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Students who take Agricultural Economics 660 are duly forewarned.
To understand the relatlonshlps linking "Food, Population, and Employ-
ment" considersble reading is necegssary. Addltlonally I think it
important that students have the opportunity to develop a major
research paper. This requires even more time, both theirs and mine.
Enrollment is therefore limited: by the number I can handle and by
the number of students willing to put up with such unreasonableness.

But the results are a joy. I am privileged to work with a select
few, and they by term's end have the satisfaction of having accomplished
something significant. Initially to encourage the student to do his
best, I offered publication in the Staff Paper series as bait. Increas-
ingly this is no longer necessary; the papers stand on their own merit
and warrant wider distribution. Press runs, once 100 copies, now are
LOO. Perhaps this reflects the relief they provide to & professional
literature in which fiddling with technique seems preferred by editors
to thought. Whatever the reason, someone out there is reading.

In the present paper, George R. Zachar undertakes a political case
study of Public Law 480--Food for Peace. His emphasis is on the com-
plexity of the policymeking and implementation process. Lobbies, con-
gressional committees, Presidents, executive agencies, and foreign
governments are all shown to influence legislative and administrative
actions. Mr. Zachar also scrutinizes the impact of world events--wars
and famines—-on food policy. His conclusion is his starting point-—-
the policymaking process is extremely complex, slow moving and involves
meny actors with frequently competing interests. Mr. Zachar implicitly
argues that while economics plays a major role in food policy legisla-
tion, the "political aspects of the process need to be studied in
order for agricuitural economists to fully understand how food aid
programs work.

The author would welecome comments and these should be addressed to:
George R. Zachar
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A PCOLITICAL HISTORY OF FOOD FOR PEACE
By
.George Zachar

Introduction

An sbominable sin is to sleep on a full stomach
while your neighbor is sleeping on an empty stomach.

~-The Koran (1, p. 5}

Figuratively speaking, the United States has been sinning abominably
for a great many years. There has rarely, if ever, been a time in
U.S. history when Americans were worse off nutritionally then, for
example, the people of India. But it always tcok extraordinary cir-
cumstances to prompt the United States, an agrlcultural giant, to part
with its farm sbundance., Victims of famines, floods and wars used to
be the only hungry people to receive food assistance from the United
States. That is, of course, no longer true. The Agriculture Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (Public Law 480) institutional-
ized food aid. '

In the process, 1nternatlonal food aid was transformed from an
idealistic dream into a hureaucratic nightmdre. Often food was. shipped
simply to lighten the U.S8. storage load. Until very recently, most of
the official distribution of American surplus food under the Food for
Peace progfam (as the Act is now called) Has been to nations not suffer-
ing starvation. The food has instead been a tool of American foreign
policy. It went mainly to "friendly" nations to show them we cared, or
to help them fight off "Communist insurrections.”

While our food was fighting international commuhism sbroad, the
President, the Department of State and Agriculture, myriad committees
of Congress and the nation's farmers fought a slow motion battle over
who seht what Where,and for how much.

¥In slightly modified form, this paper was first submitted as a
part of the requirements for Agricultural Economics’ 660‘ Food, Popu-
lation, and Employment, Fall Term 1975-76.
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This paper will examine the domestic controversies and squabbles
that surrounded the passage and revisions of PL 480. The focus will
be on political maneuvers, deceptions and motives. The economics of
Food for Peace will be touched on only as it impinges on the American
political scene,

- A Sprint Through the History of American Food Aid

The Congress of the naisant United States of America, caught in an
international trade cross fire between warring Great Britain and France,
found time in the hectic days before the start of the War of 1812 to
appropriate $50,000 to buy food for victims of an earthquske in Vene~
zuela (1, p. 12).

One third of a century later, in 1845, Phytophtora infestans
infected the Irish potato crop upon which 50 percent of that island's
population depended for food and cash. More than a million people
died. One and a third million emmigrated to the United States. A
$500,000 gelief ©ill was defeated in the House of Representatives (g}
Pp. 10-12)}.

During a devastating turn-of-the-century,year-and-a-half famine
in India, it took a campaign by the Brooklyn Hersld to convince the
Secretaries of State and Navy to provide ship transpdrtation for 200,000
bushels of seed corn bound for the subcontinent (2, p 14).

When disaster returned to the WEStern hemlsbhere however Congress
was quick to act. In 1902, Mount Pelée on the island of Martinique
erupted. Congress appropriated $200,000 for relief, and authorized
Navy ships to procure and distribute supplies (1, p. 13).

President Theodore Roosevelt did not bother waiting for Congress
to react when an earthquake devastated Sicily three days after Christ-
mas in 1908. The pewly reelected commander—in-chief dispatched two
ships to the scene immediately and then asked Congress to authorize
the d;sbursement of the $300,000 worth of supplies they carried (l
P. 13 .

In August 191k, German troops crushed neutral Belgium on their way
to attack northern France. Belgium, s food importer, had its food
reserves confiscated and its sources of supply cut off. President
Woodrow Wilson and an engineer named Herbert Hoover spearheaded the
Commission for Relief in Belgium. With U.S. entry into the "Great War,"
food 2id continued and expanded, lasting until July 1923 (1, pp. 1hk-15).

The 1920s brought starveiion and death to many in China and the
newborn Soviet Union. Relief efforts to those agrarian gilants were
handled by private agencies (2, pp. 15-22).

With the 1930s came the depression and the Dust Bowl. America
turned inward with massive domestic agricultural aid as winds stole
tons of topsoil and hundreds of thousands were left destitute. It took
the second World War to return prosperity to America's farms.
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Food Prices and War

Farm prices and war have been intertwined in America since the
Revolution. Parelleling the business cycle, the pattern seems to
work like this: war brings a sagging rural economy to a new peak of
economic well-being. When the armistice is sigred, prices plummet
and stay at a lower level until hostilities resume. Then the pattern
repeats (3, p. 1}.

Prices were a function of supply and demand {(befcore government
Price supports were instituted). The pattern of farm prices and war
demonstrates American agriculture's endemic capacity to overproduce.
Cnly severe demand economies, fostered by war, provided American
farmers with high prices for their goods.

Chart 1 shows the pattern of wholesale prices, both industrial
and farm, from 1800 tc the present. Wars are shown in the darkened
areas,

After the American revolution, farm prices crashed and continued
downward until 1790. With the French Revolution, the rise of Napoleon
and war on the Continent, prices climbed steadily until 1801 when they
leveled off.

The war against Great Britain in 1812 revitalized farm prices,
and by 1814k they were double what they were in 1790.

With the close of hostilities, prices dwindled. TIn 1819, the
United States was in the throes of its first major depression. Relief
did not come until 1843 with the Mexican war and the discovery of gold
in California. In 1855, prices dropped again, and it took a war between
the gtates tonearly double them. When hostilities ceased, so did the
farm boom. In the next 30 years, farm prices plummeted to the pre-
Civil War levels.

The war with Spain triggered a new round of price increases, and
the farm market prespered modestly until WW I, when it took off again.
Prices dropped with the signing of The Treaty of Versailles. The bottom
fell out of the farm market, as it did in the stock market, in 1929 (3,
p. 1).

As the depression progressed, farm prices plunged at a faster rate
than industrial prices (cross-hatched area, Chart 1). The farmers'
purchasing power was cut by more than half. To compensate, the farmers
increased production, but the glut only depressed their prices even
further. The crises spawned the Agricultural Adjustment Act, passed
on May 12, 1933 (4, pp. 653-654).

Ay thousands of destitute workers lined up for food handouts, the
Federal government destroyed standing crops and slaughtered livestock
to force food prices up (4, p. 654). Production cuts were given a boost
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5

as drought and wind tore topsoil from millions of acres in the Dust
Bowl. '

. The government subsidies resulted in government held surpluses.
The Surplus Relief Corporation and Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC),
created in October of that year, were set up to handle them (5, p. 3).

Export attempts proved futile, as a depressed world market was
unadble to generate sufficient demand (2, pp. 60-61). When a new war
appeared imminent in 1939, Congress expanded the power of the CCC.

The corporation was authorized to sell surpluses to nations for war
reserves, and to trade surpluses for strategic goods. The eruption

of war preempted these preparatory actions, and the nation's farms and
factories geared up to fight the Axis powers (2, p. 61).

Ironically, New Deal efforts to cut farm production and stabilize
(raise) farm prices showed their first signs of success as the Blitz-
kreig roared across EBurope.

The United States was presented with the task of feeding the Allies.
Incentives replaced restrictions in domestic farm policy, as firm
supports were placed under farm prices to stimulate production {6, p. 7).

Whesat, corn, cotton, tobacco and rice were supported at 90 percent
of parity, a complex formula designed to guarantee the present farmer a
similar profit-to-cost return as that American farmers received between 1910
and 1914, Under the plan, if the market dipped below the support price
at harvest time, an eligible farmer could get a government loan on his
crops at the support level. If the market rose past the support, the
farmer sold the crop and repaid the loan. If the market was uncoopera-
tive, the farmer kept the loan and the government took the crop (l9 p.1).

Incentives and wartime demand brought record harvests from America's
farms (6, p. 7). The surplus generating momentum that was to plague
farmers and government planners for the next two decades was established.

This is shown in Chart 2. During World War II. agricultural pro-
duction began soaring unchecked by market forces as the Federal govern-
ment purchased what could not be scld. The major farm polities battles
for the next two decades would revolve around the support system, the
surpluses they generated and how to dispose of them.

Government agriculture planners kept the supports high and steady
for two years after the war ended. They knew the results of a postwar
slackened demand.

Postwar Politics

Congressional elections brought in the "Class of 'L6." Republi-
cans swept into a majority for the first time in 16 years with "To err
is Truman" as their battle cry. They immediately set about returning
the nation to what President Warren Harding had called "normalcy."
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They rapidly demobilized a war-weary nation and started dismantling
the New Deal, confident of voter approval. In 1948 they made a
mistake that possibly cost them control of the Congress and a sup-
posedly guaranteed return to the White House behind New York Governor
Thomas E. Dewey.

Prior to the Presidential and Congressional elections in 1948,
the Republicans passed e bill abolishing the rigid 90 percent supports
‘that had proved profitable for the nation's farmers. They called
instead for a flexible support system that would allow incentives to
be changed as production needs .changed. -The bill was to take effect
in 1950. It never did.

Trumen  upset Dewey and the Democrats returned to CongreSS. At
the time, it was belleved the Republican's policy of reduced supports
had cost the G.0.P. several midwestern states and the election. The
Democrats were not going to make the same mistake., They reinstated
the war level supports. o

Tn 1950 the CCC accrued its first major surplus stock (2, p. 62).
For a while, the Korean coaflict filled the need for a war to keep
" surpluses down and prices up; but that. ended in 1953. The high price
" supports continued spurring production, and the federal government 's
- storage bins were filling with costly, yet unmarketable, commodities.

The stage was set for Public Law 480.

Just Another Bill

In construction the most stable configuration is the triangle.
The same holds true in American government. FEach cluster ‘of shared
interests {e.g., farmers) has a three-legged institutional base with
which to advance itself. The tripod consists of lobbies, executive
agencies and Congressional committees. The decision-making process
was , of course, not always smocth. Outcomes are usually a combinstion
of political muscle work and horsetrading. This is the case of PL 480,

The idea that evolved into the Food for Peace program originated
with a farmers® lobby. The American Farm Bureau Federation, at its
1952 National Conference in Seattle, came up with what was then an
" original scheme to dispose of commodity surpluses. The group realized
that developing nations were unwilling to purchase agricultural goods
for dollars because such hard currency was needed for the capital pur-
chases vital for economic development. However, if the Federal govern-
ment could be persuaded to accept soft {(1ocal) currency as payment for
surpluses, the effect would be an increased demand--a rise in consump-
tion (6, p. 39).

Next, the second arm of the legislative troika was brought into
play. Farm bureau representatives approached the Secretary of Agri-
culture, Ezra Taft Benson.and suggested an ambitious expansion of the
administration's farm program. The bureau represeatatives suggested
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the administration tie production restraints (a drop in supports) to
the agressive sale of surpluses overseas for soft currencies (§) p. 47).
While Benson and his associates mulled over the proposal, a 1953 Farm
Bureau conference officially endorsed legislative action to send sur-
pluses overseas for soft currencies (6, p. L40).

The Agriculture Department sent a legislative package to Congress
that tied production restraints to the soft currency idea. But, as
Don Paarlberg, a United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) official
involved in PL 480's conception, told a 1967 Food for Freedom confer-
_ence, "Congress untied the package.” (8, p. 48).

With the 1948 election debacle still fresh in their minds, Congress—
men never seriously considered lowering supports, despite fervent
preaching by Secretary Benson. The election of a Democrat to Wisconsin's
Ninth Congressional District for the first time in history showed the
lawmakers that farmers had no qualms whatsoever about "throwing the
rascals out" if the 90 percent supports were threatened (9, p. 10).

A1l Benson's labors earned him was the role of a moving target for
Congressional and farm lobby snipers. He became the unwilling symbol
of the administration's desire to end the high, rigid surplus-generating
supports. Congress, fearful of farm vote reaction, cast Benson in the
villain's role of the man who would rob the farmers of their just and
well earned reward.

Yet, Congress had to do something. The mounting surpluses in
Government storage bins were both costly (storage costs of $1 million

per day),and embarrassing (2, p. 59).

‘ In a debate on the House floor in 1954, Agriculture Committee
memwber E. C. Gathings (D-Ark.) said (10, p. 32):

One of the main propaganda weapons the Communists are
using against us today is that we are permitting our food
to lay up there in storehouses and rot before giving it
to the needy and hungry people throughout the world.

Conflicting interests necessitated an untied legislative package.
Keeping high supports kept the farmers happy, and soft currency sales
kept domestic surpluses at acceptable levels. Reaching this compromise
took over a year.

Untied Package

It took the Senate less than two weeks in July 1953 to, on the one
hand, override Benson's call for a walt-and-see attitude on soft {cur-
rency) sales and to, on the other hand, squelch Freshman Senator Bubert
H. Humphrey's call for & broad food aid policy closely tied to American
foreign policy objectives (6, p. 40). The House of Representatives did
not complete work on the bill before adjournment, and PL 480 had to
wait until the 1954 session for action (6, p. L1).
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On January 19, 1954, the first warnlngs of bureaucratic warfare

.. between the Department of State and Agrlculture ‘over the new program

‘appeared While Benson and . USDA were pushlng for a small export effort
,agalnst Congress' desire for a relatively massive operatlon the State
Department was exerting behind~the-scenes pressure to forestall any such
export attempt (;;j p. 1). State feared thetlmpact of surplus export
on.other, friendly exporters of agricultural commodities. The lines of

- conflict. within the Federal bureaucracy were starting to form, as two

competing, massive, powerful organizations fought for what each per-
ceived as the national interest. The State Department placed a premium
on how such exports would affect our foreign relations.. The Agriculture
Department, hovever, had a different constituency: the nation's farmers.
Both sides pressed their case with Congress, and on June 9, 1954 PL L8O
was reported out of the House Committee on Agriculture.

The USDA won. Floor guestions centered arcund the impsct of the
. bill on American agriculture and the taxpayers' pocketbook Some 20
amendments were tacked on the bill 4in the House, and most of them were
.deleted in the conference committee w1th the Senate.

On July 10 Pre31dent Eisenhower 51gned the blll

Public Law MSQ

‘The Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954 was
. & masterful pilece of lawmaking. The flve*and—a—half page document
draws.. on ten administrative agencies and The President to administer
the surplus dlsposal ope?atlon. -

DlSPosal from a pure self—lnterest point of view, was all the
legislation intended, despite pronouncements by the lawmakers.

It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to
expand international trade among the United States and
friendly nations, to facilitate the convertability of
currency, to promote the economic stability of American
agriculture and the national welfare, to make maximum
efficient use of surplus sgricultural commodities in
furtherance of the foreign policy of the United States,
and to stimulate and facilitate the expansion of foreign
trade in agricultural commodities produced in the
United States by providing a means whereby surplus
agricultural commodities in excess of the usual market-
ings of such commodities may be sold through private
trade channels, and foreign currencies accepted in pay-
ment therefore. It is further the policy to use foreign
currencies which accrue to the United States under this
Act to expand internatiomal trade, to encourage economic
developnent, to purchase strategic materials, to pay '
United States obligations abroad, to promote collective
strength, and to foster in other ways the foreign policy
of the United States (12, p. 1).
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. Title I of PL L8O calls on the President to a) "take reasonable
_precautions” that PL 480 sales do not disrupt domestic commercial
sales or upset world prices, b) insure private trading channels are
used as much as possible, c¢) "give special consideration” to using
the act to expand markets for American goocds abroad, d) make sure

. purchasing nations don't resell goods bought from the United States
for profit, and e) maximize purcha51ng opportunities for frlendly
nations (read noncommunist) {12, ». 1).

The law authorized the Commodity Credit Corporation to handle the
transportations and transfers of funds (2, p. €6).

As for the soft currency funds, acquired under Title I of the
Act, no fewer than 21 uses were prescribed.

The Agriculture Department was assigned the task of using the money
to develop markets. The State Department was authorized to use the soft
currency to purchase goods for other nations, meke economic development
grants, finance educational exchange programs, construct building for
U.S. purposes such as embassies, etc., donate funds to American schools
(primarily land grant colleges) for research, fund workshops and endow
chairs in Ameriecsn studies around the world, purchase nonfood emergency
items, sell the currency for dollars to U.S. tourists, and use dollar
sales for travel and other purposes (2, p. 66).

The Office of Civil Defense Mobilization received funds to build
supplemental stockpiles, while the Departments of State and Defense used
PL 480-acquired currencies for the "common defense" (12, p. 3). This
provision, written into the law by Congress, would return to shock many
of the lawmakers when one particular "common defense" campaign backfired:
Vietnam.

The Export-Import Bank received funds to lend to private companies.
The Department of State and the Development Losn Fund were authorized
to use funds for loans to foreign goverrments. The United States Infor-
mation Agency (USIA), the public relations branch of the Central Intelli~
gence Agency. received funds to translate books and periodicals, conduct
trade fairs {to compete with those staged by the Soviets), and in con-
Junction with the State Department, build schools and purchase audio-
visual supplies. Other funds went into Sclentlflc research and educa~
tional/cultural programs (2, p. 68).
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Title II authoriZe&‘sutylué commodity shipments to go toward
disaster relief, and to voluntary assistance organizations to speed
up development in the Third World (2, p. 66). -

Title II1 authorized a controversial barter program, and the use
of surpluses to relieve domestic food shortages (2, p. 67).

Title IV, added in September 1959 suthorized long-term {tén-year)
~ dollar payments for agricultural goods by purchasing nations {12, '
p. 22)..

What the bill amounted to was an expansion of the policy that had
failed during the Great Depression. Instead of trying to curb produc-
tion at home while stimulating domestic consumption, PL 480 tried to
modestly restrain home production while expanding world conSumption
of American farm overabundance. The political rhetoric no longer
revolved around the home front. '

"The_adjustment of world supply to world demand will require
adjustments of preoduction in other countries as well as the United
States,”" said President Dwight D. Eisenhower in September 1954 (13,
p. 1).

Indeed, through the 1950s and 1960s grain exporters such as
Canada, Australia and Thailand experienced tremendous surplus prob-
lems as agricultural mechinzation hiked production to levels the farm
market could not absorb at acceptable prices (i, p. 7).

The American government, caught between politically potent far-
mers and embarrassing costly surpluses, fought a holding action to
. up world consumption of American farm products while trying to hold
the line on production and prices at home. That was the original
intent of PL L80. But as the size of the program forced administra-
- tion by several competing bureaucracies, soon even that purpose would
be overshadowed by others.

PL 480 ~ The Early Years

The first post-enactment internal wrangle came in less than one
year. The State Department wasted no time in using the power granted it
under PL 480 to advance its own interests. The men at Foggy Bottom
had not yet overcome their fears of an adverse reaction by friendly,
competing agricultural exporting nations. PL 480 authorized State
to coordinate all foreign policy functions of the act and to do all
- the necessary negotiations (2, p. 79). State was soon accused of

taking the opportunity to interfere with, and frequently cut the export
trade where it seemed necessary. Members of the farm bloc in Congress
were incensed by what some termed "sabotage" of the operation. A
Senate Agriculture Committee investigation into the matter was launched
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in February of 1955 (15, p. 28). Almost 11 months later, the Senate
was still sniping at State. On January 24, 1956, the Senate Republican
Policy Committee scored State Department "interference" with attempts
to sell surplus agricultural commodities abroad {16, ». 20).

The only action regarding Public Law 480 taken in 1956 was a simple
one-year extension, calling for the CCC to fund Title II and III ocean
freight charges and establishing a surplus disposal administrator within
the USDA {12, p. 10). -

Such relative inaction did not mean there were no problems with
the program. Far from it. A combinstion of Administration foot-dragging
and State Department "interference" led to an anemic flow of commodities
abroad. In August 1955 Congress publicly rebuked the Administration by
more than doubling the $T700 million appropriation for Title I before ..
the act expired. The new figure, $1.5 billion, was raised in the 1956
extension to $3 billion (12, p. 12).

Intragovernment wrangling marked the administration of Publiec Law

480 in 1956. First, Congress snubbed the President by rejecting a
request that the ban on selling surplus goods to un-'"friendly" nationms
be partially lifted. Then, another administration attempt to deal
with the Communist bloe was snarled in red tape (so to speak) as a
Commerce Department plan to open trade links with Communist nations ran
afoul of Congress' explicit ban on trading agricultural surpluses with
"the enemy" (17,'p. 3). - _ , .

The typical partisanwrangling between a Democrat-controlled Con-
gress and a Republican. administration continued when Senator Humphrey
gquestioned the "propriety" of Agriculture Secretary Benson. Benson
had once engaged e Los Angeles. public relations firm, Braun and Co.,
that had been named in a Federal civil suit alleging antitrust viola-— ..
tions by Safeway Stores, Inc,, the supermarket chain. :

The firm issued a stetement citing the work it had dene with the
- previcus administration, a Democratic one. The case never resurfaced
(18, p. 1).

The World Changes

The Eisenhower years were, for most Americans, & tranguil, quiet
time. Such partisan shenanigans simply filled newspaper space. ‘No
one suspected that a new era in the Cold War was beginning. '

Workers demanding food, and students calling for an end to Stalinist
repression rioted in Poznan, Poland in October 1956, toppling the govern-
ment. Wladyslaw Gomulka became First Secretary of the Polish Communist
Party. He turned to the West for food, '

Enter the State Department. The upheavals in Poland and the
request by a Communist leader for food assistance from the "Free World"
presented State with a disarmingly obvious way to capitalize on America’s
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food:abundance;"Oﬂ December 26_Stdt§ quietly declared the new Pclish
government "independent)" meaning it would then be eligible to receive
surplus food under PL h80 (6, p. 58).

A new Cold War strategy materlallzed Economlcs began pushing the
bomb off- center stage in the international affairs playhouse,. HNow the
annual -Eisenhower request for trade authorizations for Communlst satel-
lite nations took on a new meaning. L :

But the Elsenhower admlnlstratlons even in the midst of massive
historic movements, was slow to take action,. . By May 1957 only a small
.-amount of aid-had bgen ‘sgreed on between the U.S. and Poland. " Ironi-
cally, it was the man who would succeed Eisenhower, the then-Senator
.. John F. Kennedy, who called the nation's attention to the potential of

-food aid as a tool to pry apart the Soviet bloe.

Kennedy told an Omaha audience on May 17, 1957 (;2, p. 16):

If we fail to ‘help the Poles, who else in Germany,
Czechoslovakia or: anywhere behind the Iron Curtain will
dare stand up to the Russians and look Westward.

I reallze the dangers 1nvolved I .realize that Poland_
is still within the Soviet orbit, still patrolled by Red
armies snd still the source of irritating anti-Western
statements. - :

I realize that there is a danger that our aid will
simply strengthen the Communist bloc, relieve pressure
.on the Soviets and divert to armements those resources
- now devoted to staving off Polish discontent.

After denoting the fears of those who opposed the aid to Poland
and Communist nations in general, the future president asked how "after
‘all our bold words about liberation" the U.S. could turn the Poles down
after they had "braved the Soviets' wrath." He then said food aid could
move the Poles from the Soviet bloc to the Western bloc, a shift State
Department analysts were dreaming of.

"We will either be forcing & suffering nation into a fruitless
revolt, or we will be forcing the Polish government to again become
hopelessly dependent on Moscow" if the U.8. refuses to trade, Kennedy
said (19, p. 16). '

Kennedy had in mind a definite role for food -in American foreign
policy. That is far more than can be said for President Eisenhower.
His Becretary of Agrlculture summarized the Administration's v1ew of
PL 480 this way-} . =
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Public Law 480 is considered a temporary means of disposal
of agricultural surpluses. It has proved to be an effective
tool of moving surpluses abroad while other programs are
restoring a more balanced situation with respect to farm
output and demand. However, sales for foreign currencies
and barter are inconsistent with the Administration's

desire to further the removal of Government farm business.
¥o action should be taken to incorporaste disposal methods

of this kind as permanent features of United States foreign
trade program (6, p. 58).

A month after Kennedy's speech Pre31dent Elsenhower held & news=-

-conierence where a reporter from the Minneapolis Tribune asked him
about & meeting he had with Minnesota Senator Humphrey about "the possi-
ble increase in the use of our surplus food as a weapon of our foreign
poliey". The President's reply:

Well, I suggested to him that he go see the Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture--~he has already talked to the
State Department--see the Assistant Secretary of Agri-
culture, who has got the finest set of statistics as

to what is happening in this area and its effects and
lack of effects on world markets, and so on, that is
poséible to get, and the man is very competent, Assistant
Secretary - Butz . . . [The President conferred with
James C. Hagerty, Press Secretary]. . . Butz, Earl Butz,
and I suggested he go see him (20, p. 18).

Aside from not even knowing the first name of his own Assistant

Secretary of Agriculture, Ike still only thought in terms of "effects

. . . on world markets" and was totally unprepared to offer even simple
rhetoric on the need for America to step into the world food breach, or
stand up to Communism, ete.

dent
rart

In spite of his apparent lack of ‘enthusiasm for the idea, the Presi-
did win the authority that year to deal in surplus commodltles with
of the Communist World.

The President shall exercise the authority contained in
Title I of this Act (1) to assist friendly nations to be
independent of trade with the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and with nations dominated or controlled by
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and (2} to asgsure
that agricultural commodities sold or transferred there-~
under do not result in increased availability of those

or like commodities to unfriendly nations. (b) Nothing
in this Act shall be construed as authorizing transactions
Title I or Title III with the Union of Soviet Soecialist:
Republics or sny of the areas dominated or controlled by
the Communist regime in China (12, p. 13).
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The original (1954). Act contained the-following proviso:

As used in this Aet, "friendly nation" means any country
other than (1) the U.S5.8.R. or {2) any nstion or area
dominated or controlled by the foreign government or
foreign organization controlllng the World Commmunist
movement (12, 2L 3).

In addition to.the power to attempt to lure the Soviet satellite
nations toward the West, Ike asked. for and received a hike in the Title I
allotment from $3 to $4 million (12, p. 13). Enterprises trying to do
business in the Third World also got a 1ift from the 1957 extension of
the act. An amendment tagged on the bill by House Agriculture Committee
Chairman Harold D. Cooley provided for a loasn fund amounting to 25 per-
cent of Title I revenues be set up to assist:

United States business firms and branches, subsidiaries,

- or affiliates of such firms for business development and
trade expansion in such countries and for loans to domestic
or foreign firms for business development end trade expan-
sion in such countries and for loans to domestic or
foreign firms for the establishment of facilities for
aiding in the utilization, distribution, or otherwise
increasing the consumption of, and wmarkets for United
States agricultural products: Provided, however, That
no such loans shall be made for the manufacture of any-
products to be exported to the United States in competi-
tion with products produced in the United States or for
the- manufacture or production of any commodity to be
marketed in competition with United States agricultural
commodities or the products thereof (12, p. 13).

It was another adventure in self-interest. The U.S. would lend
companies money acquired by selling surplus goods to help expand the
world market for American goods, provided, of course, that nothing is
built or sold that could in any way damage the American balance of pay-
ments.

In 1958, after cutting Ike's $5.5 billion Title I request to $2.25
billion, Congress passed an extension of Public Law 480 (6, p. 59).

It was different in 1959.

The Law Must Change Too

The world had changed dramatlcally since 1954, when a simple surplus
disposal bill was enacted. America, while not liking it, had gotten used
to the idea that the Soviet Union had the bomb. The passage of years
made a Communist invasion seem less likely.. The era of seemingly direct
physical confrontation with a Communist monolith had passed. The new age
called for a new strategy. PL 480 would be a part of it.
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The aid response to the end of the second World War contentrated
on the Marshall plan,a massive operation to restore the Western indus-
trial powers. Developing nations received a very small part of the
overall postwar aid. -~ - .. - . ‘

The Soviet Union's detonation of a nuclear device shattered the

idea of a final world peace, and the Cold War began in'ga;ng@t:“'Mili—‘
tary alliances were hastily comstructed around the rim of the Communist
world, which enveloped the largest nation in the world in‘terms of size--
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the largest mation in terms
of population--China. It was an age of dramatic and frightening con~
frontation, as Secretary of State John Foster Dulles played the deadly
game of brinksmanship; meking nuclear obliteration séem ‘a possibility
at almost any time. - o Pt

"

But when' it came time to haggle over yet another extension of Public’
Law 480 in 1959, there were new pieces on the global chessboard, and new
rules to guide their international movewents. Food had been elevated
from & non sequitur to & pawn. - -

No longer was the -international competition directly military in -
nature; now it was economic. As the wind of change swept colonies from
their decaying empires, the Third World became an international actor
one to be wooed with economic incentives. The Soviet Union had already
started to flaunt its system as the better one: a superior model for -
development, Hubert Humphrey, as early as 1953, advocated America do
the same for capitalism. - S . '

Tn 1953, Congressional hearings centersd around surplus disposal and
emergency aid prososals to send excess American farm production to
victims of natural calamities. But Senator Humphrey, a member of both
the Senate Agriculture and Foreign Relations Committees, had a broader
program with broader goals in mind. He proposed making fTood exports an
integral part of American foreign policy. His idea was surplus utili-
zation, not surplus disposal.{6, p. 40). ' ‘ IR

In February 1954, Humphrey presented the Senate Agriculture committee
with a surplus utilizetion scheme "to promote the attainment of an
honorable peace." (6, p. 42). The bill died in committee.: -

In early 1956, he was commissioned to do a report on PL 480. BHe
submitted his report, "Food and Fiber as a Force For Freedom,” to the
Senate Agriculture and Forestry Cormittee on February 18, 1958 (6, p. h2).
Wnat five years earlier had seemed like almost visionary ravings to '
staid Agriculture Committeemen took on new life as Humphrey's report
depicted the shifting emphasis of the struggle with Communism.

America's abundance of food and fiber is a tremendous asset
in the world's struggle for peace and freedom [read against
Communism]} - an asset still waiting to be fully utilized
with greater boldness and compassion. . .
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A breakthrough in the conquest of hunger could be
more significent in the cold war than the conquest of -
outer space. In areas of Africa and Agia, as well as
other parts of the world, food means far more to vast
millions of people today than any space satellite in
the  sky.

' Bread, not guns, may well d301de man's future destlny

" Thanks to our farm people, the United States is in a

. far better position than Russia to lead the world toward
the conquest of hunger and want. At a time when we are
trying to catch up with the Soviet Union in other areas
of competition, asgriculture is one segment of our economy
slready geared to meet any emergency  challenge, already
offering us fully productive resources to meet any Soviet
threat of economic warfare throughout the world . . .
Regrettably, however, the American people have been led
to think our abundence and ability to produce in abundance
is some shameful millstone around our. necks - instead of
perhaps one of the greatest advantages we hold on the
world scene,

The Soviet Union seems to understand the vital role
food and fiber can occupy in the struggle for the mind
of man - and has embarked upon the task of trying to
outproduce us. Khrushechev has served notice, publicly,
that he intends to meke Russia the world's leading sup-
plier of food (21, p. 1).

The partlsan perrenlal contender for the White House described the
international struggle's new twist. But even demonstrating its truth
would not be sufficient. A lethargic Congress and an incredibly inertial
Administration would have to be shaken up by a new president before
Humphrey's recommendations would be fully carried out.

Humphrey's report cited four "needs" of the PL 480 program. First,
he called for recognizing the program as an instrumental part of American
"economic policy in support of our foreign poliey objectives." Next, he
called for more continuity in the program, i.e. abandoning the year-to-
year extension basis of its appropriations and providing for continuing
funding. In effect, Humphrey was calling for institutionalizing the
surplus disposal program. He chose to ignore the implications of yet
another bureaucratized foreign policy organ. His third proposal was for
a "central guiding hand™ to oversee the surplus utilization program,
instead of the cluttered nonorganizational hierarchy that then character-
ized the program's administration. His final perceived "need” was for
(max1m121?g the opportunltles set forth under each title of the aect . . .

21, p. 3 R o

L]
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Humphrey's two year labors were not well received. The entrenched
view of PL 480 as simple disposal of surpluses that the U.S. really
should not have had anyway proved immune to attack.

The White House apparently studied Humphrey's report closely, because
on January 29, 1959, Tke submitted his own "Food for Peace" plan, hoping
to undercut the ambitious Minnesota Democrat. Ike's plan was window .
dressing. He had already reguested a simple one-year extension, and his
plan was to put Humphrey-critic and disposal-advocate Secretary Benson
in command of the program. Tke's plan called for, more of the same: one-
year, piecemeal surplus disposal, and,apother,fight,with farm interests
over cutting surplus-generating supports. :

Humphrey termed the President's pian‘ﬂa‘ﬁﬁagic failure of executive

responsibility" (22, p. 1). L

But Tke had the advantage. An immensely popular President calling
for little more than a continuation of the .status-quo -has a far greater
chence of winning a legislative battle than a man who's. Dbeen tooting the
same horn for nine years. And, Ike beat Humphrey to the draw.

By February 10, 1959, Benson had already been officially appointed
head of the Food for Peace effort (23, p. 10). It was not until April 16
that Humphrey's proposal was even put into committee (24, p. 2). The
bill was based on his report.' W:, , : : S

A veteran of almost a decade of legislative fights over surplus
utilization plans, Humphrey charted his strategy. cerefully. Well aware
of opposition to his scheme in the conservative Senate Agriculture.
Committee, the Minnesota Democrat tabbed his bill as a foreign relations
measure, and submitted it to the somewhat more favorable Senate Foreign
Relations Committee (6, p. 43). - o - e ‘ :

The Agriculture Department waited less than one week to blast. Hum-.-
phrey's plan. The Senator's proposal for long-term (ten-year) sales of -
comuodities for dollars instead of soft currencies was attacked as
entailing "substantial risk of unduly disrupting world prices" by USDA
(25, p. 23). Two days later, Agriculture Secretary Benson dismissed out

of hand the idea of institutionalizing food aid, saying "Congress should’
take a look at the program every year" (26, p. 18, v :

Benson did more than chastize Congress for[bgipg too lagy to review:
a program every year. While doing all he could to. forestall any change -
in American surplus policy, he was collaborating with, of all people, -
the State Department to insure our agricultural goods~exporting friends
sbroad would not get the impression America was going to expand surplus:. .
dispossl. Tt was a very familiar ploy. The administration simply chose.
to ignore the fact that Congress existed, or had any role at all in formu~
lating American foreign policy. v N
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. Benson and UnderfSecretary of State C. Douglas Dillon privately
essured Australian trade minister Sir John McEwen that the surplus
disposal program would not be expanded (26, p. 18).

While every-day adversaries Agriculture and State -collaborated abrosd,
at home The New York Times backed Eisenhower by distorting facts.
Totally ignoring the long struggle initisted by Senator Humphrey in 1953,
the Times, in a regular news article, reported "Humphrey's bill was the
Democratic answer to the 'Food for Peace' effort President Eisenhower
Suggested in a farm message to Congress ‘earlier this year"{26, p. 18).
It is no wonder that Senator Humphrey felt the need to "educate™ the
public as to the ways food could be used to further foreign poliey objec-
tives., The allegedly most complete newspaper in the country saw fit to
ignore the issue completely.

As the New York Times announced Ike's willingness to use food for
peace, the House Appropriations Committee withheld some funds from the
CCC to literally force the corporation to unload more of the surpluses
it held. Again, the Eisenhower Administration was scored for being
“overly concerned with the world market, and not concerned enough about
?merlcan farmers or the cost to the taxpayer of storing the excess goods

ET,p 1 :

The fight against Humphrey's proposals continued into the Committee
hearings in July. The Deputy Assistant Seéretary of State for Economic
Affairs, W. T. M. Beale told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that
‘Humphrey's bill would "create false hopes and exaggerated expectations
of economic aid on the part of’ the recipient countries or would tend to
result in overprogramming of commodities in an attempt to meet these
expectatlons" (6, p..6L). Other Eisenhower appointees echoed that
aging view of farm surpluses.

Fisenhower's tame éufﬁius plan cleared the amenable Agriculture
Committee by mid-July, and Committee Chairmaen Allen J. Ellender used his

- prerogative to ensure the Administration proposal was debated on the

floor before Humphrey's, in effect killing the Minnesota Senator's plan.
The only concession Humphrey won in the Agriculture Committee was a
proviso that the Senate as a whole would consider attachlng amendments
to the administration bill (6, pp. k3, 61).

The Senate had little choice. Senator Humphrey submitted his entire
- bill to the floor, item by item, as amendments, provoking debate on the
concept behind American food aid poliey. ‘

Ellender, whose committee passively accepted Ike's plan, said Hum-
- phrey's proposal to extend the plan for three years instead of one would
meke PL 480 "into a very definite arm of our foreign aid give-away
program" (6, p. 61).

[



-20-

" Another Southern Demécrat, Senator Spessard L. Holland of Florids,
viewed the Humiphrey proposal in a purely. domestlc 11ght (6, p. 61):

. . . as fatal a mistake in our protectlon of agrlculture
as we could-make to commit ourselves in advance to the

.propesition that we are going to overproduce our commodl—

?tles for the domestlc and world markéts.‘ - :

“'In splte of heavy opposition, Humphrey WOn ' some major battles. The
Senate passed an amendment he sponsored, adding another title:to the -
original -bill; Title IV, that allowed for 1l0-year food shipments to be
paid for in dollars over a 20-year period.. The upper house also pro-:
vided for an unprecedented three—year extension of PL 480. This, how=-
ever, was trimmed to two years in the Senate-~House: Conference 'Committee

(6 p 62)

House of Representatives wrangling prov1ded snother close#up of
how national farm policy is formulated. Atechnicality that would
exclude PL 480 shipments from travelling through Great Lakes ports to
the newly opened St. Lawrence seaway was defeated on' the House floor. -
The provision was proposed by a Congressman ‘from New York- City with the
backing of other mejor ocean port Congressmen who said the new seaway '
would financially hurt their districts. The Midwest, standing to gain
from the opening and use of the seaw&y, successfully- fought off the
coast state offensive (28, p. 1). : i

Ike signed the revamped PL h80 on September 21, 1959, and announced

that he would ignore two of its provisions: one calling for domestic:
food dlstrlbutlon through food stamps, and the new Tltle IV (29, . )

1960: Flection Year POlltlcS

Not five months after in effect telling Congress he didn't care
what they passed, Ike adopted a "conciliatory" stance. He challenged-
Congress to oome up with a better farm policy package than his. The
election year ploy failed. The ordinarily partisan Democrats in Congress
made no effort to hide their contempt for the lame duck executive.

"There's nothing the President can recommend that a Democrat would
vote for," said Senstor Olln D Jchnson Democrat of South Carolina (30,

p. 1).

On the polltlcally charged gurface of Washlngton there would be
little substantial action during the election year. But that doesn't
mean that nothing happened. A State Department review of soft curren-
cies :garnered under Title I came up with a very important tangentlal
recommendation: that serious consideration be given to using food as
a part of America's foreign aid program (6, p. 62). It wasn't very
original, but that's not important. What matters is that State saw the
program as something useful, or put differently, something State could
use. But, along with everyone else in an election year, State would
have to wait.
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The only official legislative action relating to PL 4B0O taken during
1960 was the insertion of a brief but significant phrase in the Title IT
section: (12, p. 25): ,

In order to facilitate the utilization of surplus agri-
cultural commodities in meeting the regquirements of
needy peoples, and in order to promote economic
development in underdeveloped areas in addition to that
which can be accomplished under Title I of this act . « .

Now officially, surplus food aid was as much a part of America? foreign
policy as comparative and competitive development with the Soviets was.

The law was changed just in time for the election. of John Kennedy.

Kennedy: New Frontiers in Food Aid

Even before hisg narrow victory over Richard Nixon, Kennedy was plan-
ning to use food surplus exports in a way Ike and Benson never dreamed.
In October he appointed a commission (including the man he beat for the
Democratic nomination, Hubert Humphrey) to come up with new ways to use
U.S. agricultural abundance abroad. The press release announcing the
establishment of the task force proclaimed "Cur food and fiber can and
should become an important instrument of foreign policy” (31, p. 43).
While the group toiled to put its preconceived notions on paper, a Presi-
dent was elected, and the New Frontier was opening up.

One of the first people the new President-elect contacted once
victory was assured was George McGovern, a South Dakota Democratic Con-
gressman who had lost a race for the U.S. Senate. The men chatted, and
on December 16, Kennedy asked McGovern to head the new White House
0ffice of Food for Peace {1, p. xii). Kennedy considered naming the
South Dakotan Secretary of Agriculture, but feared he didn't have the
seniority required for the post. That job went to Minnesota governor
Orville Freeman, who, when asked about the appointment said, "I think
it's something to do with the fact that Harvard does not have a school
of agriculture" (32, p. 139).

The Office of Food for Peace was officially established by an execu-
tive order on Januery 2k, 1961 (1, p. xiii). That was the easiest part
of the campaipgn.

First, there was the fight over where to put the new office. Now,
both State and Agriculture wanted it, knowing full well Kennedy favored
the program and that its budget would swell, The new President was
extremely interested in foreign policy, and considered putting the new
office physically within the State Department to appease them. But
before anybody's plans could gel, McGovern set up shop in an sbandoned
suite in the Executive Office Building, winning his first test. He had
argued for an independent Food for Peace office (32, p. 126}. But getting
the office physically independent meant nothing. It would waver between
the White House, State and Agriculture for as long as it existed.
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" A strong proponent of an’independent (read White House controlled)
Food for Peace office was Presidential Special Assistant Arthur
Schlesinger Jr. During the initial organization of the Kennedy admini-
stration, Food for Peace and another Kennedy brainchild, the Peace
Corps, were slated t6° go into State's Ageney for International Develop-
ment (AID). But, as Schlesinger put it later,; “"Nothing cOuld take the
heart out of new ideas more speedily than an 0ld bureaueracy” (32,

P. 556). The Special A351stant thought the two programs. had to be
separate to keep their "identity" and "elan." Why did -he-think it so
erucial this be done?
These two programs have more: political pdtential than any- -
thing else in the foreign aid picture. It seems to me
there is a strong argument for holding them close to-the
President. Would F.D.R. ever have let such programs out

Y

of his immediate grasp? (32, p. 556) vt -

"Food for Peace was the great ‘unseen weapon of Kennedy's third world
policy." (32, p. 556). It was mbre than simple-minded bureaucratic
infighting.” Tt was possmbly the most" 1mportant peaceful foreign policy -
tool the Kennedy admlnistratlon helieved it had. - Tts paramount objectlve,
as dlscuesed before, was economlc development ‘Or, as McGovern put it -
in a Lincoln,” Nebraska spéech i late’ February 1961, American surpluses
can help third world nations decide between "violent revolution and ‘
peaceful democratic change towar& better standards" (33, P 78)

[
1

Meanwhlle the task force Kennedy set up before his electlon had
finished its report.' It declared dead "the conception, the philosophy
and the nomenclature of’ surplus disposal'™ (32, p. 161). ~The proposal
put forth by the group ‘talled for an end to passively shipping overseas
what we happen to have too much of. Instead, the report proposed gearing
American agriculture to’ speclflcally meet the economic and nutritional
needs of the Third World, It suggested deliberately designing programs
to generate soft currency where investment is needed, and managing the
currency tOuav01d the 1nflat10n that accompanies development (32, p. 162).

With that report in hand, Kennedy sent the followzng message to
Congress'(3k, p, 1b);

We have barely beguh to explore the ways in which our abun-
dance can advance the cause of peace and freedom around the
world, and contribute to the well-being and stability of
underdeveloped nations whose people eye our storage stockm
plles Wlth hungry dlssatlsfactlon. s

The new President asked for an unprecedented five-year extension

of PL 480 because "Unless there is some assurance of a continuing program '

we can.neither meke the advance plans best suited to an effective 1nstru—rf
ment of forelgn poliecy nor gauge its long term effect upon our domestic
program. The extension request included a call for $2 billion for

Title T, and drastlc hlkes in other aspects of the program (3&, p. 1h)
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‘The opposition preparéd'toﬁtake the new leader down a few pegs.
Firgt, there were the usual cries of "tax payer give-away," market
endangerment and the fear that America would aslways have to cope with
the surplus problem (35, p. 40). Others, who saw food in a political
light, said American surpluses should not, for example, go to India,
“because Prime Minister Nehru tHad criticized the United States' treatment
of Cuba (10, pp. 28-29). The Administration fought back, saying if
America showed such blatant political favoritism, the humanitarian image
of our food aid would lose all credibility.

The 1961 extension of the bill was a victory for Kennedy and those
who favored integrating surplus disposal with foreign policy objectives.
Although the President 4id not get a full five-~year extension, he did
get an unprecedented three-~year mendate. The law was further geared to
the changing nature of the Cold War by insertion of a clause authorizing
food grants for economic development, as well as famine and emergency
relief (6, p. 6).

Another triumph for the new view of food aid took place that year.
For the first time the State Department officially threw its weight
behind PL 480 as "an important factor in the foreign relatlcns of the
United States" (6, p. 63).

"They are now actually indicating a desire to use more food abroad
in foreign assistance than the U.S. Department of Agriculture believes
it can justify on a concessional basis," said McGovern in early 1962.
The Agriculture Department's fear ‘was that the program, if expansion
continued, would cost too much. Their view was simple. If you want to
use food aid as a tool of foreign policy, fine. dJust let the State
Department pick up part of the tab. Agriculture officials feared that
if their budget appeared too bloated, public outrage might lead Congress
to meke arbitrary cuts in farm programs (36, p. 1).

As agriculture officials called for State to pick up part of the
tab, Agriculture Secretary Freeman and other officials were lobbying to
have the Food for Peace office placed in the USDA. Their argument was
that puttlng a Staté label on the program would cost it farm bloc
support in Congress (37, p. 5).

PL 480 was slightly revised in 1962. Kennedy asked for three
changes: allowing the Federal government to purchase foodstuffs on
the open market, permission to donate surpluses to international eco-
nomic development programs, and the expansion of Title IV to permit
the 7.8, to deal with foreign private traders. Congress accepted only
the last request (6, p. 63). C

But Congress displayed a positive attitude toward PL 480 in its
actions on another bill. In drawing up the 1962 Foreign Aid Bill,
Congress halted aid to all Communist countries, but specifically
excluded PL.480 from it provisions, thus allowing PL 480 programs in
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Poland and Yugoslavia to continue (6, p. 63). .These programs fall into
the Europe (Communist) category in Chart 3.

In 1962 George McGovern ran for the Senate once more, and .won.
" Richard Reuter of CARE took the helm at Food for Peace (32, p. 557).
He inherited a very different job than McGovern had had. Before the Bouth
Dakotan was offered the post, Food for Peace was & tarbaby nobody wanted.
Agr;culture saw it as a perpetuator of useless.and ecnomically disas-
trous food surpluses. State belleved it would destroy.our relations
with friendly food exporters. In the seven years.from 195k to 1960
$11.5 billion worth of food were targeted., When Reuter took over, State
‘and Agriculture were fighting it out in public over the right to control
the office. In the past two years, $7 billion had been allocated under

71 the program (10, P 56).

L Food had finally become a deflnLte part of Amerlc& 8. forelgn pollcy,
“funder the close personal direction of the young. Pre51dent.;u -

In 1957, when Jack Kennedy was a Senator from Massachusetts, he
gave a then~blasphemic speech on the floor of the upper house. The Cold
War was still frozen; foreign revolutlons were always part of .the .
"Kremlin's grand design;" and allies were to be defended at all costs.
Kennedy, at the peak of the Algerian revolution, called for the inde-~
pendence of the French colony (32, p. 510).

By 1962 Mgeria had won its 1ndependence9 bu# the struggle had
“radlcallzeﬁ the government , throw1ng it out of the perceptual orbit of
the United States. Disappointed, Kennedv watched and waited for the
chance to turn Algerla to the'Wést. In the winter of 1962~ 63 & famine
struck Algeria and Kennedy rushed in Wlth the Iargest Food for Peace
program to date. It was all a part of his strategy-— to stay 1n close,
keep working and wait for the breaks" (32, p. 521). '

In Egypt Kennedy tried the saine pollcy with some success. America's
commitment to Isrseli security forced the President to use every chance
and tool he had to blunt Egyptlan antagonism toward the Jewish state.

One major tool Kennedy used was the Food for Peace program. In June 1962
“Nasser wrote Kennedy a warm note, thanking him for the food aid, and
noting that while he and the United States had dlfferences the two could
still work together (32, p. 523).

Thé'Johnsoﬁfigﬁré; Decline I

Wo changes were made in PL 480 in 1963. But the program, in effect,
got a new director: Lvndon Baines Johnson. The empha31s of the program
¢hanged as well. It was no longer subtle, as it was in Algeria or Egypt.
Food for Peace became a weapon instead of a tool.

Barely one week iﬁﬁd‘l§6h, the American ambassador to South Vietnam,
Henry Cabot Lodge, announced & tremendous boost in surplus food aid to
that natidﬁ, As for th@ﬁﬁoft currency generated, Lodge said 90 percent
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CHART 3. DISTRIBUTION OF WHEAT, CORX, AND RICE
UNDER SELECTED U,S. GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS, 1955-1973%

(millions of metric tons)

) 1 Europe
@ cher East Aslal B Africa (Communist )

-v Vietpam, South Koreé., ‘a0 Furope
16.5 =" Tndonesia & Middle Zast {Noncommunist)
15,01 [:I Other South Asis HLa.tin America
H India
13.5f =T H!ﬁ
12.0 ] :—F i
. e 4 : %
Pt frerey g
105} sl eal 12—
B -‘-ﬂ 73 A BT
4 (< 4L Pd k> N
v « i 3 L]
g.o T: | !':f ad
A el « AF2 70 a]
Pl by X i B :
T3 F oy by | B Sl v Y]
WIN 41,4 A
\\ et |8 M ok
6.0}~ \ s [+ Y 1<) %
N ! B
I Lo
0
3.0 9)
1.5}
1955 1960 1965 - - 2970

CHART 4. DISPOSITION OF AMERICAN WHEAT AND CORN, 1955-1973%

(millions of metrie tons)

Commercial S5ales “myr™ ™ Total

Miiiions of Metrie Tons

H Disappearance
- PL 480 : m Domestic
250 b A-lDIsappearance
2007
-
1s5er-
‘?
T
- < :L <7
G ) :1 A 47,
L 4 <A 1, -\’v r\fr
v [N D)
100§~ PR RLEERPEEE Rl N LS LY 1 OF 11
P R A RN U F O AR B E]
IS < 4 L4 ¥l 4.9 <
e ® Alavledi<|F=2]|s Ml
. S EINIER LA 1A T ks 'Se
vl v P e el PP Pelp®
> v: «lfeqi®r | TS I (S .:
& L\ <
50}~ « ‘.:l :’ ,.: a? ‘w > 1% -;r o
1S o UM A B vife
¥ * CARAR R
L R Nl *lhy al ke o
P S kb ed b
" & L v Y vy LT
o L Hx » & E
- & div Ni» - LI
L <| L7 & 4 fu T} 14 € I © ]
Y 1 ’a ISl < 415
RIAP S riledle NI EVILN I
. L] ] ¥
1955 1965 1970

¥Scurce: U/S. Dept. Agr., Beon. Res. Ser., U.S. Agricuitural Exports under
Public law L80. Programs included are PL 480, CCC export eredit sales program,
Export-Import bank loans and guarantees, and Aid programs. Areas receiving less
than .3 mmt/year deleted.

#%Sources: U.S. Dept. Agr., Agricultural Statistiecs, 1962, 1972, and 1975.
U.S. Dept. Agr., Handbook of Agricwltural Charts, 1975. U.S5. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res.
Ser., U.8. Agricultural Exports under Public Law 480.




=26

of the funds would go to the South Vietnamese government to fight off
the Viet Cong. The other 10 percent would be used as loans to private
Mnerican and Vietnamese firms for industrial construction and expan-
sion (38, p. 2).

The Ambassador's announcement coincided with a speech by South
Vietnamese Premier Nguyen Ngoc Tho, who said his military junta could
not satisfy "pressing claims of the people who yearn for democratic
liverty" (38, p. 2).

And in Washington the battle to extend PL 480 began. The change
in Presidents seemed to spark a dramatic reversal in Congressional
sentiments toward the program. On September 2, the House voted %o
eliminate Pregidential authority to use soft currencies for economic
development grants or what the Act called "common defense" without
Congressional sppropristion.

But the next day Congressman John J. Rooney, Democrat of Brooklyn,
who spearheaded the Presidential power cutoff drive, reversed his vote
and took a majority. of the House with him as the 13-year-old grant of
authority to the Chief Executive was restored. Rooney told the House
that during the evening he was told by unnamed persons that if the
President's power over local currencies was eliminated, the war effort
in South Vietnem would suffer. He said he learned that 90 percent of
the soft currencies held by the U.S. were plowed back directly into the
war effort (39, p. 1). The House passed the Food for "Peace" measure

3Lk9-6.

The bill signed into law by the President a month later contained
the strongest restrictions against trading with the Communists to date.
It granted & two-yesr extension of the program; in contrast with the
previocus three-year extension, and Johnson's request for five. An
executive legislative committee was set up to advise the FPresident about
%Fe progra?, and interest rates were raised on loans to foreign nations

40, p. ix).

Johnson met this rebuke with a pair of his own, announcing he would
ignore two of the bill's provisions: one permitting Congressional Agri-
culture committees to veto Title I allocetions, the other requiring
advisor panel consent before certain loans could be made (41, p. 10).

1965 was the year of escalation in Vietnam. Regular bombing of the
North began. Advisors became troops. And more troops were sent in.
The State and Defense bureaucracies swelled. The President's time wag
increasingly taken up with planning war strategy. For a time, he even
selected specific bombing targets. He had little or no time for a pro-
gram as relatively inconsequential as Food for Peace.

On October 20, 1965, LBJ initialed Executive Order 11252, officially
transferring the Focd for Peace office from the White House to the State
Department {6, p. 133)., Food for Peace director Richaerd Reuter was put
in the State Department's Agency for International Development, and
stripped of all but nominal avthority over the program (&g, p. 4).
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. The 1961 extenslon of PL h80 was due to run out in 1966 - Preszident
Johnson, on February 10, 1966 asked for an overhsul, not an extenslon
of the food aid program. His message to Congress embodied four "new"
concepts: integrating the concept of "self-help" into the program,
eliminating the requirement that food aid must come from surpluses, an
expansion in the quantity of food aid, and authorizing CCC to nutri-
tionally enrich exported food (6, p. 133)

The request to eliminate the stipulation that shlpments be of surplus
goods was extremely important for two reasons. First, it betrayed a
newly activist Administration attitude. Second, it revealed that America
' was running low on goods it could call surplus. Crop failures in India
necessitated a messive aid program, sericusly depleting American stocks
(h3, P. .T). This is clear in Charts 3 and 4.  As the shipments to India
increased in the mid-1960s, the carryover or stocks held in the U.S.
declined.

‘The Johnson Administration was not alone in trying to plot a future
course for PL 480. Senators MeGovern, Walter Mondale, and Ellender all
‘submitted extension/revision bills, as did Representatlves Cooley and
Lynn E. Stalvaum (6, pp. 134-135).

After all the deleting, combining, bargaining and horsa—tradlng, a
bill emerged from a Senate-House conference commlttee on September 5.
The bill was returned to conference after the House rejected a provision
inserted in the bill by the Senate. The item gave the President authority
to waive a prohibition against selling food to nations trading with North
Vietnam or Cuba. After a second conference, the bill was passed with a
provision granting the President power to waive the restriction against
nations dealing with Cuba, but not North Vietnam (é, pp. 134~135).

President Jonnson signed the bill into law on November 12, saying
that while he d1id not object to the substance of the trade restrlctlons,
they would "create major difficulties for our foreign policy." State
Department officials said they wished to use the food as a bargaining
chip with the NWorth Vietpamese (4L, p. 1).

The 1966 bill officially changed the name of the food aid program
from PL 480 to Food for Peace, rejecting the President's proposed title
of World War on Hunger. The bill, covering two years, contained the
following provisions: food aid need not be from surpluses, American
farm production should be geared to meet the demands of the developing
world, domestic surpluses should be avoided, Titles I and IV were com-
bined and the President was directed to redesign foreign aid loans so
they would be repaid in dollars, local currency loans already executed
could be changedto be repayable in dollars over M0 years, food aid '~
became conditional on demonstration of adequate self-help provisions )
and equitable participation by other wealthy nations, the President =
received the power to purchase commodities on the market for donation,
funds gained through food 8id could be granted to land grant colleges
for research, cooperatives became eligible for Cooley loans, and the
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© Secretary of Agrlculture lost his power to decide which nations should
receive food aid. That Job went to the Secretary of State. The Agri-
culture Secretary's jobs of choosing what commedities are eligible for
shlpment, and programming production to meet needs were retained (ég

p. 135; 2, pp. T2-Th).

Decline II: More Bureaucratic Fighting

Five days after Food for Peace administrative details were set forth
in the updated law, Agriculture Secretary Freeman was accused of a
"power grab," trying to gain control of the entire Food for Peace opera-
tion. The law gave Freeman the power to plan production, and grants-
the President the power to determine if a nation's self-help efforts
are sufficient to merit food aid. But several officials {reportedly
in the Stete Department) alleged Freeman tried to usurp the President's
role in a wheat desl.

Tn July 1966 India requested two million tons of wheat to tide that
nation over until its March harvest. President Johnson had taken no
stand on the request by mid-August, and Freeman leaked to the press that
India's self-help efforts were inadequate. That was the alleged usurpa-
tion. The leak outraged State, AID and Wbrld Bank off1c1ale, WhD thought
Indla was d01ng flne (hS, . 21)

By November 17, 1966 the deal whlch would normally have been completed
by September was not consummated, leading Senator McGovern to charge, )
"The war against want is being launched with timidity and uncertainty."

The USDA that day announced that in splte of increased sppropriations,
the value of food shipped would remain at past levels. The State Depart-
ment alerted foreign officials to expect a 25 percent drop in whesat ship-
ments for the upcoming year (hs, p.,21)

As for the Agrlculture mandate to produce more to feed the world
MeGovern said the combination of the Federal government allowing a 32. 8
percent rise in winter wheat acreage and the lack of price supporits con-
stltuted asklng the natlon s farmers to "gamble" (L5, P 21)

To clear up the power flghts and red tape, the Bureau of the Budget
was charged with drawing up another Executive Order to stralghten out '
the Food for Peace 1mbrog110 (h5, p. 21).

One week later, the Food for Peace progrem was jolted again, thls
time by the resignation of its director.  Richard Reuter, technically '
a special assistent to the Secretary of State, resigned effective
January 1, 1967 for "personal reasons.”" However, officials close to
Reuter said he resigned because all the bureaucratic bickering and”
infighting between State and Agriculture made it impossible to accomplish
anything. Concurrently, the infighting continued, as AID, at the behest
of State, drew up a reorganization plan that would keep the program
firmly under State Department control. Agriculture officials fought the
move, saying they deserved a major role in setting policy because they
would have to program production to both meet international needs and
avoid depressing the market (46, p. 1).
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As the bureaucracies jockeyed for position, Senator McGovern accused
the Johnson Administration of being "long on rhetorie but short on
doing the things necessary to head off famine." (4T, p. 11). He said
Congress had done its share by granting funds .to expand agricultural _
production t0 meet the new mandate of feeding the world, but the Adminis-
tration had turned its back on the program by . ordering cuts in the funds
appropriated by Congress.

"The war on hunger is everyone's business," McGovern said, "because
to lose it means a world of hunger and chaos-in which none of us will be
safe and in which individual liberty and securlty under law could be wiped
out.” (47, ». 11). :

McGovern suggested fellow Democratic Senator Hubert Humphrey as
Reuter's successor. : - :
The Bureau of the Budget finished 1ts dellberatlons in early 1967,

and on January T submitted a reorgsnization plan to the President (48,

p. 1). It proposed institutionalizing all of the bureaucratic power
gains made by the State Department. While before reorganization, the
Secretary of State was the de facto Food for Peace Director, the new
scheme, if signed by the President, would make it official. The plan
called for the Secretary of State to chair the."War on Hunger Policy
Committee" which would consist of one State subordinate, the AID adminis-
trator, and the Secretary of Agriculture. . '

The order also gave that committee the power to establish an "Inter-
agency Staff Committee on Food for Freedom" that would review and coordi-
nate programs and perform tasks assigned it by the group chaired by the
Secretary of State. This subordinate group, with assistant secretary
level representatives from State, AID, Treasury, Commerce, Defense, and
Bureau of the Budget would be chaired by a representative from the Agri-
culture Department. ;

The order recognized the Agriculture Secretary's power to program
farm production and decide what commodities were -available, but said
even this legally mandated power would be "accountable" to the Secre-
tary of State.

That is only one instance of the order circumventing the law passed
by Congress. The law called for the President to supervise the transi-
tion from soft currency sales to long-term dollar loans, The order gave
that power to the Secretary of State. The law called for the Secretary
of Agriculture to determine what constituted disruption of world markets.
The order required the concurrence of the Secretary of State. In most

- “ecases, what the President was directed to do the unelected Secretary

- of State was a531gned to handle (48, p. 1).

Wlthln a week Secretary of Agriculture Freeman was. sald to be
resisting the proposed reorganization (32, p. 1)..- It didn't do him, or
the USDA, any good. The final order, as signed, stripped him of even
. more power. .. ) - L o .
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Three major changes Were made before L.B.J. signed the order on
March 17. First, the new order mandated (instead of authorizing) the
esteblishment of a secondary-level panel to oversee the program. :
Becond, it changed the leadership of that panel from the Agriculture
Department to the head of the AID War on Hunger Office. Third, it gave
that group immediate control of every aspect of the program. 'PlanS'
were well advanced for the executive group to become the operating arm
of.the Secretary of State."(50, p. 5). Agrlculture had lost virtually:
2ll of its power over the program. . .

In 1967, no legislative action was teken on PL 480.. Something
even more important happened. American surplus stocks had dwindled so
low, that the USDA was forced to request an increase in the acreage
Planted to maintain minimal stocks and provide for eXPOTtS (25 p. 247).
Chart h maps the stock shrinkage. ‘

Out of Sight, . . .

With the end of sizaeble surpluses, the periodic bloodlettlngs in
Washington over the Food for Peace program. subsided. The Vietnam War
tock center stage in all branches of government. PL 480 exten51ons
were, voted with little rancor. News that the program was shrinking
precipitously was unknown to the publié, and met with indifference by
the 1eglslators. _

_ Buddenly, in early 1971, Tood for Peace erupted into the national
spotllght in a bizarre dispiey of Congressional stupidity. Senator

- William. Proxmlre Demcerat of Wisconsin, accused the Pentagon of running
an. "Orwelllan operatlon" involving "double~think" when he discovered
~that during fiscal years 1965-70 $693 million in soft currencies

- obtained under ‘the Food for Peace Act went to purchase mllltary equlp—

ment.

.. "The, issue is not whether we should do these thlngs," e said.
”The issue is whether Congress has full knowledge they are being done.”
(51, p. 13). :

Congress had to know it was'being done. The provision for alloca-
tion of soft currencies for "common defense" had been in the law since
195k, Whenever ‘Congress reexamlned and revised the law, that provision

remalned untouched. ' :

‘-~And‘thé'win&;down of Food for Peace continued.

Durlng the fiscal vear endlng June 30, 1974 no powdered milk was
shlpped to children overseas. Commodity speciglists cited the Jjump in
fuel prices, the Soviet wheat deal and expanded cash exports ms reasons
for the slow death of PL 480. Stunned by the OPEC fuel price hike, the
United. States sought to use its food trade to recoup some of its balance
of payments losses, The OPEC offensive struck just when U.S5. surpluses
were depleted by ‘the Soviet grain deal and expanded trade with other
industrial giants like Japan (52, p. 1). The shift from Governmpnt to
commercial exports is shown in Chart L. S
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But foreign aid, like most continuing federal programs, would not
die. It could fade, even disappear for a short time, but never vanish.

Rejuvensation .

Now it was Congress' turn for a power grab. The lessons of execu-
tive abuse of power fresh in mind, the lawmakers turned on the 1975
Foreign Aid bill and successfully asserted their will on President
Gerald Ford. For the Tirst time the Foreign Aid bill placed a percentage
limit (30 percent of the total) on concessional food aid to nations not
listed by the United Nations as extremely needy. It was a victory for
Congressional forces who wanted to.divert food aid from the then openly
corrupt and toppling Thieu regime in South Vietnam to the people of -
Bangladesh. - Chart 3 shows the disparity between food aid to South Viet-. .
nam, South Korea and Indonesia, and aid to South Asia., Echoing L:B.J.'s
admonition to Congressman Rooney a decade eaflier, Ford said the Indo~
china aid cuts would undermine Cambodian negotiations and promote insta-
bility in South Vietnam (53, p. 3). :

The passage of the law, however, did not mean a final decision had
been made. It only meant the bargaining would be far more serious.

Three weeks after the bill was signed, the framer of the new
restrictions, Hubert Humphrey, and the official most affected, Secretary
of State Henry Kissinger, were trying to win concessions from one
sncther. Kissinger was hinting that the President would raise:the
amount of food aid from $1 billion to $1.5 billion a year if Humphrey
would agree to have South Vietnam food aid categorized as "humanltarlan
instead of "political.' :

"High officials," a journalistic euphemism for the Secretary him-
self, told reporters that the 30 percent limit in the bill would be
half teken up by aid slated for Saigon alone, and would force the
Becretary to renege on promlses made to South Korea, Chile, Indonesia
and Egypt.

Humphrey said he was open to the idea of swapping categories for
an aid boost.

"If the President gives us a more liberal over-all program,” he
said, "he can have more liberal treatment on definitions. T believe
there is a legitimate use for food aid other than for humanitarian
purposes.” (5h, p. k).

A week later, it appeared Humphrey had won. Ford granted the half
billion dollar aid hike, while Humphrey said "Vietnam will not be classi-
fied as a most seriously affected nation," eliminating it from humani-
tarian aid consideration. Squabbling over the other provisions of the
restriction, however, continued (55, p. 6). It may have been a shallow
victory for the Minnesota Senator, as private relief agencies attacked
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‘Ford for waiting too long to announce the aid hike. They .said it would
be impossible to get shipping and distribution-channels. set-up before
the fiscal year, and the funding, ended (56, p. 5).

|

Conclusion

It haS'become E: cllche to dlscuss how the twin traumas of defeat
in Vietnam and ‘the resignation of a disgraced President affected. America.
Some point with pride at how the nation's institutions continted to
function, -even under the most intense moral stress. Others would say
America has not changed. Policies and attitudes that led: to Watergate
and a protracted Vietnam war are said to continue as if nothing had
happened.  But somethlng did happen, and it shows up quite clearly in
. the Food for Peace revisions embodied in the Internatlonal levelopment

and . Faod A551stance Act of- 1975 ‘ : S

No lOnger is it 51mple surplus disposal. No longer- is it drawn up
to guard a shaky balance of payments situstion. No longer is it designed
. to obliquely provide military assistance to Third World dictators.

In furnishing food aid under this Act, the President
shall (1) give priority consideration, in helping meet
urgent food needs asbroad, to making available the
maximum feasible volume of food commodities . . o
required by those countries most seriously affected
by food shortages and by inability to meet immediate
food requlrements on a normal commercial basis;

In negotlaxlng such agreements with rec1p1ent countrles,
the United States shall emphasize the use of 'such. :
-~ [Title I] proceeds for purposes which directly improve
the lives of the poorest of their people and their
capacity to participate in the development of their
countries . . . to increase the access of the poor in
the recipient country to an adequate, nutritious, and
stable food supplys;

Not more than 25 per centum of the food aid commodities..
» + . 8hall be alloeated . . . to countries other than
those with an annual per capita gross national product
of $300 or less and affected by inability to secure
sufficient food for their immediate requirements
. - through thelr own productlon or commercial purchase
~;from abroad . . (3T, PDR. 3- 5) '
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After 20 years of fighting, food aid was finally targeted toward
those who genuinely needed it. It took that long to overcome maritime

lobbies, support-seeking farmers, fighting bureaucrats and executive/
Congressional tension.

In 20 years the world had changed a great deal. The Cold War
became a dim memory. The Soviets and the Chinese became arch-enemies.
America was no longer the world's policeman. That allowed one more
change in the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954,
Section 10k, subsection (c) was repealed by the 1975 Aet. That clause
allowed for U.S.-owned soft currency "To procure military equipment,
materials, facilities, and services for the commen defense" (12, p. 3).

It had finally become Food for Peace.

END
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