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Rapid growth in U.S agricultural exports, everyone has agreed, is
essential to revive farmersand the businessesserving them. Thisre
quiresregainingafair shared world tradeby improving U.S. competi-
tiveness, and getting total tradein farm productsto grow onceagain.

U.S government policiescan play key rolesin bringingabout these
improvements. Macroeconomic national policiesare critically impor-
tant, but agriculture cannot rely on these policies alone. Adjusting
pricesupport levels, another issued themoment, will makeU.S. prod-
ucts more competitive, but such a policy has its limitations. So we
cometoathirdset of policies, which can bedescribed asa broad, com-
prehensive program of agricultural trade and development assistance,
wherein thefinal analysis, the only answer can befound. The United
States has abundant agricultural resourcesand a wide range o trade
and devel opment assistanceprogramsthat, if used creetively,can build
new marketsand bring about a major long-term increase in commer-
cial agricultural exports. Weare not now using theseresourcesand pro-
gramsto our best advantage. But we can do so, and we should. This
proposal outlines how we can begin that process. What is needed isa
broad and comprehensive program o coordinated export develop-
ment, and economicand technical assistance to bring developing na
tionsinto the economic mainstreamwhere they can become paying
customers. The historic evidence is clear that economic growth in
poorer nationswill producecustomersfor U.S agriculture.

Of the top ten overseas marketsfor U.S agriculture last year, eight
had at some time recelved food assistance from the United States.
Every year, South Korea spends more dollarsfor U.S. farm products
than the total American food aid to that country over a period of 25
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years. Tawan and Spaincamefrom nowhereto become morethan bil-
lion dollar marketsfor U.S farmers. Other examplesare equally dra
matic.

Therecordisclear. Inthe 1960sand early 1970s, when the middie
income countries were experiencing economic growth of 5 to 7 per-
cent, they became an explosive market for farm products, particularly
grain. Intheyearsbetween 1960-63and 1977-79, they increased their
importsof grain by over 300 percent. Had rapid economicgrowth con-
tinued, we would haveseen an accel eration in purchaseshby the 38 low-
income countriesas well. The result would have been a continuation
o the high levd of agriculturd exportsthe United Statesenjoyed in
the late 1970sand early 1980s. We would not be in the midst of an
agriculture depressiontoday.

U.S agriculture benefitted directly from demand growth in the
1960sand 1970s. A review of 15 devel oping countriesthat experienced
rapid economicexpans on between 1960 and 1983 showsasubstantial
increasein commercid importsaf U.S farm products in those coun-
tries. Importsd U.S grain climbed from 4.7 million tonsto 26.2 mil-
lion tons. Imports d U.S. cotton tripled—from 188,000 tons to
593,000 tons. For most o thosecountries, U.S food and agricultural
aild wasamagjor factor inthe developmentd U.S commercia markets.

The challengeisto identify the next 15 to 20 countriesthat have
great long-termeconomic growth potential and to determinehow best
to hepthem redizethat promise. Based on a preliminary assessment,
itispossbletoconstruct atentativelist, including Colombia, Ecuador,
Peru, Indonesia, the Philippines, Sri Lanka, Syria, Irag, Morocco,
Mexico, Turkey, Jamaica, the Dominican Republic, Venezuela, Costa
Rica, Honduras,and Egypt. Thereare undoubtedly others.

The President’s Task Force on International Private Enterprise
pointsout that the 1983 reduction in U.S grain production achieved
through the Payment-in-Kind program (40million tonsaf cornand 16
million tonsof wheat) would have been "morethan enough to supply
the 33 million tonsof food needed by devel oping countriesto achieve
minimally acceptable nutritional leves" The Task Force concluded
that ‘a better way must be found to harness Americas agricultural
bounty that will provide an appropriate reward to the labors of our
farmers, while addressing thefood needsaf our felow men”

The nation addressed that problem 30 yearsago when a bipartisan
codlition passed PL. 480—the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assislance Act of 1954. That authority and theaid and market devel-
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opment programsthat grew out o it served Americawel throughthe
1960s. Food aid needs continued large in the 1970s, but that was a
growth decadein which government export programswerelessimpor-
tant to U.S trade than favorable exchange rates and an expanding
worldeconomy. Actudly, supply in the 1970swastight. Theworld had
turned, again,fromabuyer's markettoasdler's market. The U.S even
embargoed soybeansand dropped the economic devel opment market-
ing building initiative—carried forward so successfully in the late
1950sthrough 1970. U.S farm exports have been in a rut ever since.
Unfortunately, in the 1980s, the world turned once again back to a
buyer's market and withit cameanother crisisdecadefor farmers—the
most serioussincethe Great Depressondf the 1930s.

Today an informal bipartisan coalition—the Agriculture Export
Initiative—is forming. It includes general farm organizations, com-
modity groups, nongovernment organizations concerned with world
hunger, and a broad crosssectiond the agribusinesscommunity. \We
are proposingafivetotenyear programusing existing resourcesin ad-
dition to new authorities and funding. It would require that certain
existing staffsbe combined or integrated to make maximumuse o re
sourcesthat currently are not being wel coordinated. It would intro-
duceagreat flexibility in the usedf funds. Findly, this programwould
be directed and tailored to countriesas individua markets, not to the
world asa monolith.

The program outlined abovewill requirespecificactionsin both the
legidativeand executive branches.

Firgt: Action by theadminigtration

The administration needs to intensify the current effort to maxi-
mize exportsin the near term, fully utilizing existing authorities, in-
cluding PL. 480, CCC Credit, the new export bonus program, and
Section 416 donation programs. Some additional legidation may be
needed, includingauthority to monetizecommoditiesdonated to feed
hungry people in developing countries and additional messures to
counter unfair trade practicesd competing countries.

The Department of Agriculture needs to be strengthened as the
agency with theleadership rolein agricultureexports. Country exper-
tisewill haveto beexpanded. Thedesgn d export assi stanceand mar-
ket development programs tailored to meet individual country
situations will require an understanding of commaodity production,
trade patterns, the strategiesaf competing exporters, and the develop-



154 OrvilleL. Freeman

ment of strategies and programs that maximize the effectivenessdo
food aid by stimulating economic growth and dealing with balance o
payment problems.

There need be no budget restraintson the useof BL. 480 commodi-
ties. The President's Task Force on International Private Enterprise
documents, based on careful andysis by the Economic Research Serv-
ice in the USDA and the Joint Congressiona Budget Committee,
found a two-to-one benefit cost ratio by using our agriculture carry-
oversrather than'dtting on" growing so-caled surpluses. If thereisa
problem, it isan accounting problem, which alittleimaginationcould
solve, rather than areal budget problem.

The development and technical assistanceactivitiesdf the Agency
for International Development (AID) need to be strengthened. And
greater coordinationamong federd departmentsis needed, especidly
between USDA and AID to ensure maximum thrust and a common
directionfor U.S. development assistancetied to market devel opment.

Theadministration should be prepared to makelong-term commit-
mentsto countriesthat makeafirm, long-term public commitment to
support agreed-on market and economic development strategies and
policies. Thiswill giveimportingcountriesconfidencein the availabil-
ity of U.S food (asa capital and development input) and make them
more willing to make long-term investments and needed policy
changes.

Flexibility must be emphasized. The administration should take a
more flexible approach to funding agricultural export initiatives and
encourageCongresstodo thesame. Thereshould beflexibility in shift-
ing U.S assi stanceamong countries,commodities, and the variousex-
port assistanceprograms.

To execute such a broad and comprehensive agricultural develop-
ment and export strategy, it will be necessary to cut acrosssevera gov-
ernment departmentsand to involve national and international public
and privateorgani zations. I tssuccesswill affect agreat many countries
and thousandsadf privatefirms. A wideranged resources, initiatives,
activities,and goasin both the private and public sectorswill haveto
be tied into logicd and sensible packeges—a challenge far beyond
what is now being performed by any department o the U.S govern-
ment.

Accordingly, a new | eader-spokesmanto articul ateand coordinatea
new agriculture policy (in effect, a new foreign economic policy) for
thisnation, and indeed for the world, is needed. This person should be
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a presidential appointeewith ambassadorial rank, but without line re-
sponghility. Thisleader should havethe completeconfidenceand sup-
port of the President and direct accessto him. With such support, he
couldcoordinate acrosstheentireU.S government and the privatesec-
tor, speaking with one voice on behdf of the President on a range d

issuesand topicsimportantto U.S agriculture. Thispersonshouldalso
mai ntai ndirect contact withforeigngovernmentsof targeted countries
at thehighest levd in concert with theSecretary of State, resdent U.S

ambassadors, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Administrator of

AID to negotiatesound development and tradeagreements and moni-
tor and measure progressmade toward agreed-ongoals.

Second: Actionshy the Congress

The Food Security Act of 1985 called on the President to appoint
such a Specia Assistant for Agriculture, Trade, and Food Aid. The
Food Security Act al so broadened significantly authoritiesand appro-
priations so that a more aggressive economic development market-
buildinginitiativecan be carried forward.

The development of country expertise within the administration
should besupported throughconsolidationd existingexpertisewithin
USDA, (asfor example, theforeign economic work of the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, Organization for International Cooperation and
Development, and Economic Research Service). Funding for Wash
ington and field operations should be expanded and country knowl-
edge within the market devel opment and cooperator programsshoul d
be strengthened.

Congressshould play an active oversght role in the foreign trade
and development areas, meeting with theadministrationat least twice
a year, and possibly quarterly, to review programsand problems. The
Senate and House Agriculture committeesshould have primary re
sponsibility for oversightactivities, recognizingthat coordinationwith
budget and foreign relationscommitteesmay be required.

Thereisconsderableskepticismasto theeffectivenessof PL. 480in
usingour food surplusesin combinationwith other economicdevelop
ment resources to strengthen the economiesd developing countries
thereby building commercial export markets. Mistakes were madein
the 1960s. Soppy administration, poor leadership in the developing
countries, and loosesurveillance by the USDA and AlD meant coun-
terproductive results in some instances. However, on balance, the
resultswere very postive. We havelearnedalot over thelast 25 years.
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In my considered judgment and that of those who make up the
growingagriculture export initiative, it istimeto'do it agan." Such an
initiativeworkedin the 1950sand 1960s, and it will work again. There
ismuch moretowin, than tolose, by trying!



