscal years 1973 and 1974 due to the availability requirements of the
program.

Added to the economic pressures created by a tight food situation, in
1973 the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) quadrupled its
prices for petroleum. Because oil and food are major imports of most
developing countries, the economic situation of many of these countries
worsened.

In this context of heightened national and international concern over
the world food situation (the first World Food Conference was convened
in Rome in 1974), further revisions were made in the P.L. 480 program
legislation that were designed to strengthen the humanitarian and develop-
ment assistance emphases of the program. The principal changes since 1975
including the following:

--An amendment was added to the Act by the International
Development and Food Assistance Act of 1973, and further
amended by the International Development and Food Assis-~
tance Act of 1977, which required that at least 73% of title
I assistance provided each fiscal year should be allocated
to those nations which meet the poverty criteria of the
International Development Association of the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development (i.e., per capita
national income). '

--A requirement that a minimum of 1.3 million metric toms of
agricultural commodities be distributed through Title IT
donations, with one million metric tomns of that minimum to
be distributed through private voluntary organizaitons (PVO's)
and the World Food Program (WFP) of the United Nations, was
added by the International Development and Food Assistance
Act of 1973, The 1977 International Development and Food
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Assistance Act increased these levels to 1.6 million
metric tons of Title II donations, with a 1.3 million
metric tons subminimum by 1980. In 1981 the minimal
allocation of resources to be distributed through PY0's
and the WFP was changed to 1.2 million metric touns, and
includes only that food used in regular non-emergency
feeding programs. '

--A Food for Development Program was added to title III of
the Act by the International Development and Food Assis-
tance Act of 1977. These provisions permitted sales
agreements under the authority of title I that would
include (1) multi-year commitments of U.S. food aid to
a country, (2) loan repayment forgiveness, and (3) a
greater development assistance emphasis, especially in
the areas of agricultural development,

--The Secretary of Agriculture was given the authority, by
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, to determine that
some part of the domestic supply of commodities be available
under P.L. 480 in times of urgent need, even 1f 7.3,
supplies would not otherwise be available,

These and other revisions have strengthened the role of the P.L. 480
program for satisfying humanitarian food needs, and encouraging long-
term economic development in countries receiving P.L. 480 commodities,
The program continues to be a valuable tool for agricultural commodity
supply management, as well as for building and maintaining overseas markets
for U.S. agricultural commodities. Similarly, the program countinues to be
a valuable tool for promoting the foreign policy interests of the United
States.

Current Program Structure

The P.L. 480 progran, as currently operated, provides two types of
commodity transfers: concessional sales (Title I), and donations or grants
(Title IT). Title III of the Act, as amended, contains provisions of the
recently established Food for Development program, which, in conjunction
with Title I sales agreements, are designed to strengthen the impact of
U.S. food aid on the '"basic needs" of the rural poor in countries receiving
such aid, Title IV contains several general provisions.

In terms of the value of commodities exported, title I sales
agreements are the most important of the two types of agricultural trans-
fers made through the P.L. 480 program. More than 70 percent of the
value of all P.L. 480 transfars made since the program began and through



CRS-6

fiscal year 1980 have been in the form of Title I sales agreements,
These sales agreements are all concessional ones--that is, sales made on
terms more favorable to the recipient country than the terms of normal
commercial sales. In practice this means long-term repayments and low
interest rates. Prior to 1972 most sales agreements were local currency
(LC) sales agreements, payable immediately upon receipt of the commodities,
but payable in the local currency.of the recipient country. Currently,
all states agrements are either dollar credit (DC) or convertible local
currency credit (CLCC) sales agreements. Repayment is deferred, but

in dollars, or, at the option of the U.S. govermment, in coavertible
currencies of a third country.

The various terms and conditions, as well as the steps in the
implementation of Title I sales agreements, will be discussed in detail
in the next two parts of this publication. Briefly, the United States
Department of Agriculture, through the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC),
finances the sale and export of agricultural commodities under Title I
sales agreements. The actual sales are made by private U.S. suppliers
to foreign importers or to a foreign govermment purchasing agency. The
commodities are then resold in the recipient countries, and the local
currency proceeds are used by the govermment of the recipient country
for purposes specified in the sales agreement (e.g., to implement the
"self-help" provisions of the sales agreement).

Title II transfers are grants or donations of agricultural com-
modities under the P.L. 480 program. Title II grants may be made on a
government-to-government basis. Most Title I grants, however, are made
to, and distributed by, private voluntary organizations (PVO's) such as
CARE (Cooperative for American Relief Everywhere) and CRS (Catholic Relief
Services), or international organizations such as the UN's World Food
Program. It is stipulated in the program legislation that the President
utilize only those PVO's registered with and approved by the Advisory
Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid in distributing commodities under this
title,

Title II food grants support regular ongoing programs such as school
feeding, maternal/child health programs, and food-for-work community
development projects, as well as emergency disaster reliief activities.
All commodities furnished under Title II must be clearly identified as
furnished by the people of the United States.

Title II1 authorizes multiyear food for development programs for
the purchase of a specific annual value of agricultural commodities,
by the recipient-country, to be delivered over a period of one to five
years. Commodities made available under Title III programs are financed
by CCC under the authority of title I. However, title III permits local
currency proceeds utilized for development purposes specified in the Act
to be credited against the dollar repayment obligation incurred by the
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title I ales agreements. Thus title I sales agreements that include a
title III food for development program annex are-referred to as title
I/111 sales agreements. In return for these multiyear commitment and

loan forgiveness provisions, the recipient country must undertake develop-
ment effort(s) which complement, but do not replace, other development
assistance provided by AID, other donors, or by the foreign govermment's
own development programs. That is, the effort(s) must be additional

to what is currently under way, already committed by donors, and
specifically included in the recipient country's own development budget.

Title III programs must support activities designed to increase
the access of the poor to a growing and improving food supply, and to
increase the well-being of the poor in the rural sector of the socliety.
These activities may include agricultural and rural development, nutri-
tion programs, and other health services and population planning projects.
Particular emphasis should be placed on policies and associated programs
which effectively assist small farmers and landless agricultural laborers,
by expanding their access to the rural economy through services and
institutions at the local level, and by providing opportunities. for the
poor, who are dependent upon agriculture and agricultural-related activities,
to better their lives through their own efforts.

Title IV of the Act covers the general provisions of the program.
Among those provisions is the requirement that the Secretary of Agriculture
shall determine commodity availability for shipment under the P.L. 480
program, taking into account productive capacity, domestic requirements,
farm and consumer price levels, commercial exports, and adequate carry-
over requirements, As mentioned already above, in 1977, an amendment
was added to the law permitting the Secretary of Agriculture to waive this
availability requirement, if that official determines that some part of
the U.S. supply should be used to carry out urgent humanitarian purposes
of the Act.

Besides the authority discussed above, under which the program cur-
rently operates, there are also three other provisions authorized by the
Act, but which are not being used at present., One of these is the authority
for USDA to enter into sales agreements with a private trade entity (PTE),
rather than a goverrment agency, in the recipient country. Private trade
agreements specify precisely the use to which the commodity sales proceeds
will be put, such as the construction of grain terminals or port facilities.

A second authorized but unused provision of the program is the barter
authority granted to CCC contained in Title III of the Act. According to
that provision, CCC is authorized to exchange CCC-owned commodities for
strategic materials or off-shore construction programs.

Finally, included in Title IV are provisions for a farmer-to-farmer
assistance program. These provisions allow for contracts with land-grant
colleges to recruit people to train farmers of developing countries, abroad
or in the United States, and to conduct research in tropical and subtropical
agriculture. Funds were authorized but never appropriated by Congress for
this program. Consequently, it has never been implemented.
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The Prégrdﬁ Plahning'?rdéeéé

The P.L. 480 program budget operates by fiscal years (FY) which
begin on October 1, and end on September 30 (FY 1982, for example, began
on October 1, 1981, and ended on September 30, 1982). The process of
planning the P.L. 480 program budget for a given fiscal year begins some
eighteen months in advance of the start of that fiscal year. Responsibi-
lity for planning and implementing the P.L. 480 program is shared by
several agencies of the U.S. govermment, The principal agencies involved
in the P.L. 480 program planning process are the Department of Agriculture
(USDA), the International Development Cooperation Agency and Agency for
International Development (IDCA/AID), the Department of State, the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB), and the Department of the Treasury. Other
agencies which may play a role depending on the issue under discussion,
particularly during the formulation of sales agreements with specific re-
cipient countries, include the National Security Council (NSC), and the
Department of Commerce.

Congressional Appropriations

In February the President is required to submit to Congress the
proposed federal budget for the fiscal year that begins on October ]| of that
same year. That part of the budget concerning the P.L. 480 program is
sent to the agricultural appropriation subcommittees in both the Senate
and the House of Representatives, Funds for the program are appropriated
each year. Program authorization, however, has recently been extended
on a four year basis. The most recent re—authorization of the P.L. 480
program is contained in the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (Public Law
97-98). Program authorization expires December 30, 1985.

Besides the appropriations committees of Congress, three other
committees have P.L., 480 oversight responsibilities. These are the
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Committee in the Senate; and the
Agriculture Committee and the Foreign Affairs Committee in the House of
Representatives. The interest shown in the program by two substantively
different committees in the House reflects the multiple purposes of the
program, serving both domestic agriculture and international development
and foreign policy interests.

Initial Allocations

At the start of each fiscal year USDA is required to submit to Congress
a list of recipient countries to which P.L. 480 title I/III resources are
expected to be allocated in that fiscal year. The document seat to Congress
is referred to as the "initial allocation table." The information contained
in that table, including the types and volume of commodities transferred,
is updated quarterly for the Congress. Preparing the initial allocations
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table provides the opportunity to.make further amendments or confirm the
tentative decisions made a year earlier. In the intervening period, a

much clearer picture of agricultural supply conditions will have become
available, In additionm, other changes of a political or general economic
nature in the international system might have occurred that require program
ad justments. Last, but certainly not least, Congress may have legislated
policy changes during its renewal of the program's authorization and/or
appropriation that require adjustments.
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HOW P.L. 480 PROGRAMS OPERATE*"
TITLE I

Title I of P.L. 480 provides for concessional sales of agricultural
commodities to friendly countries. Until the end of 1971, the law per-
mitted sales agreements which provided for payment in local currencies
on delivery. Since 1972, sales agreements have been negotiated only for
long-term credit repayable in dollars or in currencies convertible to
dollars. Convertible local currency agreements usually allow a loager
period for repayment than dollar credit agreements and are used when a
complete transition from local currency sales to dollar credit is not
feasible.

Dollar credit agreements may provide for a specific down payment
in dollars, foreign currency or both, upon delivery .of the commodities,
The balance of the agreement is repaid in dollars in approximately equal
annual installments over a period of up to 20 years. Such agreements may
also include a grace period of up to 2 years, during which principal
payments are not required,

Repayment under convertible local currency agreements is in dollars
or, at the option of the United States, in convertible foreign currency,
The maximum term available under this type of financing is 40 years, in-
cluding a grace period up to 10 years. A down payment, in dollars, foreign
currency, or both, also may be required in this kind of agreement., In-
terest rates under both types of financing are set by law at minimums of
2 percent during a grace period and 3 percent thereafter. The minimum
rates have been used in the majority of title I sales agreements.

Although the Commodity Credit Corporation finances the sale and
export of commodities under title I, actual sales are made by private
U.S. suppliers to foreign importers, govermment agencies, or private
trade entities.

Section 401 of the Act provides that the Secretary of Agriculture
must determine the availability for concessional export of commodities
included in sales agreements. In determining this availability, the
Secretary must consider U.S. productive capacity, domestic requirements,
farm and consumer price levels, adequacy of carryover stocks, and
anticipated exports for dollars.

Each sales agreement under title I begins with a request, from a
foreign government or private trade entity for commodities. The request

*U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Agriculture, and Forestry.
American Foreign Food Assistance, Public Law 480 and Related Materials,
Washington, U.S. Govt., Print. Off., 1976, pp. l-4.
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is generally submitted to the American Embassy in the host country, and

is then transmitted directly to Washington accompanied by recommendations
of the Embassy and supporting evidence of need for commodities im excess
of likely domestic production and normal commercial imports. Such factors
as production and consumption patterns, export of similar commodities and
the supply position of the participating country are considered,

In Washington the request is forwarded to the Department of Agriculture,
where the submission is analyzed. From that analysis, USDA develops a program
which provides for suitable commodity quantities, establishes levels of
required commercial imports from the United States and friendly countries
(usual marketing requirements), and includes self-help measures suitable
to the needs of the requesting country. The program proposal also deals
with the use of sales proceeds to be generated under the proposed agreement,
on the basis of recommendations of AID, and incorporates all other necessary
details.

The Department of Agriculture submits its proposed program to the
P.L. 480 Interagency Staff Committee (ISC). This committee is chaired
by the Department of Agriculture and includes Treasury, State/AID, Defense,
Commerce, and Office of Management and Budget representatives. The com-
mittee considers factor bearing on the program, such as:

a. The country's need for the commodity, foreign exchange
position, and overall economic status;

b. The possible impact of a title I program on U.S. dollar
sales and other export programs, as well as U.S. needs for
local currency;

¢, The effect of such a program on export markets of friendly
supply countries; and

d. The relationship of the proposed progam to the foreign
aid program and the foreign policy of the United States.

Once committee approval is obtained, the proposed credit terms are
submitted to the National Advisory Council on International Monmetary and
Financial Policies and consultations with friendly third countries are
undertaken. Congressional agricultural committees are informed of the
proposed program at this time. Negotiating instructions are prepared in
Washington and forwarded to the concerned U.S. Embassy. Negotiatioms are
carried on by the Ambassador or his designees with officials of the host
government, Private trade entity agreements follow the same procedure
but are generally negotiated in Washington by officials of USDA and the
requesting organizations.

Once a title I sales agreement is negotiated and signed, purchase
authorizations are issued by the Department of Agriculture., The pur-
chase authorizations provide for financing of specific commodity sales
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and specify conditions under which financing will be made available,
where the applicable sales agreement provides for a relatively small
amount of a commodity, a purchase authorization may be issued for the full
amount in the agreement. Where agreement amounts are large, authoriza-
tions are generally spaced over the supply period, which is usually

either a calendar year or a U.S. Govermment fiscal year. For private
trade entity agreements, purchase authorizations are timed to coincide
with the project requirements of the private trade entity.

Concurrently with the issuance of a purchase authorization, the
importing country or private trade entity generally applies to the
Commodity Credit Corporation for a "letter of commitment." The letter
of commitment is a document issued by the CCC to the importing country's
designated American bank, promising to reimburse the bank for any
payments made to American suppliers for approved sales made under the
purchase authorization. W¥hen an agreement requires an initial payment,
the letter of commitment provides financing only for the balance of
a purchase authorization's value. For example, when title I sales
agreements provide for an initial payment of 5 percent, all purchase
authorizations issued under that agreement will indicate CCC financing of
95 percent of the value of the authorization. The remainder must be
paid by the importing country, usually through letters of credit,

Seven days after issuance of the purchase authorizarion, contracts
may be signed between an importer and U.S. commodity suppliers. All
'sales contracts are subject to review and approval by USDA to insure
that they meet the requirements of purchase authorizations and fall
within a prevailing range of market prices. Suppliers then deliver the
commodities to vessels specified by the importing country, and obtain
documents such as on-board bills of lading, inspection, and weigh
certificates, USDA Notice of Vessel Approval, etc., which must be
presented to the importing country's designated American bamnk for pay-
ment, The bank pays for supplier and forwards the required documents
including commodity title documents, to the "approved applicant,” usually
a bank. CCC notifies the American Embassy in the importing country of
the disbursement.

TITLE II

Food donations are provided under title II to support mother and
child feeding activities, school feeding projects, food-for-work, and
emergency efforts to alleviate the sufferings of victims of natural and
man-made disasters,

Title II programs are carried out under a variety of arrangements.
Each program must have a '"cooperating sponsor." The spoasor may be the
govermment of a recipient country, a U.S. nonprofit voluntary agencyv or
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a combination of such agehcies, or intergovermmental organizatioms such
as the World Food Program of the United Nations.

The agministration of the title II program is shared jointly by
the Agency for International Development (AID) and the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA). AID is generally responsible for program operations
while USDA determines commodity availabilities together with their volumes
and values. AID and USDA participate jointly in the programming process
through the Interagency Staff Committee, With the exception of those
commodities made available to voluntary agencies, USDA arranges ocean
transportation for all title II commodities,

Program proposals originate from the overseas staffs of U.S. non-
profit voluntary agencies or from AID overseas missions, generally after
a specific request by the recipient country. Program proposals submitted
by voluntary agencies are coordinated at overseas posts with AID, Food
for Peace officers or other U.S. staff members designated for such res-
ponsibility. Such assigned or designated U.S. foreign service staff
members advise and assist voluntary agencies in program development and
implementation. They also receive, analyze, and comment on proposals ZIor
bilateral food grant assistance. U.S. overseas missions also coordinate
and cooperate with the representatives of the United Nations agencies such
as UNICEF, or the World Food Program regarding proposals for food grant
assistance under multilateral arragements.

In addition, U.S. overseas missions analyze and comment on all food
grant proposals as they relate to the host country's development objectives.
Finally, the missions are respoansible for monitoring all voluntary agency
and govermment-to-govermment programs. ‘

Based cn these above responsibilities and arrangements, AID in
washington coordinates the approval of programs through the Interagency
Staff Committee, authorizes the implementation of approved programs, and
initiates the procedures which result in title II commodities becoming
available to cooperating sponsors and recipiencs. The program coordination
process in Washington includes the Department of [lreasury and Commerce
and the Office of Management and Budget.
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Title III

Recipient countries with which title I/III sales agreements are
entered into must satisfy all of the terms and conditions applicable to
Title I agreements, plus the following additional eligibility requirements.
Each recipient country must:

1. have a need for external resources to improve 1its
food production, marketing, distribution, and storage
systems;

2. meet the per capita income criterion (in 1982 this was
maximum of $730) necessary to qualify for development
loans from the International Development Association
of the International Bank for Reconstructlon and Develop-
ment (the World Bank);

3. Dbe able to use effectively the resources made available
by the resale of the food commodities;

4. 1indicate a willingness to take steps to improve its
food production, marketing, distribution, and storage
systems.

Anocher important title I/III eligibility requirement, sometimes referred
to as the "additionality requirement,"” is that title I/III assistance
must complement, but not replace, other development resources already
planned by AID, other donors, or the foreign government itself,

The implementation of title I sales agreements that include a title IIIL
food for development program follow the same procedure as described above,
In addition, title I/III sales agreements are subject to certain provisions
concerning the recipient country's compliance with the development commit~-
ments of the agreement, and its eligibility for the forgiveness of loan
repayment.

The govermment of the importing country must report quarterly on
deposits and disbursements of local currency in connection with the food
for development program. The U.S. Embassy must determine that the local
currency equivalent of the dollars disbursed by CCC has been deposited
in a special account, review the disbursements of those local currencies
from the special account by the importing country, and certify that those
disbursements meet the conditions qualifying them for application against
loan repayments. The embassy must report quarterly on this disbursement
to CCC.

The complete title I debt will be deemed to be offset only when there
is full disbursement, for authorized purposes, of the local currencies
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which were deposited by the foreign government into a special accouit,

in an amount equal to the dollar value of the CCC credit (regardless of
fluctuations in the exchange rate that may have occurred during the life

of the program). Full forgiveness does not apply in the case of '"relatively
least developed countries'" (RLDC"s) which choose to utilize disbursements
from the special account to offset other title I debt coming due from
previous agreements. The U.S. Embassy must certify to CCC that all the

local currencies generated have been disbursed, before full forgiveness of
loan repayment can occur.
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U.S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS UNDER GOVERNMENT-FINANCED PROGRAMS DECLINED*

For the second consecutive year, U.S. agricultural exports under
concessional Government-financed programs declined. The total value
for calendar year 1983 fell [0 percent to $1.14 billion and a volume of
5.6 million metric tons. Exports of Public Law (P.L. 480 Title II do-
nations declined. Egypt, Pakistan India, Bangladesh, and Sudan were
the leading recipients for concessional shipments. Major commodities
exported were wheat ($478 million), rice ($147 million), soybean oil
($128 million), wheat flour ($126 million), and corn ($103 million).
Govermment programs accounted for 4 percent of all U.S. agricultural
shipments,

P.L. 480 title I long~term credit sales rose slightly in value
to $756 million in 1983, but volume dropped 6 percent below those in
1982. Title 1 sales accounted for 66 percent of concessional Govermment-
financed programs in 1983. Wheat accounted for half of the Title I
sales in 1983 and went to 19 countries, including Egypt, Sudan, Morocco,
Bolivia, Sri Lanka, and El Salvador,

Rice, the second leading commodity under Title I sales, rose 39
percent to $132 million. Export volume of 382,000 metric tons represented
a 22-percent increase over 1982 due mainly to delays in shipments under
P.L. 480. Rice shipments under Title I went primariy to Indonesia,
Somalia, Peru, Liberia, and Bangladesh. '

Shipments under Title II donations totaled $286 million and 1.4
million metric tonms in calendar year 1983, down 25 percent from the
previous year. Half of Title II donations were distributed through
voluntary relief agencies, one-third through the World Food Program, and
the remainder under government-to-government arrangements.

India, Poland, and Peru received over half the voluntary relief
donations. Wheat and wheat products, soybean oil, and nonfat dry milk
were major commodities distributed to these countries under relief dona-
tions. Pakistan and India received 50 percent of the World Food Program
donations. Bangladesh, the largest recipient of govermment-to-govermment
wheat shipments, received over half of the total value.

Agency for International Development (AID) disbursements totaled
$98 million, 10 percent of concessional sales, About 89 percent of
AID disbursements went to Egypt, with corn the major commodity.
(Fannye Lockley, World Analysis Branch)

*Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United States, U.S. Department
of Agriculture, March/April 1984, p. 110.
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Estimated Value of P.L. 480 Export Shares by Stata’
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" FUNDING LEVELS*

The P.L. 480 annual appropriation is deposited with the Commodity
Credit Corporation (CCC) which finances Food for Peace sales agreements
and donations. If amounts appropriated are greater than actual needs in
any one year, the excess 1s used to reduce future appropriation requests,
1f the appropriations are less than actual needs other CCC funds may be
used temporarily to finance the balance of the costs,

P.L. 480 budgetary costs and program levels for any one year may not
be identical. For example, during FY1983 P.L. 480 programs had a program
level of $1,509.5 million. The appropriation for that year was $1.028
million, Title I'sales are made on credit and repayments reduce P.,L. 480
budget costs by partially financing the program level of subsequent
years., Commodities shipped under Title II may have been acquired under
the domestic price support program. The P.L. 480 program pays CCC the
export market price for these commodities,

Funds available for P.L. 480 in FY1973 through FY1984 are indicated
below in Table 1.

The amounts of commodities shipped under P.L. 480 depend not only
on actual funding levels, but also on domestic commodity prices. If
P.L. 480 program levels remain constant and domestic commodity prices
rise, the quantity of commodities shipped will decline (unless a supple-
mental appropriation is made). Thus, in the early and mid-1970s when
agricultural stocks were limited, causing price increases, quantities
shipped under the food aid program declined. Over the past ten years,
program levels have varied from a low of $963 million in 1974 to a high
of $1.69 billion in 1981. Over the same period, the quantities shipped
under the program have varied from under four million metric tons in
1974 to more than 6 million metric tons in the 1980s. It should be noted
however, that in the previous decade of the 1960s, the quantity shipped
was consistently in the range of 15-18 million metric tons.

*Epstein, Susan B., '"U.S. Bilateral and Multilateral Food Assistance
Programs," Environment and Natural Resources Policy Division, Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress, July 9, 1984. 36 p.
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TABLE

P.L. 480 (FOOL FUR PEACE

PRUGRAM LEVELS FY73-B3 ACTUAL

Fifld ANU Fy85 ESTIHATE

{titltions of Dollars)
. F¥73 Fi 74 Y75 Y0 i £¥17 Fi18 FY79 FY#o
fitkes E/1LE a/ Frogram Level $ 744.5 s 578.1 $ 167.2 $ 645.0 $ 332.6 $ 796.6 s 7133.7 s 827.1 $ 908.8
Appropriac lon (8A) 1714 239.1 425.2 569.5 56.0 680.5 176.9 319.4 206.2
Cacryover Funds b/ -13.5 15.1 45.) -85.8 209.1 -249.8 72.5 89.2 219.7
Recelpts 386.0 324.0 29).7 281.) 1.4 407.9 184.) 398.5 431.9
Title 11 Program lLevel 396.1 384.8 460.4 327.4 155.8 459.5 450.8 567.) 996.5
Appropriation (8A) 523.6 4.6 353.3 640.5 90.2 488.8 046.0 66.5 629.1
Carryover funds b/ -127.5 70.) 107.1 ~313.0 65.6 -29.9 -187.2 80.8 -21.6
Total Prugram Level L,140.06 963.0 1,227.0 972.4 488.) 1,253.1 1,192.5 1,376.4 1,505.)
Appropriation (8A) 8Y5.0 55).6 178.5 1,089.9 140.2 1,169.) 922.9 HUS.9 #40.)
Carryover Funds W\ ~1461.0 85.6 155.4 -398.8 276.7 -319.0 ~114.6 trv.0 187.1
Recelpts 386.6 3J264.0 293.7 281.3 67.4 407.9 384.3 398.5 319

a/ Funds tor Title 111 (Food for Development) were first speat in FY18.

b/ (ears In which carcyover [und amounts atve posleive reflect the use of the previous year's funds to flnance the
2 y P ¥

current
floance

the succeediny year's program level.

¢/ Reflects transtec of $)5 willlon from Title 11 to Titles I/IILI.
d/ Reflects transfer of $b7 militon from Title II to Titles I/KIIL.
e/ Retelcts transfer of $50.5 millton frum Title 11 to Titles 171t

L] £

foterent under Title I, and carryover funds.

Source:

The P.L. 48U Program s flnanced by appropclations, recelpts from principal repayments and loan
Numbecs do not always total due to roundlng.

1975-78; U.5. Depattment of Agriculture, “Budget Explanatory Kotee™ for fiscal years 1978-85.

year’'s program level; yeacs In vwhich these amounts are negative indicate that current year funds vere uscd to

FExecutive Qfftce of the Prestdent, The Judget of the Unlted States Covernmeat - Appendix for fimcal years
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2.0

(13.9

515.)
60/ .y

-92.¢6

1,)67.6
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CRITICS OF P.L. 480

Critics of the program raise a number of serious questions. Some
have suggested that food aid is more highly correlated with U.S. commodity
surpluses that with world hunger needs, saying that the necessary quantities
and nutrients are often not the prime concern of the United States. They
see the program as largely another U.S. farm subsidy financed by the taxpaver,
and one which sometimes displaces normal commercial exports. Some critics
contend U.S. food aid creates disincentive effects in the recipient countries
which reportedly encourage reduction in agricutural production and allow
the recipient govermments to be somewhat lax in taking necessary political
and economic steps to improve their domestic food situation. Critics have
also questioned the appropriateness of donating traditional American food
items (such as cheese, white flour, and blended products) to other cultures.
These people point out that there are drawbacks to introducing foods which
may be misused (i.e. infant formula), as well as introducing new foods to
preschool and school-age children who may subsequently acquire new tastes
and preferences for food that they likely will be unable to obtain in the
future.

While some experts contend that food aid can negatively affect a
recipient country, others feel that the positive effects often outweigh
the negative effects of food aid. These proponents of aid beiieve the
positive and negative effects should be weighed on an individual country-by-
country basis,

The inherent problems of food aid are better understood by donors
and recipients now than in 1954, This awareness in itself reportedly
helps to reduce the negative effects.
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(& Free Food Bankrupts Foreign Farmers

By James Bovarp
Food for Peacs is probably our most
harmtul foreign, aid program. Bach year
the fedaral governmest dumps more than
§1 billion. of

ally feeds peopie.who otherwise wouid go
hungry, but the usmal effect is to undercut
poor tarmers and disrupt local agriculturai
merkets.

Food for Pesce has aiways been a bit of
a " serving whatever pur-
pose choose 3t that moment.
Undl 1988, it gave surphus (obacces (o poor
countrissl TS

Departraent sarpt )

Peace (also kpown as PL 480) is jomndy
administered by the USDA and the Agency
for Imternational Deveiopment, and the (wo
often quartel.

Food: jov: Peace originally was dmmed
in 1954-t0 help the Eisenhower admimsira:
ton get rid of embarrasgngly large 'z.rm
surpluses. The original law included a
cargy preference provision requirtng half
of all PL 488 food to be shipped In Amert-
can-flag ships. This provision supposedly
heips ensure 3 beaithy merchant marine
for national defense emergencies. But a
1983 Senate Agricuiture Comumitiee report
conciuded: “Rather than encouragmg the
development of improved U.S. vessais, the
program encourages the continued use of
semi-obsoiete and even unsafe vesseis
which are of little use for commercial or
defense parposes.”’ Due to inflated U.S.

shi costs, cargo preference adds
nore 55 million to the program's
cost.

Mlsconcepdons About Ald

Many Americans have the impression
that most U.S. food reifef goes to areas hit
by foreign disasters or smergencies. Actu-
ally, onty 14% of PL 480 food went 10 such
areas last year, and even that aid is often
counterproductive, disruptng local econo-
mies and discouraging governments [rom
reforming destructive agricuitural poiicies.
The usual routine ‘or other PL 80 pro-
grams, as one congressional staffer de-
scribed it, is for an A{D person (0 come
into a country, “nd an excuse for a project
and then contnue it for 15 years, regard-
less of need or results. Many such pro-
grams have fed the same peopie for more
than a decade, thersoy permanently de-
creasing the demand for locally produced
food and creating an entrenched weifare
class.

[n the 1950s and [960s, massive U.S.
wheat dumping in [ndia distupted the
country’'s agricuitural market and bank-
rupted thousands of [ndian farmers.
George Duniop, chief of staff of the Senate
Agricuiture Committee. speculated “hat
food aid may have deen responsibie lor
millions of Indlans starving, Mr. Duniop

and Reagan administration officials insist
that the program no longer puts farmers in
reciptent countries out of business, but the
evidence does not flatter their contendon.

PL 480 i3 still often run with the goal of
giving away the most food in the shortest
tme. The Kansas City Times reported that
in 1982 the Peruvian agricuiture minister
pleaded with USDA not to0 send his country
any more rice, fearing that it would giut
the local market and drive down prices for
struggling farmers. But the U.S. rice lobdby
turned up the heat on USDA, and the Pery-
v1an govermment was told that it could ei-
ther have the rice or no foed at all.

The same type of policy fiascos occur in
sub-Sahara Africa, which received 14% of

food but only on condition that countries
are making an effort to umprove their de-
velopment policies. Very few countries
have appiied for Tltle I condittonal aid,
as they know they Wil get free or cheap
lfood regardless of what poticies they fol-
ow

Roughly a quarter of Title [I donations
go for the Food for Work (FFW) program.
FFW recipients receive food in return for
working on labor intengive projects. These
projects are supposed o be designed (o -
crease agricuitural producnwity.

But workers often labor to improve the
private property of government officials or
of large |andowner®. An AID anaiysis of
FFW in Bangiadesir; which has the largest

Moany programs have fed the same people for over a
decade, thereby decreasing the demand for locally pro-

duced food ond cresting a permanen: welfare class.

PL 480 donations in 1383. Most African gov-
arnments force farmers (0 seil their crops
to the government at a third to a haif of
their market vaiue. Per-capita food prod-
uction in Africa has decreased 20% since
1960, and PL 430 donations have heiped
governments perpetuate the destructive
status quo. The easier it is for govemn-
ments to get welfare, the less umicennve
they have to reform their own potlicies.

Haiti is another country wounded by
U.S. free food. A development consuitant
oid the House Subcommities oo Foreigh
Crperadons 3 few years ago, ‘Farmess oy
Hatd are mown 10 10t even bring their
Crops 0 market the weeg thai (PL 480
food} is distributed since they are unable
o get 3 fair price while whoie bags ¢ U5
food are deing soud.”” Where here 3 2
sharp increase in the supply of food, prices
w1l nevtadly fall and iocal farmers il
be hurt.

PL 480 aiso is often ineffective in inter-
nagdonal disasters when 3 speedy response
is essential, Peopie nave starved witle du-
reaucrats laggled and decrepit DoAts put-
tared across the ocean.

In 1976 an earthquake hit Guatemaia.
killing 23.000 peopie and {eaving over a
million 1omeiess. But just prior 0 the
disaster, the country had harvested one of
the largest wheat crops on record., and
food was plepuful. Yet the U.S. dumped
27.000 memc gons of wheat on the country.
"’19 us ' knocked the dottom out of
the locai gmm markets and made it
harder for villages o recover. The Guate-
malan government finaily had 10 forpid the
importagon of any more basic grains.

PL 480 aud s divided under iree u-
des. Title [ seils {ood 0 countries at con-
cessional prnices. rougaly 557, [ower than
marget snce. Title (] donates food W Se
used for \geal deveiopment projects and
for mainourished groups. Titie 1] donates

number of TFW prajects, conciuded that
FFW “tesults {n increased inequity’” and
“strengthens the exploitlve semi-feudal
System which now conaois most aspects of
the village life. . . ."” Workers were under-
paid. and the government of Bangiadesh
used U.S. wheat [or other purposes and
paid labovers with poor qualiity, infested
wheat A 1975 Food and Agricuiture Organ-
ization report concluded that FFW projects
in Haitl “have axtremely deleterious ef-
fects on the peasamt communitiss and
cause great srosion of the reservolr of mu-
tuai service reiannaglw of he raditional

{n many areas, r&ﬂ residents pegiect
their own farms ‘D coilect generous
amounts of food for déang little or Do work
on government-supervised projects. FFW
has, like food stamps It the U.S., contnb-
Ated 10 @ shortage of agricwitural labor at
harvest time,

Much of the donated food s targeted for
school food or Deaith programs for
mothers and ‘heir children. AID claims
that this. prevents displacement of local
producnion and reduces malnutrition. But
an AID audit of targeted assistance in [n-
dia. whict has the largest program. con-
siuded, "“The maternai/child heaith pro-
Zram das not unproved nutrition and the
school feeding program has had no umpact
on increasing schooi enroiiment or reduc-
mng the drop-out Tate. " Another AID
audit conciuded that ““program methodoi-
ogy In Kenya ‘and eisewfere 'n Africai
creates an unlimuted demand for food. . . .
The long-term ieeding orograms n the
same areas for 10 years or more have
great potenual {or food producuon and
famuly pianning disinecenuives. . . . In
other countries, such ss Hamg, the local
ALD office nas aever even atlempted o de-
rarmrune the unpact of 2L 30 food on recip-
ents tulritional siatus.

[f the USDA really believes at ;iving
food 0 the poor has no effect on ocal
farmers. then preswmabiy Agricuiture Sec-
retary Joim Block would not object if the
European Economic Community sent over
a billion pounds of surpius cheese 0 feeq
all the hungry Amencans they hear
about.

Recipient governments often setl PL +50
food and use the proceeds for vanous
doubtful purposes, such as buying iarms.
Maurtius insisted on receiving oniy e
highest quality mce—and then used the do-
naled food for its hotei trade. [n otfler
cases. food aid is squandered because of
govermument price controls. According o
one former AID official, bread !s 50 cheap .
in Egypt hat Amencan PL 30 wheat s
baked into loaves and ‘ed 0 donkeys.

When food aid does not undercut :ocal
farmers. it often repiaces food that e re-
Qpient country wouid have purchased on
international markess inyway. One .
analysms found that aimost 3% of PL 80
donadons (0 Brazil simply replaced gramn
that nation would have purchased from the
U.S. and other grain exporters. The Gen-
eral Accounting Cffice reports that many
countries have decreased their commercial
purchases from the U.S. while continuing
to receive PL {80 handouts.

Cpposition [s Widespread

Not only does PL 480 hurt Thira Worid
farmers, it also helps perpetuate flounder-
ing U.S. agnicuitural peiicies. USDA price
supports have led (o the government accu-
mujadng i huge wheat stockpde and du-
dons of pounds of siowty rotting dairy
products. PL 80 gives congressmen a re-
spectable-iooking vehicie for disposing of
the evidence of our farm policy faijures.

Ovposition !0 food ad is widespread
among even !iberal activists—the same
groups that often favor fandouts on prnel-
pte. The Canadian Couneyl ‘or [ntema-
1onal Cooperation recommends nat "ax-
cept in cases of amergencies, food aid e
abotished.” Laurence R. Simon of Oxfam-
Amerca. 3 liberal self-help deveiopmant
agency, conciudes: 'We haven t seen con-
nncing evidence that food ad can de ef-
‘ectively empioyed as a ievelopment re-
source.”” Tony Jackson, author of ' Agamnst
e Grain'’ and a former ALD comsultant,
helleves that food aid aimost never dJoes
more good than harm. 2xcept dunng dlsas-
ter relief.

PL #80's main beneficiares are Amer:
can farmers and e (.S, merchant
manne. PL 430 has bankrupted poor farm-
2rs, encouraged the weifare ethic in rec:pt-
ant countnes and squandered biilions of
rax dollars. [f this 1s our humanitananism,
0od help the Third Worid If we ever decide
0 get rough with tiem.

Mr. Bovard s 1 ‘ree-iance wrier im
Fashington.
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Does Food for Peace Stunt Growth?

James Bovard's "'Free Food Bankrupts
Foreign Farmers’ (editonal page, July 2
ontains misconceptions regarding the
blic Law 480 Food for Peace Program.

PL 480 does not, as Mr. Bovard asserts,
\undercut poor farmers and disrupt local
s@ricuitural markets.”’ When the program
was intiated in 1954, recipients included’
Germany, France, [taly, Poland, Yugosia-
via. Greece, Spain and Norway. The pro-
gram did not destroy their agnculiural
economtes and the will to grow food. [n
fact, several of these countries now con-
tribute food through the EEC for similar

. Also. a study by Dr. HW.
Singer of the University of Sussex found
that in [ndia—|ong the largest recipient of
food aid—theoretical analysis gives no
proof that food aid. if property handled.
has serious disincentive effects on food
production.”

India iilustrates the effectiveness of
food for work programs. [(n 1976 CARE in-
troduced FFW projects there. These
mostly involved soil conservation. flood
protection, irrigation and school construc-
tion. [nitially 235,000 recipients in hundreds
of projects conswmed 71,000 tons of PL 480
wheat. This program continued through
1979 and in its peak year. 1977, had 1.180.-
000 recipients in food for work activities
that resuited in the distribution of 297.000
tons of wheat. CARE was able (o end its
participation when two very successful
crop years made it possible for the Gov-
ernment of India to take over the program
with its own resources. CARE's food for
work programs have now been made a
regular part of the Sixth Five-Year Plan.
It is expected to generate 300 million to 400
million mandays of work annually.

Mr. Bovard said that the U.S. Agency
for Intermagonal Development in Haid
"*has never attempted to determune the im-
pact of PL 480 food on recipients’ nutn-
tional status.” Actuaily such 3 study is be-
ing conducted by Joet Cotton for AID and
the first phase has been completed.

Contrary to Mr. Bovard's assertion, a
study by Prof. Fredenck Bates of the Uni-
versity of Georgia showed that there was,
indeed, a food shortage assoclated with the
earthquake in Guatemala in 1976, Also, in-
stead of grain prices dropping at the time,
as Mr. Bovard claimed. prices increased.
The Bates study was far more comprehen-
sive and rigorous than the impressionistic
Jackson piece cited later in the artucie by
Mr. Bovard.

Also, far from having food "‘dumped’
on it, [ndia today purchases food when
needed in the international commercial
market and ts increasingly suppiving its
maternal, child heaith program and mid-
day meal pmgram from its own resources.
The government is scheduled to take over
this program completely wthin 10 years.

PHILIP JOHNSTON
Executive Director
CARE

(N).Y ork

» » »

Public Law 430 embodies humanitarian,
development. 2xport promotion. ind for-
eign policy objectives. These objecuves
have been and are being met.

Under Title [, contrary to Mr. Bovard's
understanding. the U.S. provides long-term

12040 years) credit at concessional inter-
est rates 12% to 1% ) to facilitate purchases
of U.S. agncultural output at market
prices by friendly developing countries.
The food is sold locally, with the proceeds
used to fund economic development. Since
Title [ generates local (often non-convert-
ible) currencies. it is difficuit to see now.
without taking the notion of fungiblity w0
absurd lengths, Mr. Bovard imagnes these
montes being used by governments (0 buy
arms. !

AS to food production disincentives, e |
law requires the Secretary of Agnculture !
to determine that distribugon “will not re-
sult in a substantial disincenuve to or in-
terference with domestic production or
marketing. . . . Title [ agreements con-
tain a series of “'seif-help measures.” lai-
lored to the situation of the recipient coun-
ury, which spell out specific actions (0 be
taken to foster economic development.
These measures are not always easy or
painless; they often encourage price de- .
control, market reliance, added attention
and resources to the private agriculture
sector, and elimination of consumer subsi- ’
dies.

Title [ is highly prized by food-deficit
developing countries that lack the foreign
exchange to meet food needs through nor-
mal commercial imports. The food deficit
might be chironic and seif-reliance might
be a generation away, even with the
proper heip. In other cases, a normally |
self-refiant country may need short-lerm
help to deal with a natural or man-made
disaster. .

Title II donates food to the world’s !
neediest. Even here, though, svery effort
is made !0 maximize the contnbution to ;
development of this humanitanan pro-

Title 111 is similar to Title I, except that
it calls for added policy reform or otner !
deveiopmental progress in exchange for a
muiti-year food aid comrmitment and for
qiveness of the food-aid debt. Since the en-
actment of Title [1], however. Title ['s eco-
nomic development conditions were tough-
ened, and the difference between the de-
veioprmental impact of the two Titles has
iessened markedly.

Mr. Bovard suggests that U.S. {ood aid
has hampered agricultural production
overseas, and that somehow, without food
aid. countnes would be motivated to pro-
duce more domestically. The fact is that a
real hunger probiem exists in the worid
today. which even Mr. Bovard cannot wish
away.

Food aid has not prevented :he dra-
matic increase in food producticn in the
developing worid over the past few dec-
ades. Population, unfortunately, has -
creased even faster. Developing countries
import needs 'commercial purchases plus
food aid) total about 35 million ons per
vear. The U.S. setls about # mulion t{ons to
the developing world, and provides some-
what over five mulllon tons 1n food aid. [t 1S
hird to argue that the five mullion tons1s 3
significunt disincentive (o domestic prod-
ugtion. !

DENIS LAME

Deputy Assistant Secrefary
Trade and Commercial Affairs
State Department

%

Washington

Company,
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World Hunger: Selected References

These publications may be available from a nearby public or research library.

1. Browm, Laster R. Putting food on the world’'s table. Eaviroumment, v. 26, May
' 1984: 15-20, 38-44.
Since 1973, annual growth of food output has been less than 2 percent,
and "more countries than ever face the possibility of famine in early 1984.
Discusses the food crisis of the 1980's as a resource depletiom, population,
and socioeconomic problem.

"

2. The Causes of world hunger. Edited by William Byron. New York, Paulist Press,
1982. 256 p. .
Topics include food reserves, U.S. food aid, and possible solutions.

3. Christensen, Cheryl, Arthur Doumen, and Peter Riley. Assessing Africa's food
policies. Africa report, v. 29, July-Aug. 1984: 57-61.
Discusses how domestic pricing policies and fiscal policies nay
contribute to malnutrition and hunger.

4. Cohen, Marc J. US food aid to Southeast Asia, 1975-83. Food policy, v. 9,
May 1984: 139-155. ,
Author finds that "a political bias has characterized food aid to
South—east Asia, cutting across administrations. ... Humanitarian and
developmental goals played the weakest role in shaping programmes. When
conflict occurred, foreign policy aims overrode budgetary and commodity
objectives.”

5. Falcon, Walter P. Recent food policy lessons from developing countries [with
discussion by Robert W. Herdt] American journal of agricultural economics,
v. 66, May 1984: 180-137.

Falcoa observes that hunger 1is not a food production problem, nor

will undernutrition be solved by nutrition education or food fortification.
Hunger "is a food policy issue set squarely in the coantext of markets,
economlc growth, and poverty alleviation.” Herdt responds that world food
problems are caused by differing perspectives of developing and developed
countries, and by shortsightedness.

6. Fauriol, Georges. The Food and Agriculture Organization: a flawed strategy in
the war against hunger. Washington, Heritage Foundation, 1984. 45 p.
Contents.-~-The U.S. and FAO.--The FAQ: its history and structure.--
FAO program activities.--FAO: impact on the world food situation.--FAO
policy and philosophy: roadblock to development.--The choice before us:
confrontation or cooperation.
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Faod and nutritiom bulletin. v. l+ 1978+ Tokyo, United Nations University.

quarterly. .

Publishes policy analyses, state-of-the-art summaries, and original
scientific articles reflecting a multidisciplinary approach to world hun-
ger and malnutrition. Many of the articles are fairly techmical discus-
sions of nutrition needs, technologies, standards, and behavior.

Food policy. v. 1+ 1976+ Guildford, Surrey, England, Butterworth Scientific.
quarterly.
This international journal presents articles and opinion on the eco-
nomics, planning, and politics of focod, agriculture, and nutrition. Hun-
ger, food aid, and food security are recurring topics.

Harrison, Paul. Population, climate and future food supply. Ambio, v. 13,
no. 3, 1984: 161~-167.
Analyzes the world's projected food resources in the next ceatury.
Although food supplies are expected to keep up with population growth,
developing countries face food deficits unless they increase the level of
investment in agriculture. Also discusses impacts of climatic change on
food production.

Hines, Colin, and Barbara Dinham. Can agribusiness feed Africa? Ecologist,
ve 14, no. 2, 1984: 51-66.
“Numerous African countries have chosan and been encouraged to
choose capital intensive, large-scale food production schemes as a way out
of their food problems. But this has contributed to food scarcity.”™ Con-
cludes that a need for increasing foreign exchange will contribute to a
‘continued emphasis on exportable cash crops instead of basic food crops.

Huddleston, Barbara. Estimating food aid needs: how auch and to whom? Devel-
opment digest, v. 21, July 1983: 122-134.

“If food security needs are quantifiesd by escimates of per capita
calorie needs minus the sum of current production plus planned imports,
world food aid needs are about triple the volume of actual shipments.

But food aid should not be provided unless disincentives to farmers are
avoided and new demand for food by the malnourished i{s created.”

Isenman, Paul J., and H. W. Singer. Food aid: disincentive affects and their
policy implications. Economic development and cultural change, v. 25,
Jan. 1977: 205-237.
Critiques arguments that food 2id hurts developing countries.

Johnson, D. Gale. The world food situation: developments during the 1970s and
prospects for the 1380s. In U.S.-Japanese agriculrtural trade relations.
Edited by Emery N. Castle and Kenzo Hemmi, with Salla A, Skillings.
Washington, Resources for the Future, 1982. p. 15-57.

Illustrating how the events of the last decade have borne out the
conclusions of his 1975 book, World Food Problems and Prospects, the
author analyzes food supply, demand, prices, and malautrizion in thea
1970s. Discussing factors which will influence hunger in the 1980s,
Johnson 1is cautiously optimistic; however, he warns against counterpro-
ductive policies.
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Lewis, Clifford W. Global food security-—a manageable challenge. Development
digest, v. 21, July 1983: 106-121. ' o
"Over the last decade, trade in general and developing country
i{mports of grain in particular have risen very much faster than in any
previous period.”

Matzke, Otto. Pood ald--pros and cons. Aussenpolitik, v. 35, no. 1, 1984:
87-98.

Analyzes the dangers of food aid, including encouragement of recipient
country govermments in postponing domestic measures, displacement of farm-
ers in recipient countries, and changed eating habits. Moreover, "the use
of farm surpluses in the form of food aid must not have its prime justifi-
cation as a measure to provide relief for surplus markets.” Emphasizes the
need for policy dialogue with developing countries.

Mellor, John W., and Richard H. Adams, Jr. Feeding the underdeveloped world.
Chemical & engineering news, v. 62, Apr. 23, 1984: 32-39.

Describes the need for technical and chemical improvements in develop-
ing countries’ agriculture, where population growth rates curreatly surpass
agricultural productivity growth rates. Fertilizers, irrigation, and pesti-
cides are discussed.

Murphy, Elaine M. Food and population: a global concern. Washington, Popula-
tion Reference Bureau, 1984. 13, 4 p.
A special insert for Social Education, v. 48, May 1984,
Discusses trends and presents statistics on world population growth,
food output, agricultural labor and productivity, calorie consumption,
and land resources. Includes bibliography and a teaching guide.

P.L. 480: food for peace program marks its thirtieth anniversary. Foraign agri-
culture, v. 22, July 1984: 14-17.
Presents basic facts on P.L. 480: its evolutiocn, program descriptions
of the titles, value of export shares by States, and sales procedures.
Includes statistics for 1983 and 1984.

The Rolae of markets in the world fodd economy. Edited by D. Gale Johnson and
G. Edward Schuh. 3Boulder, Colo., Westview Press, 1983. 326 p.
Partial coatents.--World hunger: extent, causes, and cures, by
T. Poleman.~--Hunger: defining {t, estimating its global incidence, and
alleviating it, oy T. Srinivasan.

Scandizzo, P. L., and 1. Tsakok. Food pricing policies in developing coun-
tries. Development digest, v. 21, July 1983: 22-32.
“Several important Asian countries operate ralatively large scals
efforts to supply cheap food to the pcor-—in most cases urban. The costs
and benefits and special problems this entails are analyzed.”

U.S. Coungress. House. Committee on Agriculture. Review the world hunger
problem (Secretary John R. 3lock). Hearing, 98th Congress, lst sessica.
Oct. 23, 1983. Washington, G.P.0., 1984, 253 »p.
"Serial no. 98-38"
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U.S. Congress. House., Committee on Foreign Affairs.  The world food situa-
tion. Hearings, 98th Congress, lst session. July 26 and 27, 1983. Wash-

ington, G'P.OO’ 1983- 318 P

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Subcommittee on .
African Affairs. Hunger in Africa. Hearing, 98th Congress, 2nd session.
Mar. 1, 1984. Washington, G.P.O., 1984. 113 p. (Hearing, Senate, 98th
Congress, 2nd session, S. Hrg. 98-735)

Walsh, John. Sahel will suffer even if rains come. Sclence, v. 224, May 4,
1984: 467-471.

"With potential population explosion, no Green Revolution, drought is
only part of the problem confronting the ragion.”™ Discusses the failure
of development organizations to truly aid the eight Sahelian countries.
Sidebar article reviews desertification Ln the region.

Williams, Maurice J. Toward a food strategy for Africa. Africa reporct,
v. 28, Sept.-Oct. 1983: 22-26.
Per capita food production in Africa has dropped sharply in recent
years, and Africa is now the world's principal recipient of food aid.
Article analyzes food policies in Mali, Zambia, and other nations.

Wilson, Adam. How starvation is fuelled in the corridors of power. African
business, no. 68, Apr. 1984: 9-13.
Explores political aspects of hunger in Zimbabwe, Ethiopia, and FAOQ.

World food aid needs and availabilities, 1984. Washington, U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture, Economic Research Service, 1984. 178 p.

This ninth annual report assesses 1984/85 and 1985/86 food import
and food aild requirements for 67 food aid recipient countries. Two food
aid assessments are made: 3 status quo estimate which approximates actual
recent imports and a nutrition-based assessment which addresses the prob-
lem of undernutrition in the developing countries.

The World food situation and prospects to 1985. Washingtom, U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture, Economic Research Service, 1974. 90 p. (Foreign agricul-
tural economic report no. 98)

“The study is designed to provide a comprehensive analysis of the
factors which influenced food production, consumption, and trade in the
two decades prior to 1972, the causes for the turbulent developments of
1972-74, and the amain factors which will shape developments in the next
decade.” Reports briefly on the 1974 World Food Conference and summarizes
its resolutions.

Yeaney, Timothy. Exporting surpluses: a threat to food security? Washiagton,
Bread for the World, 1984. 4 p. (Background paper no. 74)
Argues that "agricultural policies based on aggressive promotion and
subsidies for exports aggravate rather than alleviate problems facing
hungry people and U.S. agriculture.”

Rebecca Mazur, Bibliographer
Environment and Natural Resources
Liorary Services Jivisioa



