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FOOD AID AND AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

by 

Frank D. Barlow, .Jr. and Susan A. Libbi.n 1/ 

INTRODUCTION 

The less developed countries received $17.5 'billion worth of agricultural com
modities from the United States under aid programs during 1955-66, nearly all 
of it under P.L. 480. 2/ Agricultural production in these countries has in
creased consi~erably over the past decade, but in many ca:ses not enough to meet 
the demands resulting from rising populations and -increas.~d per capita incomes 

(fig. 1). 

Much of the same situation is in prospect for the .text decade or so in many of 
the developing countries (70, pp. 75-9; 18; 19, pp. 3-4)~ 1/ Population is ex
pected to increase 2 to 3 percent or more per year and incr2asing incomes will 
boost demand further. In some countries, supplies will h~lve to rise 4 to 5 
percent a year to meet economic requirements. Some developing ~ountries will 
continue to need food aid in the foreseeable future to help meet deficits and 
to support national economic growth. It will take time to develop their agri
cultural resources and their ability to import on a commercial basis will con~ 
tinue to, be limitedhy a -shortag'e of foreign exchange and by competing demands 

,nor capital imports. However, food needs will be so large that the bulk of 
them must come from increased production by the countries themselves. ~/ 

Another important element in the future situation is the change in the U.S. 
policy under the Food for Peace Act of 1966. The Act states that the United 
States will use food aid: 

••• to encourage economic development in the developing countries, 
with particular emphasis on assistance to those countries that are 
determined to improve their own agricultural production • • • 1/ 

11 Aesistant to the! Director, and International Economist, respectively, 
Foreign Development and Trade Division, Economic Research Service. 

2/ Includes $15 billion under P.L. 480, almost $2 billion under the U.S. 
Mutual Security Program, about $200 million under bilateral food aid programs 
from donors other than the United States, and $100 million under the United 
Nations World Food Program.

1/ Underscored numbers in parentheses refer to items in the Bibliography, 

pp. 80-85.
~/ Bachman, Kenneth L., "Can we produce enough food," speech delivered at 

the American Society of Agronomy, Kansas City, Mo., No',. 17, 1964. 
1/ Public Law 89-808, p. 1. 
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".The new la"-req~iteithat:beforeenteringintop .I,.. 480agteements, 
. States conalder .tbe~x,teD'tto whichrecipient'cQuntr:l.es., areund,ertaking"' self;;. 

help. meaau1:'es,ine1uding . (1) • development of marketing, .storage, anddistribu..•. 
od.on facilities;· (2)deve1opme~toffarm ..,supp1y indu$tr.ie$;(3)expansionof .. 
educat;J.onaland~,researenactivities; . (4) ·imp1ementation o£Government policies 
~avorable.to the expansion o£agriculturalproducdon;~~d (5) .allocation.of 
land resourcescto·the production of needed.foodcrops'rather than nonfood 
especially nonrpodcropsi,n' world surplus. . . 

. y • 

\\ . 

India"a~.th~ first ctiuntry tc)'sigq, an agreement under the new p1:'ogralll. ThiS 
a81:'ee~nt, reached in February 1967, emphasizes.India's proposed.self-help 
effor.ts.· as ..require.d under. th.e new1./ACt.~,BY Decemb~r ~967, some 10 co.untt'les h.ad 
signed agreements in which specif(~c self-help objecJaves had been spelled out 
 
in consideiab1e detail. ' 
 

• ) ~r.:.. 

In general, the emphasis has been placed upon national pglicy objectives to 
give· high priority to agricultural development by encouraging the following: 
providing adequate credit, including private foreign investment; establishing 
price .support levels to encourage greater production; developing national food 
clistribution poliCies, including improvement of mark~ting and distribution 
infrastructure; and accelerating domestic production, procurement,and distri~ 
bution of fertUizer, insecticides," improved seeds, and other agricultural in';' 
puts. OIl the whole, the response of recipient governments has been favorable 
to the clarification of policies designed to help them ,increase food production. 

Because of the change'in U.S. policy and the prospects for continuing need for 
food aid, the experience of 1955-66 concerning the effect9f P.L. 480 programs 
on agricultural production in recipient countries ·offers valuable lessons for 
the futur.e. Equally relevant are the steps taken to protect prices of domestic 
farm products, and the manner in which past food aid programs have operated to 
avoid conflict with national food. policy objectives and to encourage economic 
deve lopmen t. ~;; u 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has been active in conducting research on 
the effects of the P.L. 480 program, and special contract studies have been. 
completed for six recipient countries (Israel, India, Turkey, Greece, Colombia, 
and Spain). These studies analyzed the effects of P.L. 480 on economic growth, 
consumption, prices, and trade., 'and gave major attention to the program's im
pact on agricultural production. In addition, the Economic CommissiOn for Asia 
and the Far East (ECAFE), Food and Agriculture Organization of the Ullited 
Nations (FA0), and a number of private institutions have supported research to 
analyze the impact of agricultural commodity aid ~rograms. 

The economic effects of food aid in developing nations--'ft,rkey, Gr'eece, Spain, 
Colombia, Israel, and India--have been studied in considerable detail and the 
results are sUllll48rized in this report •. These. six countries received appr.oxi
mately,.,43 percent of the commodities shipped under theP .L. 480 Title I program 
during this p"eriod. The p'rincipal Title I connnod:tties, shipped to these coun
tries in relation to total imports of the same commodities also are sU1lInarized 
in table 1. 
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r-'"-. . 
.. .. (~ ~ .. . 

Tall,lel ~ -~~ota:limpore$.a~d. ~)ports}l~derTit1el of' pi. L.; 480~, all 'sgricultura:t 
cCllDoditiesAnd se~ected. coriw.m~ities, siX. rec'ipie~t countries, calendar .' 
years', 1955..,64 11 . . 

: A1iagricu1tural:," ,',' ...... ' 
• coiiunodides. .• Wheat .F~edgr~ins 1/ 
"--~"-"------"""'''''''...;....;..--.;....;..---_......__..-...-----------.;....;..,...;...

>Coul,ltry 0' • 
: Total': i? Ti.t1e I Tot~l :. ·rttl~ l' Total : Title I 
: '.. imports: imports: import,;, .• " imports import;s' imp.orts 
: ->. '. 

::'------.---------·~---·------M'illion do·llars-",-,---"---'..-_~-------------·-r ~ . 0 

India ».~/··.· :5,432.5 2~77.32,l(.08.0 1,888.2 46.1 

Spain, •••••• : 3,039.0 )467liO H~5.0 18.3 122.0, 40.3 

Turkey .. ' .. ~.: 715.8 448.2 259.1 252.1 21.4 19.1 
.. 

Israel • e"" ._ • : 1,131.8 279.4 219.5 96.2 174.3 99.9 

_Greeee ... .....:. : 1,158.8 118.8 100.3 35.8 58.0 52.0 


eo,•• :Colombia 625.2 60.1 92.8 33.6 8.2" 2.6 

Total .. '.. :. 12,103.1 3,850 ..8. 3,264.7 2,324.2 430.6 2,54.3 
() 

Rice Vegetable- oils il Cotton 

Total Title I Total Title 1 Total Title I. . 
 
imports imports . imports . imports imports imports 

:·-..;-··-------..------------..;Mi11ion dollars-f~-------- ..-------------- : . 
 

Indi.a 11 ••• : 421.0 , 217.2 23.9 19.8 1,076.0 269.3 
 

Spain •••••• : 505.0 240.5 412.0 118.6 

Turkey .••••• : 4.1 3.5 134.9 129.3 

Israel ••••• : 13.7 26.3 34.8 47.1 5.5 

Greece 0 ••• 0.: 11.5 34.5 26.2 14.3
\.:J 
 

Colombia ••• : 35.4 9.5 37.6 11.9 
 

Total •••• : 450.3 220.7 760.0 460.1 1,587.0 405.3 

'( " II Title 1 data are on an ex~ort shipment basis and are not available on an 
import ba$.is. ' 
 

11 Includes baT.1ey, corn, and for Israel, also grain sorghum~ 


1/ 1956 data from ill). ~: /\ 
 
4/ Soybean and cottonseedoHs.
-, ~"\ ", 

Sources: Except as indicated, (24; 69).- .. 

> ," 
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Food aid impor,tsunder Public Law' 480, as well as thoseunc;l,er Sections 402 and 

SSO"of,the MutUjll Security Program,. hav'~:, been agg1;"egaeed. to arrive at total 

Under:. both of these programs, commodities have been im
cotlc,ess~cmal imports.

ported,prfced,:anddistributed through the regular marketing channels within 
 

However, since the bulk of theconunodities made,
the respective countries.

avai1ableunder special goverrunent programs moved underP~L. 480 Titlel,major 
 

emphasi~ has been given. to this program in the' individual country studies. 

During the "1955-64 period, ~:rL. 480 Title I conmodities )~,Gcountedfor nearly 

one~thirdof the total agricultural commodities ~R9!':.t'J(i by the six countries 

Most of the TitleI commodities consisted of
covered in this study (table 1). 

It
grains, which accounted for near1~tworthirds of the total grains imported.

in each of
is significant to note that commercial imports were quite sizable 

.~.
these countries. 

Production Trends. 1955-64 

During'the period of food aid imports, the six recipient countries included in 

this report made considerable progress in increasing agricultural output, 
The rate of progress in expanding output

averaging about 3.4 percent annually. 
over the period 1955-63 in these major reCipients of P.L. 480 izu1>0rts is greater 

The fairly sizable increases in
than in many other underdeveloped c,ountries. 
 

production for countries such as India, Colombia, and Turkey were largely off

Despite the rapid population growth

see by high population growth (table 2). 
in Israel, partly due to immigration, the country experienced one of the highest 

per capita gains in agx:ic,ultural output of 2.1 percent annually, the same as in 

Spain, the country with the lowest rate of population growth. 

Table 2.--Annual percentage rates of'change in crop output, six countries, 

1955-63 

-, : Annual compoundAnnual compound Current population''" change in crop out
Country change .in total : growth rate put per capitacrop output···:--~---------------------------Percent-----------------------------

India .......· 3.0 2.4 
 0.6

:~) 

Spain ........· 2.9 0.8 2.1 
 
~ 

Turkey ·......'· 3.1 2.9 0.2 

3.5 2.15.7Israel ·.....· 
0.8

Greece ·.....· 1.7 0.9 


' 4.3 2.9 1.4

Colombia .....· 

2.2 1.2
Average·····: 3.4 

Source: (12) , p. 6. 
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Israel, the highest per capita recipient of food aid also had the higbest rate
! 

. of growth in agricultural output. Food aid to this country played a vital role
Although

in the copntry'seconomic growth, benefiting practically all sectors. 

India was by far the largest recipient of food aid, per capita value was among 
 

the towest of. food aid recipients. In the case of India, however, food aid \~, 


flows; .which 1rlere substantial during the famine of 1957-58 and rose to higher 
 

levels after 1962, played ~ major role in permitting the government to continue 

its overall planned development objectives. The availability of food aid during 

the yearso.f scarcity made it possible for the country to import the capital 

items necessary to meet overall development objectives' set forth in the second, 

third and fourth 5-year plans. 

Food aid to Greece, Spain, and Turkey came at a crucial period, when ,~~ach coun

try had reached a stage in development where the availE!bility of food aid served 

as a powerful stimulant to further gro1rlth. Soon after the termination of the 

Title I program in Greece and Spain, these countries shifted to important com
',I

mercial purchases of U.S. agricultural products--feed grains in Greece; and 

,-f,eed grains, vegetable oils, and later oibseeds in Spain. Although Turkey has 

not become a major commercial purchaser of U.S. agricultural products, the coun
Israel, with development,

try 'has greatly strengthened its economic position. 
 

also became an important commercial purchaser of oilseeds, grains, and many 
 

other agri~ultural products. 
 

To illustrate the importance of food aid during a period of transition and 

development, the U.S. stands to recoup a very large share of the value of the 

commodities shipped to Greece, Spa~n, and Israel under P.L. 480 as local cur

rency loans are liquidated. It is possible that the United States will utilize 

up to 7.5 percent of the value of the Title I shipments to Greece, Spain, and 

Turkey to cover current and future u.s. expenditures in these countries. Cur

rent expenditures there are considerable. 

Titl~ I imports generally were programmed to meet food import needs after short

Major recipient countries encouraged expansion
falls in production occurred. 
 
of agricultural production through increasing use of improve-d seeds and fert! 


lize!'s, expanding agricultural research, ext~nding irrigated ar'eas, and in

In Turkey and India, a larger share of

crea'Sing the supply of farm credit. 
public investment was ailocated to the agricultural sector in the 5-year plans 

for the 1960's than during the ~a~ly and middle 1950's. Failure o~ some coun

tries to meet the increasing demands for foodstuffs and feeds through greater 

increases in acreage and yields has been due primarily to physical, econOmic, 

institutional, and str.uctural factors in farm organization that existed long 

before the Title I program. 

In Turkey, Spain, Greece, Israel, and COldmbia, the availability of Title I 

commodities provided opportunity for greater flexibility in planning for more 

efficient use of agricultural resources. 

In Turkey, for instance, the availability of wheat under P.L. 480 avoided the 

press~r.e to re~ort to shdrt term self-sufficiency measures to increase wheat 

outP'tt at the -'expense of more profitable crops such as cotton, tobaccob and 

oliv;e oil in the coastal areas. 

6 



. .. . . 

In Greec.eli th.e.procur~ment of feed grains under P.x..480stimulated the. dev.e1op
'. mento£ livestock and poultry ent~rprises. The growth of the.se industries .' 
. helped develop markets for 10ca1jfeed grain production. .It also 'contributed 

to better utilization of domestic f'odder and roughage availabilities. 

\,: .' .

In Spain, theimportation~f cotton under aid prog~ams contributed to there.i. 
coveryandexpansion~t:':'t'ile textile industry, which~ later became the primary 
outlet for domestic cotton product:ton as ite~pand~~. Feed grain imports cQn
tributed to development and expansion of livest'ocK'" and poultry il1.dt!stries. In· 
turn~ this growth,'encouraged by the stability made possible through P.L. 480 
imports, has provided more viable markets for domestic feed and .roughage pro
duction. Vegetable oils and later vegetable Qilseedsprovided the basis for 
more efficient utilizatrion of vegetable oils which permits the higher valued 
olive oil to move ilito market outlets that maximize the returns from this in
dustry. 

Of particular importance in Colombia was the use of P.L. 480 local currency 
loans and grants to facilitate investments in agricultural development and re
lated service industries. Investment to support water and land development in 
the Cauea Valley~ fertilizer production, and various commodity development pro
grams. were especially helpful in stimulating/overall development activities in 
agriculture as well as other sectors of the economy. 

The availability of wheat and feed grains under the aid programs permitted the 
Israeii Government to push full scale in the development and use of its meager 
land resources in the production of intensive high value crops such as fruits, 
vegetables, and cotton in the irrigated valleys. Also, the importation of feed 
grains and oilseeds provided the basis for developing commercial poultry and 
livesto'ck enterprises that have now become a viable part of the country's agri 
culture. 

In India, there appears to be less flexibility in shifting resources among the 
major crops--rice, wheat, cotton, and peanuts--because of physical, economic, 
and population factors. However, there probably is opportunity for greater 
specialization of crop production in suhsistence agriculture, but as yet the 
conditions under which such shifts can be constructively made have not been 
adequately defined. 

Price Effects of Food Aid 

Most of the governments of the six countries adopted various measures to reduce 
the impacj: of food aid imports on prices of domestically Pcroduced farm products .• 
For example, Turkey, Colombia, Greece, and Spain sold imports of food grains. 
alid vegetable oils at the higher level of domestic market prices. Profits from 
these markups were used to cover marketing costs and to help finance domestic 
agricultural programs. 

In contrast, Title I imports in a few cases were sold below ~~estic prices. 
For example, Greece, Israel, and Spain sold Title I imports of feed grains at 
prices below: domes,tic farm prices in some years to encourage livestock produc~' 
tion and stabilize prices for domestic feeds. The Indian Government !3old Title 

imports of wheat to c·onsumers through "fair price" shops at prices below do

mestic wholesale levels to combat inflation and stabilize food prices. 
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ltwa$ the:policyof most of the six governments to stabilhe'food priCeswitb~ 
. in,tbe: overall national poUcyobjectives. Witbo1,lt'the Titlel itUpo.rts, they 

wotild.;have relied more on consumer ra,tioning and price ci:>nt7:ols to prevent 
prices of agricultu.ral p.roducts from rising to exotbitant levels. However; 
pt:i.ces of grains and vegetables in the recipient countries would have be~n 
higher and more unstable without food aid because of the inflationary pressures 
of increasiIlgdemnnd, recurring shortages of domestic supplies, and the·lack of 
funds to purchas~/''''commercial imports. 

1\' '" 

Wide flu¢tuationsin pricClls from year to year tend to impede expansion of com
mercial agr1cultural production. The use of food aid imports to prOmote price 
stability and reduce inflationary pressures was a major contribution to more 
effective use of agricultu9l resources. This was particularly true in Turkey): 
Colombia, tsrael, and India. 

Changes in production and acreage in response to price movements depend to a 
large extent on the degree to which the commodity is produced for the market. 
Consequently, use of Title I imports to affect prices had the most impact on 
commercial producers of cash crops such as cotton, tobacco, and grain. Changes 
in prices affect the production decisions of such producers, but price per se 
is only one of many factors affecting agricultural development. Producers also 
respond to changes in price-cost relationships in the use of yield-increasing 
inputs, such as improved seeds, fertilizer;' and insecticides. 

A majo~~ty of the producers in the developing count.ries are subsisterlce farmers 
who grow primarily grains. They generally sell only small quantities in the 
market to meet'cash obligations. Their production decisions tend to be in
fluenced much less by price changes than by such factors as climate, marketing, 
transportation and credit facilities, amount of land irrigated, the availability 
of fertilizer and improved seeds, and the extent to which the producer is 
trained 'in modern farming methods. 
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During 1955-64, turkey was the fifth largest r~cipient of Title I commodities, 

Grains (mostly wheat) accounted for two-thirds. and 
fmporUng $448 million. 

veget~ble oils almost one-third of these imports. 
" 

Aidimpo~ts were small, compared with Qomestic production, except for oilseeds,
Wheat im

which averaged 21 percent of output over a 6-year period (table 3). 

ports averaged 6 percent, while the percentages for imports of feed gll'}lins and 

rice were even smaller. 
I, . 

The Turkish Government AJintained strict control over imports, both concessional 

Farm prices of commodities pro
and commercial, to prc~~ct producers' prices. 

duced in turkey were far above the prices of the imported commodities in most 

If there had been n~ restrictions on imports or their internal distri 
ye~rrf:J.

bution, prices re'Ceived by domestic producers probably would have de~1ined. 

!r.xicultural Trade and Marketing Policies 

Import controls have been administered by two semiofficial agencies which
These 
 

regulate the pr.,)duction, marketing, and pricing of farm products. 6/ 
 

a(ge\'lcies also have a monopoly on the procurement and distribution (;'f imports. 

Its main functions 

The Soil Products Office, (TMO), began operations in 1938. 

a.re the following: (1) setting guaranteed floor prices for wheat, feed grains, 

li\','ld rice; (2) purchasing these grains at support prices whenever they are of

f:ered by farmeL'f;; (3) selling its stocks of grain to municipalities, millers, 

bakers, hospitals, schools, and other institutions; (4) setting extraction and 

m-ixing rates~ for flour; (5) selling wheat at consumption centers to prevent ex

cessive increases in consumer prices; and (6) subsidizing consumer prices by 

selling bread grains below the purchase price in deficit or disaster areas. 

Turkey's Meat and Fish Corporation (EBK) was organized in 1952 to regulate the 

Unlike TMO, it does not 

production, trade, and manufacturing of meat and fish. 

guarant~~ support prices' of its commodities, nor does it engage in as extensive 

Its main domestic activities include improving animal 

husbandry, purchasing and selling slaughter animals and fish, and establishingnationwide operations. 

and operating slaughterhouses. 

The. import policies of these agencies are designed to promote the interests of 

These agencies have a monopoly on the procuremer.tand
producers in Turkey. TMO handles all 

distribution of all imports, both concessiona1 and commercial. 
 

grain imports and small quantities of oils, and EBK imports most of the oils, 
 

TMO and EBK sell imports to wholesalers at 

dairy products, poultry, and meat. 

pi':ices corresponding to current wholesale market prices of indigenous. prr.)ducts. 

,\!he private trade handles the bulk of the products produced domestically and 

has an actual role in both pricing and marketing. HQwever, the semiofficial 

agencies TKO and EBK are effective in stabilization operations in accordance 

with their mandate in carrying out national food and pricing policies. This is 

done by entering the market aggressively when producer prices decline to support 

~/ This section is based on Chapter 4 of (1). 
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Table3.--Turkey: Principal P.L. 480 imports compar~d witt!. domestic production., 1954-64 
 

P.L. 480 importsCOllllllodity Domestic P.L. 480 
 as percentage'and year 1/ production " imports 1/ of production
~----~------------~~--------------~~ 

~--------------1!000 metric tons-------------- Percent 

~: 
1954 ............................. : 
 
1955 ...... II ................. 
 

1956 ......................... 
 
1957 
 .. fl ....................... 
 

1958 ........................ II 
 

1959 ..
...................... II 
 

1960 .~ ........................ 
],961 ........ D ............. ",,,_ 
 " 
1962 .......................... 
1963 .......... ~ .............. 
1964 .......................... 
Average •••••••••• : 

~: 
1955 .......................... 
 
1956 
 .. (I ...................... 
 

1957,' .. II ...................... 
 

1959 .................................... 
 
1961 ......................... 
 
1962 .......................... 
 
1963 ........................... 
 
Average ....................... 
 

Barley: 
1954 .......................... 
1955 .......................... 
1956 ........................ ,. 
1957 .......................... 
 
1964 ............... 
 
Average .......... 
 

~: 
.. II .................... :
1955 
 

1956 
 .... III .................... 
 

1958 .......................... 
 
1959 
 .................. II •• 
 

1960 
 • ... (1-......... : 
 

Average ............ " .. 
 
Oilseeds !i/: 

1955 ... e •• II .......... 
 

1957 ·....., ......... 
 
1958 ..................... 
 
1959 ...................... 
 
1960 '" ............... 
 
1962 .............. 
 
1963 • ~ .... e ............ 
 

1964 ....................... 
 
Average ...... " ....... 
 

4,900 171 3 
 
6.260 248 4 
 
5.851 615 10 
 
6.800 292 4 
 
6,300 ,17 3/

5.800 315 -5 
 
7,076 448 6 
 
6,123 1.404 23 
 
6,750 392 6' 
 
7,950 176 2 
 
7.000 328 5 
 
6,437 401 6 
 

855 2 31 
 
857 49 -6 
 
750 41 6 
 
800 26 3 
 

1•.001 10 1 
 
650 15 2 
 
826 21 2 
 
820 23 3 
 

2,400 83 3 
 
2,939 63 2 
 
2',830 28 1 
 
3,484 10 31 
 
2,780 11 31 
 
2,887 39 ":""1 
 

92 o11 
 
138 10 7 
 
138 5 4 
 
136 1 1 
 
138 11 8 
 
128 5 4 
 

198 12 6 
 
186 18 10 
 
226 70 30 
 
244 84 34 
 
252 20 8 
 
150 50 , 33 
 
193 90 47 
 
304 34 11 
 
219 47 21 
 

II Each year shown is beginning of crop year for production figures and of fiscal year for 
trade figures~ 'l.lP.L. 480 data are on an export shipment basis and are not available on an im
port basis. Mostly Title I imports, except for small amounts imported in various years under 
Title II and Title III (donations). Wheat imports include the following amounts in 1,000 metric 
tons under the Mutual Security Program: 1954. 6S; and 1955. 95. 11 Less than 0.5 percent. 
~I Production includes sunflower seed, sesame se~d, soybeans, and olive oil; imports include 
cottonseed and soybean oil equivalent. 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture. Foreign Agr,icultura1 SeIVice. 
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'levels and by 1:eleasing:$'tocks through the .~ortnal ehanne'ls of trade,' to. prevent 
consWnerfoQdpricesfr,om ,f~si~gto exorb~tantlevelsd\tringperiods of scar-' 
ci,:ty;.lna,way, these agencies operate stm.ilarly to the (j.S. C~odityCre4it 
Corporation, ,but with'possib~y 'b-roa.der ~'uthority toactual1yinfluenc~'the lll8r
ket and, thelll8rketing systeUl~ 

_.l'(l'~~~ 0 

In most years, the agencies' wholesale prices of Title I~:j$¥:ts were farab.ovE:. 
import purchase prices (dlble 4). Commercial imports w~rtf/pt'iced and distri 
buted in-a manner Similar~to Title I imports. ,Duriug 1955-62, the grQss mark
up--the difference betwe~tilc impt(tt prices of Title 1 commodities and the semi
official agencies 'interr1h~\ ,~~~, prices of these cOl.ll~9.dities--was464m;Jl1ion 
'rllrkish lira ($52 ~,il1ion) (table 5).,1/ The only ye\,,:b when thereW'as no mark
up 01: the aggregate,;:: of Title I imports was 1960. Most.~\o;f the total mat'kup was 
made 'on Title 1 imports of food grainsandedibleoils~ Markups were small on 
imports of feed grains and dairy products.' There was no markl'p O'n meat and 
poultry ,imports. During 1955-62, the percentage of gross markups orlosB~;s on 
individual Title I commqdlties was as follows: ' 

Percentage of 
markup or lossTitle ~ commoait~ 

Rice e:;·.' ......."'. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. • .. •...• .. .. .. .. .. .. 454 
 
Barley ................................................ ~ .................. ,. 36 
 
Corn .... "............. •(~ ...... _••••••••• - •• - • • • • • • • .. 9 
 
Wheat ••• II •••••••••• " • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 

.All graJ..ns •.••••.•••..•••••••.. II ••• • 14 

:Soybeans •••.•• II ................. .tI ••••••••• 34 
 
Co-ttonseed ••••••••••• II •• II 15 

All oilseeds •••••••••••••••••••••• ~. 29 

Other (includes dail:'Y products, meat, 
 
and, poultry ,.. ....•... ~"." ... 
 II •••••••• •••• 

. { I 

Ap Title I 1..mports (average) ....•.. II ~I ••• 


11 Sold at prices below import cost. 

TMO received about 56 percent of the total gross markup of 464 mii1.ion lira and 
EBK the remainder. Actual profits to these agen~ies were somewhat less, due to 
handling, transportation, and other distribution costs. A 1arge,jpart of the 
net profits made'on imports were used to cover part of the costs' of f:i,nancing 
domestic pricing and investment programs. During 1955-62, TMO incurred net 
operat:i,h.g losses of 162 million lira, while EBK sustained even higherloss,.as.~ 
Such losses, which are made up from government appropriations, would~have been 
much larger h~d there been no profits from P.L. 480 imports. It is reasonable 
to .conclude the .gross product ·,from handling Title I, as well as commerCial, im
ports contributed significantly to the financiaiL ability of these agencies to 
promote consumer and producer interests. 

11 converted at 9 lira = $1. 
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Table,4.--Turkey: T1.t1e I iIIIport prices compatted with average domestic prices"'1955-62 

,-~r if 

Commodity and crop year 
Title I 

import price", 
Sales price of 
Title I imports 

F1:-1ce of 
11domestic crop 

0'-.-----~-,""·,,....-..;..-----.....;;;.',,:.'~---------..;.....:.------------....::....-..:;.-'----.....;----
,~ ___________~-------~~----Kurus/ki1oS~am------~------~.--------.. .;. .. 

Wheat: 
 
-1955 22 " 33 30 
 

...... I» ................... : 
 

1956 •.........•.•.... ~ ... ~.: 24 30 30 
 

1957 .... .....•... ......... 30 '.37 40 
 
~ ~ 44
 

1960 ...•......•............. 66 55 56 
 
4338........................... ::I ..................
1958 

68 
73
 
6262................................................ 
1961 

...............................................' 66 74
 
1962 

~: () '3921 
30 

25 
............ lit," ...............................
1956 48 

1957 ......•..••.•...•....... 22 
33 
 4030e" ............,. it .......................... :
1958 51 

' . . 48 
581960 ................................................ 57 
 

6654 
1961 ................................................ 
 
Barley: 
 

1955 

26
 

1957 ............................................... 
 
2620........ 0 .....................................
 302818 
 

Oats: 
 
22 26 lin •a •

1955 .................... " ........................ : 
 
~: t.: 

160 187
46 
141

1956 ................................................ 
 1981901959 ............................................... '\ 
 
1961 

254275136........................................ It ......
 

Cottonseed oil: 2261881955 .................................. 95 
 
307 

1957 · ....................... 212 240 
317 
244 297 
1958 ·....................... 
 390391353 

••••••••••• 00 ••• "' ••• •••••1959 
1962 ·.................................... 350 370 n.a. 
 

SO;Ibean oil: 317 
1958 ·.......... ~ ............... 216 322 

390

1959 ·................ ...... 294 391 

n.a. 
 ~ 

380275

• ••••• eI ..................
1960 n.a •

1962 .•.••..••.•.. ........ ~ ... 299 353 
 
~ 

Tallow: n.p-.24087--r957 ! .:',>,.'8.
1962 ·....................... 187 275 
 

~:::5~: 
1957 ·................... '" ... 247 345 
 

pou1tr;I: 613 o.a.762
 
Butter: 


• •••• 0 ...................
1959 

865 1,100 1,198 
• ••••••••••- Ii ••••• '•••••••--r959 

,Cheese: n.a.- . 5731959 ·........................ 
 508
 

Milk: 
 
---m1k fat 
 

n.a. 1,085 n.a.
1959 ·................... '" ... 
 -

Powdered milk 

1959 


n.a.358239• .................. e .. '" ....
 

1/ Average wholesale price of several exchanges used for wheat and corn; f~rm price used for the 
 
other grains; wholesale price of margarine :f.n Istanbul used for the oi1seeds; average retail price 
 
of mutton used for meat; average retail price of butter used for that-product. 
 

11 n.a. a not available. 
,,' 

Source: (1) • 
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Gross markups or losses on Title 1 imports', 1955-62
Tabl~ 5. --Turkey: '~ 
.',c,' 

1960 1961 1962 ;~~j 1955-62: 
 
Conmodity 

' 
1955 1956': 1957 1958 1959 
 ." . 

: _______________________________________ --MiIlion 1ira 1/---------------__'.L.'. __ ----- - --- ...... ------- ... -- 
: ':::" ; -,~ 

" .~;... . ".,-All gl'ains: 221 604 
 ,?,22> 1,88133 : 109 14
C~8,~S' ill ••••••• ·, :., .61 217 
 

184 623 
 694 2,138. 51 272 122 110,. 
, Retu·rns ••••"••• : 82 
 19 .72 257 
 
(?' Markup ......... 21 18 55 13 96 '1:/-37 
 

,~ '-.. 

'-',..'All oilseeds: 184 742
56 158 278
 54,Costs ••••••••• : 12 
 
23 92 
 218 327 75 
 219 954
 

.~ Returns ••.••••• : 21 35
 212 
 
Markup ......... 11 36 60 49 

,~: 16 
 
Costs ••••••••• : 16 --

14 
 
Returns ••••••• : 

"~ 

14 ,.,.-- '1:/-2 
Markup • e ••••• 

. 
oJ 

]...1- 2 ":::,.' 

I-" Poultry:w 24
24 ---Costs ••••••••• : 
~.-.-- 1919
Returns ••••••• : 11-5 I., I)
11-5
Markup ·....... ''.i\ 
 'i 

DairI Eroducts: 19
-,. 19 --~Costs ••••••.•• : 21; ~21
Returns ••••••• : . 2
Markup ·....... 2 
 

Total Title I: 
 275 604
 806 2,682267 335Costs ••••••••• : 73 33 289 
 
623 913 3,146
340 477 259 
Gross returns .: 105 51 378 

107 464,,'

18 89 73 
 142 -16 19
Gross markup •• : 32 

11 9 lira = $1
11 Sold below cost. 
 

Source: (1) • 
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ASX'icultural Price and Production Poltct.es 

, (e, 

Prices'-of most farm commodities rose during most of 1950-62 due to increasing 
inflation and todevaluat"lon of the lira in 1958 (table 6). However, farm (CO 

prices deflated by the general price level showed no or only moderate increases 
each year. With the exception of cotton, they did not reach or su:rpass 1950-54 
r~Jationsbips until the early 1960's. Throughout most of the 12-year period 
prt'ces of all major commodities, except oilseeds, declined relative to the ' 
general price level. Wheat prices fell more than" those of other grains. Cotton 
prices lagged behind most other cOlmlodity prices, while oils"ed prices rose 
relative to other farm prices and the general wholesale leveL 

Title I ~ports helped moderate the inflationary pressures on farm prices, 
particularly wheat, "resu1ting from the rising cost of living, increasing food 
and£iber needs, inadequate domestic supplies, and insufficient; foreign ex
change reserves to purchase commercially the essential agricultural imports (1, 
pp. 184, ,215, 482, 497). To this extent, it appears that the availability of 
Title I wheat prevented the prices of wheat from riSing to higher levels. How
ever, since it was the policy of the government to check inflation, the govern
ment prob~bly would have resorted to more rigorous consumer marketing and price 
controls in the absence of the program rather than permit rapid price increases 
(1, pp. !10, 176, 178..9, 212,' 406, 492). 

Total ~gricu1tural production rose 46 percent between 1954 and 1965 but pop~la
tion ro;se at about the same rate (table 7). Thus, output per capita changed 
little. I 

Most of the i~crease in aggregate output was accounted for by substantial in
creases in cotton and fresh fruit. Production of oilseeds also rose, while 
output and acreage of food and feed grains increased until about 1957 and then 
leveled off (table 8, fig. 2). 

Since Titte I wheat played an important role in the government's eff.ort to 
stabilize prices, the important question arises as.to whether such imports 
depressed prices to domestic producers and adversely affected agricultural out
put. 

Price changes have more effect on acreage and production response of commercial 
producers than on subsistence producers. In less developed coun.'tries, such as 
Turkey, there is a large proportion of the farmers who have small, lragmented 
~oldings and produce staple foods primarily for home use. 

Three-fourths of the farmers in Turkey have holdings averaging about 7 acres. 
The proportion of total grain production in Turkey that is consumed on the 
farms where it is produced is 55 to 65 percent for wheat, 60 to 80 percent for 
barley, 65 to 75 percent for corn, 40 to 50 percent for· oats, and 5 to 10 per
cent for ri~e ~ p. 128). To obtain cash to pay their debts, subsistence pro
ducers may sell small quantities of their crop. In most cases, these sales are 
made soon after harvest when farm prices tend to be the lowest. A relatively 
large part of the grain that enters the commercial market is purchassd by THO. 

The effecl;: of price incentives on production of sur ...fJtence and cash crops in 
Turkey was studied by analyzing prices and area planted to grains and cotton-
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Indices of current and deflated farm prices compared with,genera1 wholesale prices, 1950-62
Table 6.--Turkey: 
 

!1950-54=100) 
 
Wholesale prices

Farm prices 

Crop Vegetabb .Sesame Sunf1ower
year Cotton Tobacco Cerea1lt: raw material : General

Barley Oats : Rice seed seedWheat Corn .. . 

: _____ ~______________________ ~________________________ Current prices----------------------------- u ---------------------- 

87 8982 83 105 97
88 87 106 87

1950 ..... : 95 93 9.0 95 110 100 
87 92 100 98 105 129 

1951 ..... : 95 91 93 93 100 99102 111102 104
1952 ..... : 98 95 94 97 

93 84 106 99 94 100 
101.. 100 103

1953 ••••• : 102 104 106 94 106 115 108 112
108 117118' 125 121 93 1281954 ..... : 109 123 129111 125126 100 114 123 

1955 ..... : 112 124 129 125 130 160 143 148
140 160

1956 ••••• : 120 140 147 144 181 
149 1.35 186 200 174 

174 206 209 216 
1957 ..... : 151 194 183 162 1.53 172 l/n.a. 208 

v 1 252 285193 178 176 192 256<:1958 ••••• : 152 183 201 206 269 
206 217 241 279 

1959 ••••• : 175 . 218 212 193 224 223 308 260
241 303

1960 ••••• : 200 243 238 232 255 264 273 261
238 300 202 220238 3041961 ••••• : 246 278 263 205 288 276 278 269
274 330

1962 ..... : 279 313 289 277 297 
t-' 
VI 

: _________________________________ •. __________________ Deflated prices-------------------------~--------------------------

10093 118 109 98 
98 119 98 93

1950 ••••• : 108 105 99 95 110 100 
92 100 98 105 129 90 

1951 ••••• : 95 91 87 112 94 94 101 100 
98 103 105 10396 94 1001952 ••••• : 99 84 106 99 9493

1953 ..... : 102 104 106 104 100 103 
94 103 <=96 100

96 104 84108 831954 ..... : 97 105 117 101 10096 87 98 96 
97 101 99 78 90 1001955 ..... : 88 84 87 108 97108122 9594 99 97 1001956 ••••• : 81 86 78 107 115

118 120
1957 ..... : 87 111 105 100 124 

78 73 83 ·n.a. 100 
92 121 13793 85 84 1001958 ..... : 73 80 10594 109 71 78 

1959 ..... : 68 85 83 80 85 118 100 
~': 98 93 117 74 86 86 

93 91 89 1001960 ••••• : 77 84 101 104
116 91 115 77 

1961 ..... : 94 106 101 91 
123 76 107 103 103 100 

117 ,108 103 110 1021962 ••••• : 104 

11 n.a. = not available. 
 

Source: (1) • 
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Table 7.--Turkey: Indices of production and yield of se1.ected agricultural commodities, and~>of total 
agricultural production, 1950-65 

, .;:-' 

1"'"'-:_. 

\, ' · :Total agricu1tura1produ~tionSelected commodities (1950-54=100) 
• (1957-59=100) 1" 

o Crop I. 
.. _>'year Production Yield ·· .. Per c'apita 

-!f · • Food & Total . \1 
Wh t' Oi1seeds 	 .Cotton Tobacco Wheat Cotton Tobacco 	 Food : Totalea 1/-

--]
1950 •••••• : 	 67 75 87 89 95 114-c 94- l/n.!~. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

I, 

1951 •••••• : 97 91 97 94 113 88 - 103 n~a. n.a. n.a. n:'a..• 
1952 •••••• : 112 97 111 96 118 95 99 ' . a • n.a. 17•• a'o~· n.a."

(tI n•
1953 •••••• : 139 96 104 119 100 98 116 ". n.a. n.a. n.a.\ n.a~ 

1954 •••••• : 85 140 101 103 75> 104 88 < 81 81 . 90~, 9() 
(I 1955 •••••• : 109 104 94 120 97 107 ~ 104 87 88 95 96 

1956 •••••• : 102 120 104 121 79 '105'- 93 96 96 , 101 101 
t-' 1957 •••••• : 118. 97 86 126 93 90 98 94 93 97 95 
0\ 1958 •••••• : 109 118 128 109 99 118 91 102 102' 102 102 

1959 •••••• : 101 128 132 128 91 127 103 104 104 101 101 
1960 •••••• : 123 132 121 142 110 117 101 105 105 99 99 
1961 •••••• : 106 115 148 107 9.6 136 102 105 105 96 96 

Q 

1962 •••••• : 117 78 164 95 104 148 79 107 107 96 96 
1963 •••••• : 138 101 178 139 llO 171 79 116 117 101 102. 
1964 •••••• : 121 159 233 184 97 206 91 116 120·' 99 102 
1965 •••••• : 128 131 233 130 103 205 78 116 ll8 97 98! 

h'};i! 
I 

'~l 1/ Includes sunf10wers~ed, sesameseed, soybeans, aud olive oil.I 2/ From U.S. Deparbnentof Agriculture, Economic Research Service. 	 <.;j -	 -.1/ n.a. = not available.j 
Source: Except as indicated, U.S. Deparbnent of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service. '" 



'J:.ble,8~-:-Turkey: 

. 
~,~ ,I' "':: •Crop O:[lileeds, Cotton • Tollacco 

year : (~ . \) ~ '- ': '~,; ,1l 
. , : 

, : . nCDUC'l;ION '{," 
; ---'---------------------'--------------1,000 metric tons-.;---'-;;.;.;.-----------;.-;.---;.-.;------- 

1950 ·..... ~ : 4,082 ,528 2,047 316 77 122 85 144 
 
1951 5.600 850 2,700, 350 97 136 89,} 1?'4; 
 
1952 ·.... ,. .. ~.:. ,-. 6,500 837 ,3,189 405 143 156 91 186 
 

,1953 8,000 760 3,MO 416 162 145 113 184 
 
1954 4,900 914' 2,400 325 165 142" 98 267 
 
1955 ·...... : 6,2&0 855 ~,939 356 92 131 114 198 
 
1956 III, ••••• ! 5.851 857 2,830" 363 138 146 ,-ll5 230 
 

" 1957 ·• ..... " .. :. 6,800 ',750 3,484 435 173 120 ,':'"120 186 
 
1958 III, •••••• :1 6,300 635 iI 2,83() 290 13,8 180 . 104 226 
 
195,9 ·....... : 5,800 800 3,04,8 399 136 185 122 244 
 
1960 • ','1 ••••'. : 7,076 749 3,092 501 138 169 135 252 
 
1961 6,123 1,001 3,103 401 135 207 i02 219 
 
1962 ·....... : 6,750 650 3,200 450 173 229 90 150 
 
1,963 ~ ...... : 7,950 826 3.899 475 180 250 132 193 
 
1964 7,000 1,000 2';780 425 135 326" 175 304 
 
1965 · . ~ .... : 7,430 800 3,100 450 165 326 124 251 
 

ACREAGE 
~ - ---------------------------,-------------1.000 acre's-- ---------------"::'----

"1950 ........ 10,500 1,466 4,}00 750 ,60 1,100 317 
 
/11951 ·....... 12,000 1,540 5,089 762 74 1,586 300 
 /I 
 

1952 ·.....' .. 13,400 1,586 5,7l3 880 121 1,669 320, I'


" 
1953/':,. ••••• : 15,840 1,534 6,002 790 123 1,445 340 
 

.() 1954-; •••••• : 15,830 1,779 6,175 860 115 1,440 386 
 
1955 ·....... 17,,445 1,745 6,523 912 7l 1,547 382 
 
1956 ·....... 18,125 1,782 6,454 919 104 1,575 432 
 
1957 ·....... 17,878 1,752, 6,500, 949 173 1,520 428 
 
1958 <';") •••.•••• 16,000 1,678 5,500 650 146 1,559 396 
 
1959 ·....... 15,500 1,730 6,500 900 111 1,542 416 
 
1960 ........ 15,600 1,717 6,400 976 105 1,534 465 
 
1961 ·....... 15,500 1,742 6,400 949 100 1,604 347 
 
1962 ·....... 16,000 1,648 6,350 1,013 170 1,631 369 
 
1963 ·....... 17,500 1,656 7,042 1,000 136 1,553 583 
 
1964 ·....... 17,600 l,68q 6,795 :1.,013 86 1,680 672 
 
1965 ........ 17,600 l,601! 6,845 988 124 1,690 549 
 

0 
 
YIRLD PER ACRE 
 

:: -----------------------Bushe1s-------------·--,.------- 
 -----~----~~;: 

1950 ........ 14.3 ,16.9 20.0 29.0 62.9 237 591 
 
1951 ·....... 17.1 21.7 24.4 31.6 64.2 182 651 
 
1952 ·....... 17.8 20.8 25.6 31. 7' 57.7 198 627 
 
1953 ·....... 15.1 19.5 27.8 36.3 64.7 205 733 
 

" 

1954 ·........ 11.~· 20.2 17.9 26.0 70.3 217 . 556 
 
1955 ·....... 14.7 1~.3 21.0 26.9 63.2 223 656 
 
1956 11.9 18.9 20.1 27.2 65.1 219 587 
 

• •••• 0 • ~ 

195.7 ........ 14.0 16~'~" 24.6 31.6 48.9 187 618 
 
1958 ·....... 15.0 14.9" 23.6 30.8 46.4, 246 577 
 
.1959 ·....... 13.7 18.2 21.5 30.6 60.1 265 649 
 
1960 1~.7 17.2 22.2 35.3 64.5 243 641 
 

• S"S ••••• 

22.3 29.1 67.6 284 648 
1961 ·........ 
 14.5 16.1 

15.7 15.5 23,.1 30.6 49.8 309 498 
1962 ·.' ...... 

1963 ·....... 16.6 19.6 25.4 32.7 63.1 355 498 
 
1964 14.6 23.4 18.9 28.9 76.8 429
 574 


• •• n •••• 

31.4 64.5 426 496 
1965 ........ 15.6 19.6 20.8 
", 
 

1/ .Inc1udes sunf1owerseed, sesameseed. soybeans, and olive oil •.,
~.' 

Source: U,S. Del'artmenttlf Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service. 
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a cash crop '(2, ',pp. ·15~-60).The relationships between deflated farpt pricalil 
and area planted during 1950-62wet:;e negative for all gt;'ains, except corn, and 

, , positive' for cotton. In oth~r words, except for eorn and cotton, there was tlO 

'Significantcorre1ation between changes in deflated prices and area planted. 
During the same period, "while farm prices,of barley were increasing in re1a
tionto wheat price~ (during the 1950-62 period), the area planted to barley 
was ditilinishing and there were no shif,ts of land from wheat to barley" (2, 
p. 161). The study conCluded that price incentives wer~ relatively unimportant 
in encouraging increased production of grains produced mainly for home use, 
while price changes' did inf1';1ence the production of cash crops, such as cotton. 

The study also pointed out that: "Price stability often is .)!lore important than' 
a higher level of unstable and uncertain price~." (5, p. 488) ,. The price sta
bilizing effect of aid imports helped provide Ii.' favorable climate for increas
ing grain production. The additional resources provided by P.L. 480 commodities 
helped sustain a faster rate of economic growth than would have been possible 
without those conunodii'ies. Over the longer run, this tended to increase the 
,demand for food and strengthened grain and other ft'Qd prices. 

Agricultural Development Polic:f,:!! 

The Government of Turkey undertook major efforts tQ promote agricultural de
velopment long before the initiation of a concess:J.ona1 food aid program. Soon 
after World War 11 ended, steps were taken to increase grain and cotton produc
tion. Significant progress was made in the early 1950's in the mechanization 
of the main wheat growing areas (56). Other measurc.,s to speed up agricultural 
progress during the last 15 years-rncfude: (1) Increasing aggregate domestic 
investment in agriculture between 1955 and 1963 by more than fourfold (table 9); 
(2) improving the quality of seeds; (3) increasing the land cultivated by 
tractors; (4) developing water resources and raising the percentage of irri 
g~ted land; (5) expanding the operations of the agricultural research and ex
tension service; (6) increasing the credit provided to farmers; (7) improving 
transportation links between rural and urban areas; (8) increasing plant and 
animal pest controb; (9) distributing land to farmers; and (10) giving greater 
priority to agricultural development in the second 5-year plan (1968-72) than 
in the first 5-year plan (196~-67) (~; 50). 

The underlying environmental, structural, instit?tional, cultural, and economic 
conditions that have existed in Turkey for many aecad~s has limited the effec
tiveness of policies to encourage increased production. In appraising these 
poliCies, the report states that for Turkey to have met its deficits through 
increased production; 

• • • the framework of real events from 1954 to 1962 would have 
required a reshaping of economic philosophy, political attitudes, 
and administrative operations and the economic and cultural environ
ment in which farmers were making decisions affecting intensifica
tion, the use of new practices and expanding produc~ion (.,2, p. 487). 
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nTable 9. -Turkey: Government investments in agriculture comparedwittl total 
government investments for economic development, average 1950-54 and 
,annual 1955-60 and 1963 

__~~~______________~"________~____________________________________________~D 

Agriculture Percent of total govern
ment budget invested inYear Percent '.inGovernment economic development total governmentinvestnlent investments 

Million lira -------------------Percent------------------ 

· 
 · Av. 1950-54 ..... : 76,822 21.3 18.3 

1955 ·.. ~ ......... : 182,149 24.9 24.0 
~. 

1956 ·............ 241,360 29.1 24.0 


1957 ·-" ......... · ., 382,108 34.7 26.5 
 

1958 ............... 427,947 33.3 27.7
· 
1959 " ............ 531,014 30.7 27.9 

~-,., 

. .
1960 ·... " ...' ..... 578,684 25.0 32.1 
- ~ · 
 

n.~.1963 " .............'. :, 827,000 n.a. 
 
-, 

Sources: (~, p. 171; 50 for 1963 data). 

Such adjustments take time to evolve. The report concludes: 

The major part of the actual changes and increases in output would 
begin only four or five years after the improvemellts in tthe insti 
tutional struct~re; and the total of the resource adjustments • • • 
would take a decade of effort <1, p. 489). 

The Turkish study also pointed out that "crash" measures to achieve greater 
self-sufficiency in g~ain production would have increased inflationary pres
sures and production, costs and have led to uneconomic use of the country's 
resources. 

Title I imports helped protect Turkey against periodic deficits in basic food 
items such as grains and vegetable oils. In 1954, for example, unfavorable 
weather, following 3 good years, led to poor harvests and grain stocks were 
exhausted. However, Title I imports prevented a serious food deficit. 

Title I imports during periods of short-term deficiencies enabled the govern
ment to achieve greater stability in food prices and mpre flexibility in 
working toward its long-range objective ,of economic devel~pment. The program 
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". • • was ofconsider~ble peneflt, in alleviat:J;Y-r8 the need for ,pushing un

economic self-sufficiency objectives and permitting.••• , greater flexibility 
 
in the development of farming systems and production patter~s that w,ouldmaxi

mizethe country's agricultural resource potential" (i, p. 182). 
 

\~" 

The Title I program also helpel stimulate development in the margarine and soap 
,industries <.2" pp. 92-3, 270, 356,400,493). During 1955-62, the markets for 
margarine and cooking oils expanded by 10 to 20 percent annually, but 'domestic, 
production of oilseedsfailed to keep pace with increasing demands. Approxi
mately half of the domestic production of vegetable oils comes from olive 011, 
which is priced too, high to be an economic raw material for the margarine and 
soap industries, but is an important source. of foreign exchange earnings. The 
availability of low-priced,good quality Title I imports eliminated the need 
for using the more costly oil for soap production, thus increasing the Bupply 
of edible olive ,oil available for export. Also, the soap and margarine indus
tries were encouraged to develop faster and with less uncertainty by the avail 
ability of a continuous supply of raw materials under the Title I program. By 
making possible the rapid expansion of the soap and margarine industries and 
increased total consumption of vegetable oUs, the Title I program" ••• di
rectly contributed to a higher standard ot living, changed the consumption 
pattern, and indirectly freed foreign exchange for other cOmmercial imports" 
<.2" p. 401). 

Conclusions - Turkey 

Imported agricultural commodities are distributed by two semigovernment agen

cies. Lower priced imports are sold within the framework of national food and 
 
pri.cing policies at the higher level of domestic prices. Consequently, domestic 
 
producers are insulatec against competition of lower priced imports whether 
 
they are imported under P.L. 480 or commerCially. 
 

The availability of food aid served to reduce fluctuations in domestic food 
 
prices by reducing inflationary price increases during periods of scarcity. 
 
Also, Title I imports alleviated the need for stricter price and rationing 
 
controls. . 
 

Agricultural output has increased rapidly since 1954, but grein production, 
 
the principal food item, did not increase significantly after 1957. Environ
 l! 

mental, structural, institutional, and economic factors have hindered the ex

pansion of grain production to meet increasing food requirements. These fac

tors appear to be more important than changes in price in affecting the response 
 
of producers. Regression analyses showed that the relationships between de

flated farm prices and the area planted during 1950-62 were negative fOF all 
 
grains, except corn, where they were not significant; and positive for cotton. 
 

Since Title I,commodities were imported only as a result of shortfalls in pro

duction, it appears that the P.L. 480 program contributed to greater flexi

bility in planning the efficient use of agricultural resources as short range 
 
uneconomic self-sufficiency measures that might have been instituted to meet 
 
shortfalls in production were avoided. 
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The large imports of vegetable oils contributed significantly to the develop
ment. and expansion of the margarine and soap indu'l'irries. III addition, the net 
profits made on the handling ofp.L. 480 importoj6y the two ~emiofficial import 
agencies were available to help(,financethe improvement and expansion of storage 
and marketing facilities and to help cover the. administrative costs of agricul
tural price. stabilization programs" 
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COLOMBIA 

Colombia,' the third largest recipient of Title I conunodities in Latin America, 

imported $60 Dlillion during 1955-6.5. Wheat ac.counted for 57 percent; cotton, 

20; vegetable oils, 17'; and feed grains, tobacco, and milk, 6 percent. 

P.L. 480 imports of wheat, cotton, and vegetable oils were relatively large com

pared with domestic production of these commodities (table 10). These imports 

were equivalent to 40 percent of the wheat during 1955-64, 22 percent of the 

cotton in 1955-57, and one-third of the vegetable oils in 1955-60. 

Tab~e 10.--Colombia: Principal P.L. 480 imports compared with domestic produc

tion, 1955-64 

P.L. 480 imports
Connnod:f.ty and Domestic P.L. 480 as percentage of

year 11 
···· production imports 1J production 

Percent~ --------1,000 me(.;ric tons--------

Wheat
1955 ...... ~ ....... : 147 6 4 
 

1956 ...... ~ ....... -" ... 139 14 10 

59 491957 ................... 110 

65
1958 ......................... 140 101 
1959 145 63 45

00 ....................... 
 

................ 0 .......
1960 142 55 38
681961 ......................... 142 96 
 

1962 ......................... 162 42 
 26
 
90 50 56

.......... 0 .............
1963 
, ' 1964 ......................... 85 40 47


40Average ............... 130 52 
 

Cotton
1955 ......................... 23 6 
 

, 1956 .........................· 24 3 12 

26
 

7 33
.................. 0 .....
1957 21 

22
o 0 .. 0' .......
Average 23 5 

Oilseeds 3/ 271955- 11 3
0 ••• 0.00.0' ••• 

••••• 0 •• 0.0' ••1956 
· 

11 4 36 

........., ........ 9 ......
1957 · 12 
711959 ............ s ............
· 24 17

2 17 

.......... 0 Q ............
1960 30 4 13 
6 33

Average ............... 18 
 

1/ Each year shown is beginning of crop year for production and of fiscal year 

fo~ imports. 2/ P.L. 480 data are on an export shipment basis and are not 

avaUable on an import basis. Mostly Title I imports; small amounts under
3/ Domestic

Title III donations, and Title IV long-term dollar credit sales. 

production includes soybean, cottonseed, and sesame oils (2, p. 309). Imports 

finclude soybean and cottonseed oils. -

Source~ Except as indicated~ U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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Agricultural Trade and Marketing Policies 

As in Turkey, the Colombian Government controlled marketing anq pricing of ~
ports far above import costs to maintain producer pt'ices at higher levels.. The 
distribution and pricing of ~ported commodities are done through the following 
semiofficial agencies: (1) Instituto de Fomento Algodonero (IFA), which regu
lates the production, marketing, and pricing of cotton and oil crops; (2) 
Instituto Nacional de Fo~nto Tabacalero, which conducts a tobacco development 
program and engages in the marketing and pricing of domestic crop; (3) Instituto 
de Cereales (ICE), which operates development programs for wheat and barley; and 
(4) Instituto Nacional de Abastecimientos (INA), which exercises a monopoly over 
all imports of grains and vegetable oils 8/; supports the prices of rice, wheat, 
corn, and beans through domes~ic purchase; handles storage and resale operations; 
and maintains ceiling prices on many food products. 

Farm prices of grains and oilseeds in Colombia were far above the cost of im
ported commodities, both cQncessionaJ and commercial. For example, in 1962 do
mestic farm prices exceeded import prices or cost by the following percentages: 
wheat, 47; corn', 12; and soybeans, 11 (£, p. 40). To protect domestic producers 
INA sold imports a~ the much higher domestic prices. During 1955-60, the gross 
markup on Title I imports averaged 13 million pesos annually. Similar markups 
were made on concurrent cOUUIlercial imports (table 11). 

Table ll.--Colombia: Prices of 	 selected Title I imports, domestic sales prices, 
and gross markup 

Commodity : 'Import price INA sales price Gross markup 

:---------------------Pesos-------------------- · Wheat (1955-60 av.) ............· 702 	 914 212 
 

Wheat flour (1955-60 av.) .......· 824 1,306 	 482 
 

Edible oils (1959) 	 · 2,100 3,200 1,100•••••• 0 0 ." •••• 

Source: (l,p. 110) • 
; 

The Qet profit from these markups p~ovided financing for INA's domestic opera
tions, such as price support, development projects of Caja Agraria (acting a~ 
an agent for INA), and construction of additional storage facilities. During 
1957-60, one-half of INA's expenditures were financed by income made from the 
markup of Title I imports (£, p. Ill). 

/.
!/ Beginning in 1966, private trad,:'rs were permitted to import wheat and 

vegetable oils, subject to licensing requirements and duties. INA collects the 
duties from the private importer and uses them to help finance domestic programs. 
In October 1967, wheat imports were agaJn placed under governme\~~ monopoly. 
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':A.grieultUI'alPrices 

Pr:.ice~' of mQ$,t taimeommodities rose more rap'idly during 1957"';64 thanir.,;C:,;;;:r 

1952.,.56 (taJ>le 1Z). This reflected serious inflationary pressures .re,sulting 

from, increasing aomestic demand forfoodst\lffs, in:adequatF.! domestic supplies, 

and limited foreign exehange. On a deflated baSiS, prices of wheat,barley, 

and rice d)s~ at the same or a faster l;'atethan the cost of living Jlntllthe'" 
,\ ,", 

late 1950's and then fell below the,general price index. Prices of corn; 

sesame, and cotton increased ,faster than the general price level dt.lring most "of 

Whe,at prices lagged behind those of the other grains, primllrily be
1952-64.

cause of a Title I prOVision that limited the markup on Title 1 wheat an4 flour 
 

imports after 1957. These commodities were oold to wholesalers for less than 


the domestic sale,s prices of commercial imports. 


Trends in Farm Production 


During 1954-65, total agricultural production incr,eased (table 13, fig. 3). 

Output and acreage of the major ,commodities, rose during most of the period of,\; 

Title I im.ports except for wheat production which remained rather constant be

tween 195'2 and 1962, 'and then declined (table 14). Barley showed the most 
Cotton production rose to the pc.lint", significant increase among the grains. 

where the country became self-sufficient in 1959. 

For many decades, Colombia has produced ab.,ut half of its wheat requirements. 

Despite a vigorCus effort to expand production over the last 15 years, the gap 

between .demand and domestic supplies has increased. The failure of wheat pro

- -2, pp. 169-75, 204; 4, 32-6):
duction to expand was mainly due to (3; - 

(1) The are~ availaple for wheat production is limited and the crop com

petes with other cool-climate products, suc;.h as barley and potatoes, which 'are 

usually more profitable. The most profitable alternatives to wheat are in the 

best wheat areas. 

(2) The climate is more favorable for barley. 
(T. 

(3) ,Many wheat producers operate largely subsistence farms, averaging less 

than 10 acres. These farmers followtr~ditional patte:rns and therefore have 

not changed their production practices rapidly in response to price changes, 

technical changes, or other incentives. 

(4) Wheat is not an important source of income for most Colombian pro~ucers., 

since feW-of them depend exclusively upon this crop and there are close food 
substitutes in corn, rice, yuca, and potd.toes. 

Due to these and other environmental, institutional, and social factors, 

Colcmlbia prefers to rely on imported wheat and concentrate on producing more 

profitable crops. Some expeJ:'ts believe tha.t the country will never be able to 

provide much more than half its wheat needs, and will have to depend increas

ingly upon imports (3) •. Between 1961 and 1965, Colombia imported more wheat 

" than it produced.· in 1964, the country pro!Jpced only cne-third of its domestic 
-consumption. 
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Indices of cunent and deflated support and farm prices compared with the cost qf living;(!
Tabie 12.--Co1ombia: 

1952-64 	 'J 

(1958=100) 
C',' f-Corn R"i Sesame C

0 
t'ton ,: ost 0Wheat Barley 	 ce

C • 	 • support " "support. iivfng
, 'c' ~I, rop year. • 	 Farm If ; Support • "

Farm ; Support Farm; Support Farm; Support 

C i "
•; - .. -~--- ..- ..---- .. -------------------------..-----. tl.rrent pr ces---------------... -------..;:,.- ... ;..-------------

n.a. n.a., n.a. 62 
, 1952 •••••••• : 72 l/n.a. 71 n.a.. 53 n.a. 

n.a. .. n.a. ,,' 66 
0" ' 1953 •••••••• : 72 n.a. 67 n.a. 62 n.a. n.a. 

61 72
1954 •••••••• : 82 n.a. 66 n.a. 86 n.a. n.a. 45 

71
15 71 69 56' 78 	 S6 n.a. 53 	 61

1955 •••••••• ~ 	 75 76
71 73 56 	 91 56 n~a. n.a.

19S6 •••••••• : 78 
88 112 100 95 n.a. 100 100 87

1951 •••••••• : 87 93 83 
100 100 100 n.a. 100" 100 100

1958 •••••••• : 100 100 100 100
105 117 100 	 100 100 115 118 107

1959 •••••••• : 108 100 109 	 III
108 88 123 100 120 	 109, 115 116

1960 •••••••• : 101 100 	 116 121
93 163 127 120 132 115

1961 •••••••• : 112 100 110 	 124127 120 179 155 130
1962 •••••••• : III 100 109 93 166 

,n.a. 170 155 164
1963 •••••••• : 3/129 119 3/152 103 3/208 171 152 

170 155 192 .
~' 1964 •••••••• :

:. 
- n.a. 119 - n.a.;.103 - n.a. 193 152 225 

~.'

.
~ -------------n-------------------------------Deflated prices------------------_.... -...,,--·.. -.. ·-- ..·..,;----- .. -____ ... 
: 	 n.a. 10085 n.a. n.a. n.a.

1952 •••••••• : 116 n.a. 114 n.a. 
n.a. n.a o 	 n.a. 100

1953 •••••••• : 109 n.a. 102 n.a. 94 n.a. ' 
85 100


I)
, "

,
\ 1954 ........ : U4 n.a. 92 n.a. 119 n.a. n.a. 62 

86 100

79' 110 79 n.a..75

1955 •••••••• : 106 100 97 	 10074 n.a. n.a. ~-- 99
1956 •••••••• : 103 93 	 96 74 120 	

115 100n.a. 115
107 95 101 129 115 109

1957 •••••••• ; 100 	 
100 ILa. 100 100 100

1958 •••••••• : 100 100 100 100 100 100 
93 107 110 100

1959 •••••••• : 101 93 102 98 109 93 93 
98 104 104 100

90 97 79 	 111 9.090
1960 •••••••• : 91 

91 77 135 105 99 1091 95 96 100
196J~~,••••••• : 93 83 

97 144 ,125 105 100
81 88 75 	 134 102196t~.• '\ ••••• : 90 	 100

79 72 93 63 12? 104 92 n.a. 104 94
196\.~r~ ••••.• : 	 117 88 ' 8L 100
1964 •••••••• : n.a. 62 n.a. 54 n.a. 100 79 

IT'i959-100 index used. 

o 	 21 n.a. • not available.
31 October average farm price.

~) for 1952-62 farm price and U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo for 1963-64:
Source: 

Q 	 
(j 
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Table 13.--Co1ombia: Indices of production and yield of selected agricultural commodities, and of, total agricultu;r!.!~ 
production, 1950-65 { .2\. 

~'l 
Total agricultural produc-" ~ Selected commodities (1950-54=100) . tion (1957-59-100)11 "~-

Crop ----------------------------------------------------~~--~---------------------------------------------. ._----
Production 	 Yield:_ fer capitayear 	 ... 

Food ·:'Iotd=Oilseeds: 
:• Wheat Barley: 11 : Cotton :Tobacco: Wheat Barley Cotton :Tobacco: 	 Food Total 

.. --~.~.------~------~------~----	
\"1. 

'~'~ 	
1950 •••• : 76 81 75 46 92 94 96 82 90 lJn.a. n,.a •.:; \'0.8. n.a. 
1951 •••• : 98 90 118 63 92 99 100 86 92 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
1952 •••• : 107 98 98 106 100 99 100 83 103 n.n. n.a. n.a •. n.a. 

"e 	 
1953 •••• : 107 127 98 125 115 109 103 115 117 n.a'..- n.a. n.a. n.8. 
1954 •••• : 110 105 110 159 101 99 103 133 99 90 90 101 101 
1955 .... : 110 84 88 137 130 107 101 156 122 91 88 99 "96 
1956 .... : 104 113 178 143 166 109 109 156 156 94 87 100 92 
1951 •••• : 83 97 204 124 170 82 104 184 160 95 90 98 93 
1958 .... : 105 121 302 195 172 116 149 159 156 100 102 100 102 

N 1959 •••• : 	 109 163 314 384 176 120 151 202 151 106 107 103 104..... 
1960 •••• : 101 171 383 400 113 116 158 214 168 109 110 103 104 
1961 .... : 101 163 415 456 127 121 153 224 189 107 109 98 100 
1962 .... : 122 174 426 489 174 127 161 208 186 117 116 104 103 
1963 .... : 68 190 657 437 189 105 170 209 176 115 113 100 98 
1964 .... : 64 171 1,020 382 186 112 158 192 176 118 117 99 99 
1965 .... : 83 155 1,050 382 182 112 190 183 148 125 119 102 97 

~ 

1/ Sesame and soybeans from 1952-64.

1/ FrOl!l u.s. Dept. Agr., Econ. F.es. Servo


I 1/ n.a. not available.
3 

I i' 

Source: Except as indicated, U.S. Dept,.. Agr., For~ign Agr. Serv •. 
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and yield of selected agricultural cODDllodities, 1950-65Table l4.--ColOlllbia: Production, acreage, 

t.., ~. 

C) Grains 	 OibeedsCrop 	 Cotton Tobacco 
.,..; 	 : . 11year '.). Wheat Com Barley Rice 

!'!•. PRODUCTION 
 
~· __ ----------------------------.;------1,000 metric tons---------------------------------- 


1950 ................. : 101 620 50 241 8 20 8 
 
20 12\" 	 1951 .. Ii ............... : 131 845 56 259 11 ..~ 

1952 •••••••••• '!" 142 927 61 266 18 22 10 {.l 	 21 26 10 	 
1953 .................... : 142 770 79 272 	 :J: 
 

1954 .... .,. .......... '" .. : 147 750 65 294 27 22 11 
 
j

1955 ......... ' .......... : 147 no 52 318 23 29 9 	 
',(


37 181956 ..................... : 139 790 70 340 24 
 
1957 .................... : 110 720 60 349 21 38 21 
 

" a 1958 .................... : 140 851 15 390 33 38 31 
 
39 32 

1960 .................... : 142 864 106 450 	 67 25 
 391959 .......... : 145 701 101 415 64 
 

• 1961 .................... : 142 733 101 474 76 28 42 
 
38 441962 ................... : 162 75t, 108 585 82 
 

550 73 42 67 
1963 ~ .................. : 90 782 118 

65 41 95 
1964 .................... : 85 899 110 600 


, c 	 96 672 65 40 
 1051965 .................... : 110 871 


ACREAGE; ___________________________ .. ____________ 1.000~------------------

~ 
~ 

103 52 
1950 .................... : 356 1,610 109 350 

116 400 136 51 
1951 .................... : 430 1,898 
, 	 408 150 491952 ........... :. 4~4 1,730 126 
 

1953 .................... : 432 1,730 130 420 200 50 
 
131 450 230 52 
1954 ................... : 482 2,060 


465 170 541955 ...... " ............ : 450 2,059 106 
 
1956 ..................... 420 1,673 133 490 155 54 
	 -'.: 


119 500 178 54 	1957 ..................... 440 <1.395 	 ; 
 
;~235 5615158 ..................... 395 1,742 104 486 :: 
 

1959 ........... 410 1,631 138 509 380 59 ~ - ); 
"~ 


562 359 341960 .................... : 393 1,767 138 	 .~ 


398 341961 .................... : 395 1.,757 136 586 
 
~," 	 138 691 450 
 471962 .................... : 420 1,720 


628 400 541963 ............. 279 1,809 143 
 
F 1964 ...................... 262 2,026 1,43 747 389 54 
 

104 926 410 62 
, G 

1965 ................ 314 1,.977 


YIELD PER ACRE 
~D~------------------Bushe1s------------------- ------~------

'~' II 

33.7 158 8651950 ...................... 10.5 15.2 21.3 
 
17.5 22.2 31.9 166 
 '882 

s:.tJ 1951 ...................... 11.1 

22.2 31.9 160 99(} 
1952 ............. 11.1 17.5 


221 1,1241953 ...................... 12.2 	 17.5 	 23.0 
 31.8 

11.5 22.9 32.1 255 
 9501954 .................... ! 11.1 


22.6 33.5 299 1,1741955 ...................... 12.0 18.0
':, ".;3 \t 	 300 1,4981956 ...................... 12.2 	 18.6 24.2 
 34.0 

[-" 	 1,535 

.. ................ (I ..
1957 9.2 21.4 23.2 34.2 353• 	 38.4 306 1,4961958 ...................... 13.0 19.2 33.2 
 ~ 	 33.6 388 
 1,4501959 ............. 13.4 15.1 	 39.9 

35.3 38.4 410 1,6141<\ 1960 ...................... 13.0 19.2 
 

39.6 431 1,8161961 13.5 17 .1 34.1 .............. Ii .. .. : 
 

! 	 17.2 35.9 41.5 400 
 1,7901962 ...................... 14.2 

1963 ...................... 11.9 17.0
 37.9 38.9 402 1,698 

r 	 1964 ...................... 11.9 17.5 35.3 41.7 
 370 1,697 	 <
 
;i}._'1

17.3 42.4 35.2 351 
 1,422 ,. 	 1965 ...................... 12.9 

L 	 :

17 Sesame and soybeans. 
SOurce: U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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-In. the mid-fifties, gover_ent policy shifted from.reliance upon cotton fmports 

to promotion of cotton produceion to meet domestie'requi~ements, despite the 

favorable sales. terms of Title 1 agreements. In 1957, the government required 

textile mills to use specific quantities of domestic cotton, thus insu!:.ing a 

market for the higher priced domestic crop, even though it was often lowe~ in 

quality. Also, depreciation of the peso made imported cotton more expen~ive. 

Favorable domestic prices, improved seeds, expansion of marketing facilities 

and technical aid', and increa8ed responsiveness of t!ommercial farmers to price 

changes led to an expansion of cotton production. In 1960, the country became 

an. exporter of cotton ~, pp. 108, 121, 287). 

Although Title I feed grain imports were small, they apparently assisted the 

livestock industry in meeting temporary grain shortages. 

Agricultural Development 

The Colombian study outlined 3 main areas in which the Title I program contri 

buted to development (l, p. 363): 

(a> by the use of Title I pesos to support development of agricultural 
 

resources, of fertilizer production, of industries using farm products, and 
 

of such institutions as the eve 2/; 
 

(b) by the commodity development programs conduct~d with the promotional 

revenues derived from INA's operations; and 

(c) by the greater stability of prices, which may be assumed to be 

generally conducive to new private investment and development activities in 

agriculture. 

The Title I program provided the government with three important sources of 

income to finance agricultural development: (1) Revenue derived from the mark

up of Title I imports, (2) promotional taxes levied on P.L. 480 ~ports, and 

(3) local currency accumulated by the United States from the s~le of Title I 

commodities and then loaned to the government. 

Promotional taxes levied on Title I imports of wheat and flour, cotton, and 

cigarettes were the most ~ortant sources of funds available to the respective 

semioffici,al cOTlIl1odity agencies to finance their campaigns to encourage in

Between 1955 and 1960, these levies averaged nearly 6 mil
creased production.
lion pesos annually, equivalent to three-fourths of the budget of the Ministry 

In 1958, 65 percent of the
of Agriculture which averaged only 8 million pesos. 

income of the Instituto de Fomento Tabacalero came from promotional taxes. 

These taxes helped to finance research to improve seed varieties, to establish 

experimental farms, and to study dome.stic and .foreign market conditions. The 

20 million pesos derived from the tax. on Title I flour imports was used in the. 

seed improvement campaign, and thereby helped to promote the wheat industry. 

9/ The Cauca Valley Corporation, an autonomou3 regional development agency 

similar to the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
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As of June 1964»,,) almost 200 miHionpesos accruing from the sale of Title I 

cOlllllodities had been loaned by the U.nited States to th.e COlombian Government 
Since the P .1.. 480 law forbids' local cur

and used in the agr;l.cultural .Sector. 
 
rency loans for the specific developmeJlt of agricultural enterprise~ which might 
 

be competitive with U.S. agriculture, ttJ,eser loans were used for the'~ development 
 

Qf industries, servicing agr"iculture ,and for, the improvement of marketing fa


cilities (!~ pp. 130-6);" The largest loan was made by the government bank to 

the eve which used it to f~nance land reclamation, water control, and electri 

f.ication. The latter was" the first total aJ:'ea electrification scheme in Latin 

By making feasible the use of electrical irrigation equipment, .,the
America.

pJ:'oject aided agricultural development and reduced the impact of the dr;y season. 
 

'0

The reclamation project, which included floo_d control and drainage, hel'ped to 

increase the cropland aJ:'ea, as wel1 as to raise agricultural productivity. 

The CVC development program was considered a part of Colombian agrarian reform. 
I

'I
I' The reclamation projects and intenSified land use prOVided increased employment 

for that part of the rural population which could not easily beassimilated_in

tq the industrial labor force. Other prinCipal loans helped finance a large 

fertilizer plant, the development of storage facilities, livestock improvements, 

agricultural ac'Cess roads, and reforestation. 

sales proceeds also were loaned to private enterprises in Colombia.
'Title I
Approximately 8 million pesos--or about 14 percent of the total Title I loans 

to the private sector through June 1964--were to firms processing agricultural 

One of the main firms was a corn processing plant.products. 
 

The income deriv~d from the Title I program facilitated investments in agricul


ture which probably would not have been made in the absence of the program. 
 

During 1955-60, the Ministry of Agriculture received only about 3 percent of th~ 


national budget (1, pp. 163, 350, 354). 
 

Recently, the Co1ombiart Government has given greater priority to agricultural 
 

development. In 1967, public investment in agriculture accounted for 25 per


cent of total government investments compared with less than 15 percent in 
 

earlier years. 
 

Conclusions - Colombia 
 

The government, by controlling the marketing, pricing, and distribution of im


ported agricultural commodities through semiofficial agencies, was successful 
 

in insulating domestic producers from external competition. Tliis was done by 
 

pricing commodity imports for domestic distribution at prices much higher than 
 

import costs and in line with domestic price levels. 
 

Analysis of the Colom~ian situation indicat.es that wheat prices might have been 
 

higher than they were had there been no P.L. 480 program, but it appears that 
 

physical, structural, and other economic factors (particularly more profitable 
 

alternative crops) were probably more important than price per se in cau~ing 


"th~ production of wheat to decUne. 
 

During the 1955-65 period, output and acreage of the major commodities, with 
 

the .exception of whea~, rose about in line with increases in population. Oil


seed and feed grain p:toduction rose substantially and in the case of cotton, 
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Q 
the c~try became an expor'ter in J{~EIO c1espite ~airly large imports from the '\,= 

United States and Peru during the 1950's. 
/,) " 

" i£j~
The Title I program providedtEhe government with supplemental revenue which 
help,ed finance increased investments in agrieultural development and related 
service industries. Of particular importance 'was the additional support 
through P.L. 480 Title I 10anB and grants to support land" and water development 
through the Cauca Valley Corporation, increased fertilizer production, and vari
ous commodity developmen,t programs. Also, the stabilizing effects of agricul
tural impoFts appear 1;0 have been conducive to new priv,ate investment and over
all development activities in agriculture as well as other sectors of the econ
omy. 
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" C] GREECE
(J. 

Greece imported $119 million of Tide" I cOl1lllOdities during 1955-64, and was one 
Feed grains accounted for 43

of the large~t. recipients on a per "capita basis. 

percent of these imports; wheat, almost one.. third; vegetable oils, 22 percent; 

and dairy products, the remainder. In 1964, Greece shifted from a P.L. 480 

Title I program to a Title IV progr~.i of long":lterm dollar credit sales. In 

recent years, Greece has increased its commercial tmports of grain. 

Concessional import~ of wheat were relatively high in relation to domestic pr~

duet~'Qn until 1957 when the country became self-sufficient in this grain.
Feed grain

Ther~~fter, only small quantiti~s were imported for special uses. 

tmports under P.~. 480 were a significant percentage of output throughout the 

period (table 15). 

Agricultural Price and Trade Policies
,'.
'~~

in Greece exceeded the prices of most imported agricultural
Dome~~!~ prices
cODlDodfties, 'both cOlDllercial and concessiona!. 
 And, as in Turkey and Colombia,
 

the government regulated the distribution and internal pricing of imports. In


ternal priCing of wheat, feed grains, and oilseeds is done in such a way as to 
 

promote agricultural development and protect producer interests. 


'Si~ce the 1930' s the government has encouraged wheat production through regula


tions affecting production, prices, and marketing of indigenous and imported 
 

wheat. Its policies include: (1) Procurement of wheat at guaranteed support 
 

prices, (2) requiring millers to use a specified percentage of wheat from 
 

government stocks and the commercial market, (3) regulating the wholesale mar


ket prices of wheat, (4) subsidizing the flour mills, (5) fixing ceiling prices 
 

for different types of bread, and (6) exerting mo~opoly control over all wheat 
 

imports " and their internal distribution. The large role played by the govern

ment in the wheat market is illustrated by the fact that in 1962 producers made 

four-fifths of their total sales to the government. 

Domestic prices for wheat have exceeded the prices of imported wheat. During 

1956-63, farm prices averaged $98 per ton, the support $87, while import prices 

averaged $77. 

The Greek Government sold lower priced wheat imports at the higher level of 

Sales prices for imported wheat were based on the domestic f
domestic prices. I
prices of bread, wheat on the wholesale market, and the support price, all of I 
which were r~gulated by the government. Sales prices of imported wheat ex

ceeded import\\prices each year from 1955 through 1961 but were a little lower 

in 1962 (table l6H 

The net profits (after deduction of handling and transportation costs) from 

concessional wheat imports he~ped finance the government's domestic grain pro

During the 1955-57 per"iod of substantial concessional wheat imports,
grams.
the revenue derived from high markups enabled the government to satisfy two

maintenance of
conflicting aims without undue strain on the national budget: 

high price supports to producers, and stable bread prices to consumers. During 

1955-58, subsidization of bread prices cost the government about 100 million 
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Table 15.--Greece: P.L. 480 compared with domestic production, 1954-64 

Category 	 Average
1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 19641/ : ... 	 1/ 

:-----------------------------------------------1 000 tons------------~--------------------------------~-~!~~--~~ 

Wheat 
--production ••••••••••••• : 1,219 1,334 1,245 1,727 1,785 1,769 1,692 1,594 1,770 1,388 2,170 1,608 

P.L. 480 imports 3/ ••••• : 214 359 333 115 8.2 54 126 102 68 106 21 144 
Ratio (percent) .-:•••••• : 16 29 31 6 5 3 8 6 5 8 1 9 

Corn 
--production ••••••••••••• : 255 285 239 266 224 291 281 270 266 312 290 272 

P.L. 480 imports 4/ ••••• : 41 76 56 92 59 110 96 130 153 175 99 
Ratio (percent) .-:•••••• : 14 32 21 32 20 39' 36 49 49 60 36 

Jiarley 
Production •••••••.••••• : 233 224 229 254 267 218 235 235 252 242 278 '245 
Title 1 imports •••••••• : 19 20 10 21 49 98 62 34 39 
Ratio (percent) •••.•••• : 8 8 4 10 21 42 26 12 16 

Oats 
w --production •••••••••••••• 150 lj7 147 186 168 139 150 153 155 136 1,55 164 
~ Title I imports •••••••• : 19 13 10 5/14 14 

Ratio (percent) ••••..•• : 9 18 12 - 8 	 8 
'\ 

Total feed grains 
Production ••••••• : ••.•• : 638 666 615 706 659 6/648 6/666 658 6/673 690 6/724 671 
Title 1 imports ••••••.• : 41 108 86 116 -6/82 6/163 194 6/146 215 6/224 ,138 
Ratio (percent) ••••.••• : 9 18 12 18 - 16 - 31 38 - 55 39 - 31 20 

\~?Oilseeds : 
Production 7/ ••••••••••• : 113 104 144 164 93 160 79 228 56 210 130 137 
Title I imports 8/ •••••• : 6 30 15 6 20 15, 
Ratio (percent) -:••••••• : 6 21 19 3 15 11 

l/Each-year shown is 	 beginning of crop year for production figures and of fiscal year for trade f~$Ures. P.L. 480 data are on aD(;j 
export shipment basis and are not available on an import basis. 1/ Production averaged only for years of imports. 1/ Imports in
clude Title I shipments, small amounts imported under Title II and Title III donations, Title IV exports in 1964 and the following 'f 
amounts under the Mutual Security Program: 1954; 214,000 metric tons; 1955, 252,000 metric tons; 1956, 284,000 metric tona; and \ 
1960. 3.400 metric tons. 4/ Includes P.L. 480 Title I, Title IV in 1964, and the following amouuts under the Mutual Security Pro

~I 	 gram: 1955. 14.100 tons; 1956, 55.000 tons; 1957. 12,000 tons; 1958, 8,600 tons; 1959, 18,700 tons; and 1962. 10.300 tons. 21 In
cludes 8.600 tons imported under the Mutual Security Program. &/ Includes grain sorghum. 2/ Olive oil only. !/ Soybean oil only. 

Source: U.S. Dept. Agr •• Foreign Agr. Servo 	 .y. 
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Table l6.--Greece: DOOlestic price'll for wheat cottl~ared with import prices, 
1954-63 

-?

------------------------~-------------:,.~(----------------------------------
-

Average price Government Minimum
Crop of imported sales price 

.. Farm price support
year ·· wheat of imports !I .

,I 

price 21 
• 

I

:-------~-----------------Dollars/metric ton·------~------------------

l/n.a.1954 	 ·....
···
·
: 77 	 85 88 

100 90 	 n.a.
1955 .... 83 	 

103 	 90
1956 .....· 78 	 90 	

901957 	
·· 

81 	 90 100 
901958 72 	 80 100 

1959 

·····
............... 71 80 91 77 

1960 ...... 75 	 87 90 77 

1961 	 81 .... 87 	 101 90 
8$:,? ~ 83 	 99 90

196"2 
·· ·............··• ... 	

n.a. 105 	 90
1963 • 0 70 	 

11 Weighted average of price sold to government and on the free market.

11 Higher "privileged" prices are paid to small farmers and others growing a 

specified amount.
11 n.a. = not available. 

Source: 	 @). 

drachmas ($3.3 million) annually. 101 Without the revenue from Title 1 wheat, 

"this deficit would have been at l;8'st dOUble" <li, p. 88). It would ha:~e be

come extremely difficult for the government to continue to set high price sup

ports and, a;t the same time maintain low bread prices. Because of a shortage 

o~ foreign exchange reserves and competing demand for capital imports, in the 

absence of an aid program the .,f~overnment probably would not have imported com

mercially as much as it did. . 

The government's price policies for wheat changed after 1957 because of the 

achievement of self-sufficie~cy in wheat production, the buildup of surplus 

wheat stocks, a reduction of wheat imports, lower revenues from markups, and 

the beginning of policies to discourage further increases in wheat production. 

As the upward trend of support prices ended, bread prices increased conti~uous1y 

\ 	 during 1958-60. 

Feed grain imports were handled by private traders, but the government controlled 

internal pricing in such a way as to promote livestock production and to stimu

late demands for the relatively high yield fodder crops, corn, barley, and oats. 

The Agricultural Bank, a government agent, purchased P.L. 480 imports of feed 

from private traders and distrib~r.ed them to farmers and feed mixing plants. 

J&.I One drachma equals $30 ..
:1
00. 
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After 1957, 	 the Bank ~lIS distributed corn imports at prices higher than import:., 
costs. In most years ,from 1954 to 1964, however, corn imports were sold below 
the farm prices of inJi~anous corn (table 17). There were no support prices 
for feed grains until'I965. The Bank sold Title I barley imports at prices 
higher than import costs from 1958 to 1964. The Ba.nk's prices were at about 
the same level as ~omestic farm prices until 1960 but lower since. The sales 
below domestic prices since 1960 were a means of subsidizing livestock ~~o~ 
ducers. They also helped to stabilize the level of dome~tic grain prices which 
had fluctuated widely before the Title I program.' 

The government a1s~ used Title Iitnports of soybean oil to help maintain high 
support prices to p~;roducers and stable prices to consumers. Support prices of 
olive oil in years bf bumper crops were fixed at low levels. In years of poor 
crops, they 	 were increased and exports of olive oil were prohibited. During 
poor crop years, soybean oil ::tmported under Title I was mi~ed with domestic 

.CO 	 olive oil, increaSing the supply of edible oils as a means of stabilizing re
tail prices at a,lower level than would have been possible in the absence of 
the program. 

Table l7.--Greece: Import prices of corn and barley compared with domestic 
p1::ices, 1954-64 

. Corn 	 Barley 

Crop Sales pt'ice 	 Sales priceyear Import Farm 	 Import Farmof P.L. 480 	 of P.L. 480price price 	 price pricf;\ 
.: 	 imports 	 . imports " . 

:----------------------Do11ars/metric ton-----------------~---

c: 1954 ·............. 81.3 73.0 71.7 72.0 69.0 71.7 
 
1955 · ............ 76.7 70.0 71.7 	 75.0 
 

(\ 1 	 .1956 ·............ 17 .3 81.7 71.7 	 82.0

1 1957 	 ·............. 80.3 81.3 71 •.7 	 81.7
'0 

1958 · ............ 60.3 72.0 71.7 47.3 66.7 71.7 
 
1959 ·..................... 67.0 68.7 71. 7 59.3 69.0 71.7 
 
1960 ......................... 67.3- 68.7 71.7 67.3 71.7 71.7 
 
1961 .... o:t ................... 61.0 68.7 iJJ .7 56.7 72.0 71.7 
 
1962 ......................... 63.3 70.7 71.7 67.7 72.7 71. 7 
 
1963 ......................... 1/63.2 73.7 2/71.7 l./70.0 77.0 ~171.1 


............. 't ..........
1964 	 :1/66.2 79.3 1.171.7 1/68.4 77.7 ~/71.1 
~,\, 

'I 1/ Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Trade Yea.~book./ 
1/ Estimated. 

Source: (14). 
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During most of 1950-57 s fa~~\'prices of Title I commodities (wheat, feed gf,dns, 

and oils) as well as other farm prices rose at the same or a faster rate lthan 

general wholesale prices (table 18). BetweeI1 1958 and 1964, prices of most 

. i: 	 farm commodities were stabilized at a lower level and lagged behind the rise in 

the general' price level. 

In summarYsit appears that Title I imp&rts of grains and oi1seeds were distri 

buted and priced within the framework of the government's domestic agricultural 

T!tese policies included maintaining high prices to
price~'and food policies.
wheat producers and high support prices to olive oil growers during years of 

scarcity, reducing) extreme fluctuations in feed grain prices, and maintaining 

stability in consulller prices. 

Trends in Farm Production 

Total agricultural output un a per capita basis :Lncreased significantly during
Growth <was most

1954,'65, with steady gaj!n~ over most of the period (table 19). 	 
In

rapid for cottons wheat~ tobacco, olive oil, and wheat (table 20, fig. 4)~' 

the case of livestock productions there was an increase of 60 percent during 

1954-63 (]i, pp. 93, 97). 

The concessionsl wheat imports under P.L. 480 met the urgent need of consumers 

during t,l;le recovery period of the middle 1950' s .;untildomestic production rose 

to the level of consumption (14, Chapter 4 and tip. 261-2). After self 

sufficiency was achieved in 1957, Title I imports were limited to small quan

tities of hard wheat needed for special baking purposes. By enabling the govern

ment to maintain high support prices during 1955-57, without undue flnanci~l 

strain the program indirectly stimulated production for the commercial market • 

.{.

sii~\ce the early 1950' s to
Production of feed grains has not increased enough

satisfy Greece's increa,sing needs. Most of the count~'Jgs output of corn, 

barley, 	 and oats is consumed on the farms where it is produced. Marketable 

quantities hav~ been limited and fluctuated considerably from year to year. 

Prior to P.L. 480 imports, prices of these grains were often too high and too 

unstable for the expansion of commercial livestock ent~rprises. Furthe~ores 

technical, economic, and structural factors limited f\~!~d grain production and 

discouraged shifts of land resources to feed grain cujitivation from other crops. 

The production subsidy on feeds that began in 1959 ha,t~ only limited Eiuccess. 

Consequently, the government concluded that the mainti~nance of a higher . level 

of feed grain p~oduction was difficult, even under a system of subSidies (14,
.

pp. 91, 	 94-5 s 98, 262). 

P.L. 480 imports filled the gap between domestic demand fors and supply ofs 

By making an adequate quantity of high quality livestock feeds
feed grains.
(corn, barleys and oats) available at reasonable and stable prices, the program

During
also made improvement in the livestock and poultry industry possible. 

nous feeds sold commercially was insufficient for the development of efficient 
XI·the quality and the quantity period of the Title I imports, the bulk of indige

livestock production. Therefore, it appears that the beneficial effects of the 

P •.L. 480 program on the development of livestock industries and the long-run 
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Table 18.--Greece: Indices of current and deflated farm prices of selected commodities, 1950-64 

(1954=100) '~" 

Cotton: Tobacco Crop Industrial Livestock' Gener,41
Year : Wheat ; Corn : Bar1ey : 0as:t 11 1/ products -crops 1/ products wholesale 

~-----------------------------------:-----------current ~rices----------------------------------~---~---------~-----~-

1950 ••••••••• : 69 63 61 64 3/n.a. n.a. 68 54 89 70 
1951 ......... : 76 70 76 77 - n.a. n.a. 70 55 98 73 
 
1952 ......... : 79 66 75 74 n.a. n.a. 76 62 94 78 
 

'0 1953 ......... : 99 87 94 91 n.a. n.a. 73 96 96 78 
 
1954 ••••••••• : 100 100 100 100 n.a. n.a. ' 100 100 100 100 
1955 ......... : 106 96 102 108 n.a. n.a. 103 85 106:, 104 
 
1956 ••••••••. : 121 111 117 118 100 100 121 99 109 118 
1957 ......... : 118 111 118 118 95 80 112 89 111 11.2 
 
1958 ......... : 118 99 95 96 83 82 114 80 112 114 
 
1959 ......... : 107 94 97 99 98 74 108 147 116 110 
 
1960 ••••••••• : 106 9", 114 103 103 109 116 164 116 116 
1961 ......... : 119 94 111 104 101 149 118 166 11.6 11.8 
 
1962 ......... : 117 97 104 105' 97 149 124 151 116 122 
 
1963 .•••••.•• : 124 101 110 121 95 134 n.a. n.a. n.a. 127 
1964 ••••.•••• : 127 106 113 128 '108 125 n.a. n.a. n.a. 132 

I.> 
 
00 • 
 

:-----------------------------------------------Def1ated prices-~~~,.-------------------------------------------------. .' 

1950 ......... : 98 90 87 91 n.a. n.a. 97 77 127 100 
 
1951 ......... : 104 96 104 105 n.a. n.a. 96 75 134 100 
 
1952 ......... : 101 85 96 95 n.a. n.a. 98 79 120 100 
 
1953 ......... : 127 112 120 117 n.s. n.a. 94 123 123 100 
 
1954 ......... : 100 100 100 100 n.s. n.a. 100 100 100 100 
 
1955 ••••••••• : 1.02 92 98 104 n.s. n.s. c, 99 82 102 100 
 
1956 ......... : 102 94 99 100 100 100 102 84 92 100 
 
1957 ••••.•.•• : 105 99 105 105 100 84 100 80 '-::-='·~99 100 
 
1958 ......... : 104 87 83 84 89 88 100 70 9h\ 1QO 
 
1959 ......... : 97 81 88 90 100 76 98 134 " 105)~ :J 100 
 
1960 .••••••.• : 91 85 98 89 105 111 100 141 1011" 100 
 
1961 ......... : 101 8094 88 101 149 100 141 98 100 
 
1962 ......... : 96 80 85 86 94 145 102 124 97 100 
 
1963 ......... : 98 80 87 . 95 88 124 n.a. n.a. n.s. 100 / 
 
1964 ......... : 96 80 86 97 96 112 n.a. n.s. n.a. 10? j 
 

-----------~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~" ,>--~'
1/ 1956=100. 
2/ Includes tobacco, cotton, sesame, hemp, f1sx, pesnuts, sunflower, mastic, anise seeds, red pepper, and sorghum. 
21 n.a. = not available. 

Source: Q6:) for years 1950-62, and U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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Table 19.--Greece: Indices of production and yield of selected agricultural commodities, and of total agricultural 
production, 1950-65 CO 

Total agricultural pro
. .Selected c?mmodities (1950-54=100) duction (1957-59-100) 11 

Cr 9P j, 	 

year: Production Yield : Per capita
Food Total·'----,--~ 

~.; : : : 01 i ve : : : : : : :: : ":Wheat: Corn: 	 Barley: oil: Cotton: Tobacco: Wheat: Corn: Barley: Cotton: Tobacco: 	 Food: Total 

1950 78 79 88 37 86 101 88 81 90 99 98 2/n.a. n.a.·· n.a. n.a. 
1951 85 101 101 135 96 108 88 103 103 98 -105 - n.a. n.a.n.a. n.a. 
1952 96 93 94 67 82 68 98 94 93 88 83 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.j 

1953 128 125 114 152 102 106 121 119 113 102 112 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
1954 112 103 103 109 134 117 104 103 102 113 103 81 80 84 83 
1955 122 115 99 100 196 176 116 128 100 110 126 84 86 86 88 
1956 114 96 101 138 165 143 105 106 105 95 112 89 89 91 91 
1957 158 107 112 157 204 191 142 128 ,118 121 145 100 102l01-i 103 
1958 164 90 118 89 202 146 145 112 128 114 121 97 97 97 97 

I w 1959 162 117 96 153 184 139 137 140 110 130 125 102 101 101 100 
~ 1960 155 113 104 76 203 113 134 138 120 113 115 96 94 94 92 

I 	 1961 146 109 104 238 316 128 135 144 120 142 116 112 112 109 109 
19&2 162 107 111 54 289 163 146 155 127 130 122 106 108 103 104 
1963 127 126 107 202 303 223 133 167 124 121 141 110 114 106 110 
1964 199 116 122 125 218 234 162 192 138 143 151 122 123 117 118 
1965 183 112 181 184 239 214 161 197 166 163 155 127 127 122 122 

:'-~ 	

1/ u.s. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res. Servo 
1/ n.a. = not available. 

Source: Except as indicated, U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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Table 20.-wGreece: Produc'tion....creege. and yield of 8e1~cted .gricultural c~itus, 1950-65 

.;.:,: 

Grains 
!J Crop

C' 	 Cotton Tob.cco OUve oil" 	 ye.r Whe.t Com B.rley Osts 

PRODUCTION 	 0.'" ~~ 	 ()
"'..qJ 	 -------------------------------------1.000 metric tons---------------------------------- 

',1950 .......... . 850 195 200 120 26 58 38 
1951 ••••••.~ •••. 931 250 230 140 30 62 141 
1952 .'......-••• : 1.050 230 213 117 25 39 70 
1953 ••••••••••• 1,399 309 258 167 32 1:1 61 158 
1954 .......... . 1.,219 255 233 150 41 68 113 
1955 ••••••••••. 1,334 285 224 157 61 101 104 
1956 ••••••••••• 1,245 239 229 147 51 82 144 
1957 ••••••••••• 1,727 266 254 186 63 110 164 

o 	 <:l '0 1958 .••••••••••• 1,785 224 267 168 62 84 93 
1959 ••••••••••• 1,769 291 218 139 57 80 160 
1960 ••••••••••• 1,692 281 235 150 63 65 79 
1961 ••••••••••• 1,594 270 235 153 98 74 248 
1962 ••••••••••. 1,770 266 252 155 89 94 56 
1963 ••••••••••. 1,387 312 243 136 94 129 210 
1964 ••••••••••. ,2,1.70 290 278 155 68 136 130 
1965 ••••••••••. !,999 279 412 177 74 124 191 

EJ0.\, 	 ACREAGE 
~----------------------------------------11000 acres----------------- 

C.l, 

0 1950 ·........' .. 2,142 614 510 363 191 236 
 
1951 ·.... '" ...... 	 2,357 624 516 377 213 236 
1952 .......... -.. ..... 	 2,382 625 531 377 203 189 
 
1953 ............ 	 2,581 664 530 368 220 217 
 
1954 ·.................. 	 2,581 631 528 345 270 262 
 
1955 ·................ 	 2,569 570 518 365 410 319 
 
1956 .............. 	 2,622 574 509 364 395 391 
 
1957 ................ 	 2,691 534 496. 373 385 301 
 
1958 .............. "" .... 	 2,750 511 483 356 402 278 
 
1959 .............. 	 2,875 513 456 319 325 253 
 
1960 .................. 	 .2,820 522 448 315 409 226 
 
1961 .................... 	 2,636 481 1~54 324 510 254 
 
1962 ................. 	 2,691 440 459 326 508 .306 
 
1963 '" .............. 	 2,311 478 451 289 570 362 
 
1964 .................. 	 2,984 389 464 299 350 357 
 
1965 ................. 	 2,766 362 572 310 335 319 
 

YIELD PER ACRE 
-----------------Bushels-----------------  ------~------ I

1950 ............. : 14.0 12.5 18.0 22.8 294 542 
 
1951 ·........' ..... : 14.5 15.8 20.5 25.6 293 581 
 
1952 ............ : 16.2 14.5 18.5 21.3 262 460 
 
1953 ·..' ......... :", 19.9 18.3 ~2.4 31.3 303 620 
 !1954 .......'., ...': 17.2 15.9 20.3 29.9 338 568 
 
1955 ........ ..... : 19.1 19.7 19.9 29.6 
 327 699 
1956 ............ : H.4 16.4 20.8 27.7 284 623 
 
1957 ...,•• ••••>.: 23.4 19.7 23.5 34.3 362 804~ 

t~, 	 '" 
1958 .... ' ........,: 23.9 17.3 
 25.4 32.6 341 669 
 I 
1959 • .........,! .,! 22.6 21.5 21.9 30~1 387 695 	 I 
 
1960 .......... :
 21.2 32.7 	 637
22.1 23.9 	 338 1"l1961 ·..........'.: 22.2 22.1 23.8 32.6 422 640 
 f" 

1962 ............... .. : 24.1 23.\3 25.2 32.7 387 674 
 

(\ 1963 .......,....'.: 22.0 '15.7 24.7 32.2 362 782 	 I
 
1964 ....' ....., ... : 26.7 29.6 27.5 35.7 425 837 
1965 ·.............. : 26.5 30.3 33.0 39.3 487 860 
 

~ 

Source: U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
• 
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expansion of domestic demandcfor indigenous feed grains mOl:'e than offset any 
 
,unfavorable influences, that imports might have had on domestic production in 
 
any particular year. 
 

Feed Grain Imports and ~velopaient of Livestock Industries 
o 

The Greek'study cited the followitlg contributions of the Title I program to the. 
 
development of commercial livestock and poultry industries: 
 

(1) Provided the government with '!o~:lsiderable reserve stocks of high. qual ..,
ity feed grains at reasonable prices. Li.vestock producers were freed of the o 

need for maintaining stocks, and were thus enabled to economize on costs. 
<J I 

I 
! (2) Satis,fied the needs of commercial livestock producers near the prin
t 

-; cipal commercial centers who could not easily procure the necessary quantities,'1 

t t, from domestic producers in the fr~e market. 

(3) Maintained the prices of domestic corn and barley at reasonable levels, 
 
for both feed grain and livestock producers. 
 

(4) Stimulated the long-run demand and market for corn, barley, -and other 
,11: 

fee&s. 

Conclusions - Greece 

The government policy of selling the lower-cost concessional imports of wheat 
and vegetable oils at the higher levels of domestic prices resulted in signifi 
cant revenues to the government. These revenues were available for use to help 
finance domestic price support programs ~nd to help maintain stable consumer II 

prices. 

During the 1954-65 period, aggregate agricultural output ill Greece increased 
 
nearly 50 percent. P.L'-. 480 imports of grains and oils were used to supplement 
 

"domestic production rather than displace it. 

Environmental, structural, and economic conditions were major factors limiting 
 
the shifting of resources to increased production of feed grains. The avail 

ability of Title I feed grains 'was credited with reducing fluctuations:in feed 
 
grain prices and thus encouraging the development of poultry and livestock pro

duction adjacent to the major population centers. The general concensus is 
 
that the stabilizing effects of P.L. 480 feed grain exports in stimulating live

stock industries contributed to increased potential .demand for domestic and im

ported feed grains as well as other livestock feeds. 
 

~, 
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ISPAIN I, 
Spain imported. some $467 million of P.L. 480 Title I commodities during the 7 
yearsc.before the Frogrant was terminated in 1962. Spain was one of the principal 
early recipients of U.S. agricultural commodity assistance. Edible vegetable 
oils accounted for 53 percent 6f thes{}importsj cotton, 25 percent; feed grains, 
8 percent; and wheat, tobacco, meat, and poultry the remaining 16 percent. In 
1962, Spain shifted to an fmportant commercial purchaser of U.S. agricultural 
commodities. 

P.L. 480 imports of wheat, feed grains, and tobs.cco averaged only 5 to 8 percent 
of Spain's domestic production (table 21). In contrast, the Title 1 imports of 
soybean and cottonseed oils exceeded domestic production by an annual average 
of 123,000 metric tons during the period, but these imports were distributed in 
such a way as to a~oid conflict with domestic olive oil producers. In fact, 
these lower priced vegetable oils were blended with olive oil to encourage con
sumer acceptability and made it possible for Spain to maintain exports of the 
higher valued olive oil. This contributed significantly to increased foreign 
exchange earnings and hastened the country's economic recovery. Although cotton 
imports averaged two-thirds of domestic output over the 8-year period of con
cessional cotton imports, the country practically achieved self-sufficiency by 
the time the aid program was terminated in 1962. 

Import costs or prices of U.S. commodities imported under P.L. 480, the Mutual 
Security Program, or commerCially, averaged about 30 percent below the domestic 
prices of similar agricultural commodities produced in S~ain (~, p. 305).. As 
in Turkey, Colombia, and Greece, prices of domestically produced cOlrl1lodities 
were main~ained above ~orld prices through government protection and controls. 

Agricultural Price and Trade Policies 

Production, consumption, prices, and trading of prinCipal agricultural commodi
ties in Spain have been regulated or controlled by the government since 1940. 
These measures have been relaxed some since the mid-1950's. In general, the 
objectives have been (1) to keep consumer prices reasonably stable; (2) to en
courage maximum self-sufficiency in production, particularly in food grains and 
cotton; and (3) to stimulate production for expert. Principal agricultural im
ports, including U.S. aid imports, were handled within the framework of national 
food and priCing policies in a way designed to prom,ote those policy objectives. 

The principal controls, regulations and agencies affecting (wheat, feed grains, 
vegetable oils, cotton, and tobacco) during the last decadel1were as follows, 
(22; £; ~): 

(1) Grains - The National Wheat Service (NWS), fixes the minimum area that 
grOWeT-':'L'must devote to wheat production and the proportion of wheat land that 
is fallowed. Sin::e 1958, theWS has allowed wheat to be replaced by feed 
grains, other feed crops, or meadows. in marginal wheat lands. Producers are 
required to sell to the NWS, at the support price, all wheat produced in exces.s 
of their needs for food,. feed, and seed, NWS has monopoly control over all dis
tribution of wheat to flour mills, regulates the mills' activities, and controls 
bread prices. Since 1956, cultivation of feed grains has been compulsory on a 
specified acreage on farms over 250 acres in 30 of the country's 50 provinces. 
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Aid imports compared witb domestic production, 1954-61 
 

Table 2l.,.-Spain:" 
: 

Aid imports Y Aid a. a 
percentaaeDomestic 
COIIIIIodUy and .. P.L. 480 : 

Mutual Total of productionproduction
ye~r 1/ '; 
,~ - Security1/ 

Pereent ~ ______-_-_---_-__--_1.000 metrie tons----------..--------- 

4
~.~- 21~ 4,627 21 
 
oil •••••••• :1959 12 
 '" 400 413
13
1960 ..... ........ 3,538 7
' 224
224
1961 ........... 3,266 6
133 219 
 

Average ...... 3,810 86 
 

8
£2!!! 47 7 54 
 
1955 .......... : 686 5
3 35
32'714
...... III .....1956 1
:3 6
4
1957 ............ : 771 10
97
97
916 
 

• •••• III ••• :1958 52 5 
 
1959 ·........... 1,001 52 16
158
100 58

1960 ·........ : 1,016 83 8 
 
1961 ·......... 1,067 83 

10 69 
 8
59
Average ...... 882 
 

Barlel 85 5 
 
1956 ·.......... 1,551 50 35 

16 1
9 7

1957 ·........ : 1,881 112 6 
 
1958 ·........ : 1,777 112 

72 4 
 
1959 ·.......... : 2,050 72 

183 12 
 
1960 ·.......... : 1,566 100 83 

62 4 
 
1961 ·........... 1,744 62 

20 88 
 5
 
Average ........ 1,761 
 68 


Oilseeds 4/ 125 781
11
61
1955-·"" ..... " ... 114 
29 155 816 
 

19
1956 ·......... 126 
128 914


14 116 12

1957 ·.......... : 

183 183 107 
 
1958 .......... "'"' 17 643
149
149
23
1959 • • II ...... " : 464
116
116
25


• • III •••••• :1960 142 747
134 8 <?
19
Average .... : 

if(Cotton 4~ 195 i
42

---r954 ·.'...... " .. 21, 31 91 
 

1955 ·.......... : 34 9 22 
37 76
34, 3
49


• ....... III ••
1956 38 100
16
22
1957 ......... 38 56 133
.~ 

42
1958 ·........... 37
 19 
7 9 14 
 

'" 1959 ·............ 65 
38 

2 
33 53 
 

1960 ·......... 72 34 32 
 
1961 ·...... ,...... 106 34 

35 66
13
22
53
Average ...... 

11 Each year sbown is begiqning of c;:~p year for production and of fiscal year for imports. 0 
 
1/ Data are on an export sbipment balHe and are not available on an import basis. 
 
11 Mostly Title" I and 8111811 amounts under Title II., 
 
il Production includes sunflower, bempseed, linseed, and cottonseed oils; imports include soy

bean and cottonseed oils. 

Source: U.s. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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Feed grains can be sold on the open market, tiut NWS will pui~hase them at the 
; support price if "9'olunt .. ~ily offered for sale. ~ of:~icta]lagency ,General 

Tr-ansport and, Supply Commission, has a monopoly ower, all wheat 1mpo,~t§~ and 
o 	 ,until 1963, feed grain imports. Private trade n~ h~dles most feed-grain im

ports which are subject to licensing regulati~ns and olevies. 

~ 0 
 
D 0 
 , (2) Tob~Jco - AgoverD1J1ent agency fixes the minimum numbe]:, of acres to be 

!devoted to tobacco producti(\)n, and requires ;:growers to sell their entire crop 
to the agency at the support price. A semiofficial agency has monopoly over t! o 

,(J all impo;r~~ and the lIUlDufacture and distributi,!,n of tob~ccoand tobacco products. 
\\ 

(3)' Cot"ton -, The government requires cotton growers to producethe'varie

ties authorized for their a~eas, sets support prices, and requites growers to 
 
sell their entire crop to"ginning concessionaries at prices ,no' lower than 'the 
 
support price,., Before 1962, the~government controlled imports. Since then, 
[. 
 licensed private importers may import cotton, but the government authorizes 
im~~rts only for the manuf~~ture, of textiles for expor~ or to feplace raw cotton 
previously }tsed in the manufacturer; of export produc,ts. Cotton'\gins must deliver 
to the government the cotton needed to meet export requirements. The producert, receives a subsidy on e~~orts or a price which ,is between the high domestic and 
the lOw exp9rt or world price. 

'"" .~'., 

(4) Oils - The go*~rnment.controls' new plantings of olive trees and sets 
minimum 3upport prices for oil. Olive oil can be (~old on the open market, but 
a semi-government agency purchases at the support price all oil offered to the 
agency for sale. Although there are no-longer ceUing prices set on olive oil 
at wholesale and retail levels, lfie official agency may sell its s,tocks of olive 
oil to prevent excessive price increases. All exports of olive o:tLrequire a 
license, and until 1962, export prices w~re controll~d. The government had a 
monopoly over imports of vegetable oils and their internal distribution until 
the end of 1965. 

The government minimize,d price depressing effects of Title I conmodi,ties by 
controlling imports and by selling the lower priced commercial and concessional 
imports at levels approximating the prices of domestically produ,ced cOamodities. 
Table 22 compares c.l.f. import prices of Title I and MSP commodities and their 

p
wholesale prices with support and farm prices of. indigenous crops. ~ 

o 	 During the period of concessional imports, the average ann~l level of gUaran ! 
teed support prices exceeded average annuale.i.f. import prices'of the P.L. I 
480 and MSP commodities by the following percentages: wheat, 25 percent; f 
barley, 11 percent; corn, 3 percent; and olive oil, 48 percent above soybean 
oil. Domestic farm p:,;,'ices usually were higher than import prices. The ,cost to Ithe General Transport and Supply CommIssion of importing and distributing Title 
I corn imports during 19Si:r'::'6'2 averaged 3.54· pesetas per kilogram, while the 
sales prices. averaged 4.16 pesetas per ki.logra.m--a net markup of 18 percent~ 
Net markups on other aid imports: wheat, 18 percent; barley, 13 perce~t; and 
soybean oil, 19 percent. . 

The COlIIIlissionsold wheat impor,ts in the domestic market at about the same level 
as producer support and farm prices of wheat.. Imports of soybean oil were sold 
at prices near the support fo~ olive oil, but below farm levels. Corn and bar
ley imports were sold at prices higher than producer price supports, but 
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lJ!:part costa ofaelected c.c-odities under P.L. 480 and the Mutual Security 
p~ogr... , c~ared with domestic prices, 1955-63 

,.
C.i.f. Import Doiiaestic ~ Margin "tween 

C~ity 	 import cost of aa1e8 price sales price of Support Farm 
and year price of aid : of aid : aid imports and price price

:aid !/ i1IIports 11 imports cost of imports.. 
_. ~----------------------------pesetas/ki1ogram-----------------------------"'1 ..0\ 	 c"-; 

f:::~, 

r ~ 
1955 '~ ............. : 2.89 3.03 	 2.30 3.52 
 
1956 ·.............. 2.84 2.99 	 2.40 4.43
f 1957 2.8~ 3.03 	 2.40 4.54• II •••••••••••.•! 	 J)1958 	 2.61 1 2.84 4.10 1.36 

1:.1 

2.40 5.64• <II ••'fI ..........
l' 1959 ·"............ 2.94 3.20 4.10 1.02 3.50 4.92 
 
0 0 r 1960 ........................ 3.71 \\,4.04 4.20 .30 3.60 5.25


I 	 1961 .. -- ............. 3.46 3.71 4.~i'r .49 3.60 4.83
 
I 1962 .... '........... _<II ... 3.53 3.85 4.20 .57 3.60 5.39 

Av. 1958-62 .. ..... 3.25 3.54 4.16 .75 3.34 5.21 

\ 	 1 
i Barler 

1957 .................... : ~.73 2.88 ----, 	 2.80 3.97 
 
].958 .......................... 2.43 2.56 3.60 1.04 3.35 4.05 
1" 1959 .......................... : 2.80 2.94 3.60 .66 3.40 4.41
I

I 1960 ............. : 3.60 3.78 3.60 -.18 3.45 4.16 
 
. . 

...... \I ...................
I 1961 	 3.49 3.66 3.80 .14 3.50 4.09 
! Av. 1958-61 .... : 3.08 3.24 3.65 .41 3.42 4.18 	 .~ 

0 

Soxbean and olive 
ill 1/

1955 ........................ : !!./n.a. 5/16.2 12.7 -3.5 11.6 
 
1956 ·....... -- .... -: n.a. 6/18.5 n.a. n.a. 12.6 
 
1957 ·....... -- ..... n.a. 7/18.3 n.a. n.a. 15.5 
 
1953 ·............ : 8/11.1 8/13.1 n.a. n.a. 17.3 21. 7 
 
1959 .............. : ,2/10.2 2/12.1 16.0 3.9 19.5 21.6 
 
1960 	 10/12.0 10/14.2 lQ/21.0 6.8 19.5 22.7• ••• 0 .•••••••• : 

1961 ·............. : 18.6 22.0 20.2 -1.8 19.5, 24.2 
 
1962 · ............. 15.3 18.0 20.2 2.2 19.9 31.7 
 
1963 ·.............. 13.7 16.2 21.0 4.8 25.3 31.2 
 

Av. 1959-63 .. ....... 14.0 16.5 19.7 3.2 20.7 26.3 
 

Wheat 
--1961 ·.... -- ........ 4.46 4.70 5.56 .89 5.56 5.59 
 

1/ Aid includes P.L. 480 &nd the Mutual Security Programs.
1/ includes economic cost of transporting and distributing the imports within Spain. It was 

estimated that marketing costs amount to an additions1 9 percent of the import prices for corn 
ana barley, 5 percent for wheat, and 10 percent of the import prices of refined soybean oil. 

3/ Soybean oil applies to the aid data. C.Lf. prices are for unrefined soybean oil; and im
port costs and sales prices are for refined soybean oil. The yield rate for unrefined soybean 
oil is estimated at 93 percent. Olive oil applies to support and farm prices. 

4/ n.a. - not available. 
 
S/ Decelllber. 
 
61 February.

1/ Janur.ry. 
 
8/ August.

91 April. 
 

la/ Harch only f~r years 1960-63 c.i.f. prices, import costs, and sales prices of imports. 

Source: C!i!!) . 
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considerably below prices actually receiv~d oy fa~rs as a means of subsidiz
ing livestock producers. Since 1962, the government h&s required private 
traders to pay a comp~nsatory duty on feed grain imports which brings them intoo 

if alignment with the level of domestic farm prices. '" 

Prices of all commodities increased during 1951-64 (table' 23). On a deflated 
basis, prices 'for olive oil and the barley and corn supports rose more than the 
generalwhol!!sale level while the prices for the other commodities listed in 
table 22 lagged. This indicates that U.S. aid programs helped stabilize prices 
at a time when Spain was under serious inflationary pressures. 

The shortage of foreign exchange reserves during 1955-59 imposed severe limita
tions on the quantity of agricultural commodities that could be purchased com
mercially. During this period, domestic production was not sufficient to meet 
the trtcreasing demand. for agricultural commodities. Therefore, the P.L. 480 
tmports helped stabilize prices at a time when Spain was under serious infla
tionary pressures and thus it is believed contributed to economic development 
~, pp. 106, 110-3, 121, 162-4, 175, 182, 189, 190, 200, 207, 212-3, 276, 286, 
293, 254-9, 302-4). By 1960-61, Spain's foreign exchange situation had im
proved considerably, but sizable imports under P.L. 480 continued. This con
tributed greatly to rapid improvement in the country's financial condition and 
put Spain in the position to shift to an important commercial purchaser with 
the termination of the aid program in 1962. 

In the absence of a P.L. 480 program during 1955-59, however, it is unlikely 
that the government would have permitted domestic prices to rise to excessive 
levels. Restraining rapid price fluctuations of basic commodities was an 
essential element of government policy. For example, there were rationing 
regulations and strict controls over the f~~rketing and pricing of olive oil 
during periods 'of shortages prior to the,' lid programs. Throughout the fifties, 
government regulation of the domestic oli~e trade was gradually reduced with 
the government reserving the right to intervene to prevent prices from exceeding 
reasonable levels. Since aid imports provided the country with a greater supply 
of edible oils and other commodities than would otherwise have been possible 
during 1955-59, it appears that the aid programs made it possible for the 
government to relax its control over domestic prices and marketing and hastened 
the country's transition from an aid recipient to an important commercial market 
for a.gricultural products, particularly vegetable oils, oilseeds, and grains. 

Trends in Agricultural Production 

Total agricultural output increased 42 percent during 1952-65. Most of the in
crease occurred since 1958 when food production increased at a faster rate than 
population (table 24). T~e largest production gains were made in cotton, corn, 
and livestock products. Wheat, barley, oats, and olive oil showed no trends 
(table 25, fig. 5). The available evidence indicates that concessional imports 
under P.L. 480 and MSP were not allowed to interfere with the domestic produc
tion o~ olive oil, grains, cotton, or tobacco ~, pp. 64, 66-7, 69, 78, 86-7, 
106-14,-122, 308). 

Since 1950, production of olive oqand other vegetable oils has been insuffi
cient to meet the increased deman';~ During 1955-61, aid imports of soybean and 
cottonseed oil supplied 27 percent of domestic consumption and accounted for 
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Indices of current anQ deflated prices of selected agricultural commodities, 1951-64Table 23.--Spain: 

(l~~~.~lO~O~)______~-------------------------------------------------------
Rice Olive oil B2et

Wheat Barley CO""" Cotton Tobacco General sugar

Crop 
 

1 
,

support • support whole
•.., Support Support Whole- whole-Who1eyear Who1e Who1e !il i.l sale 

Support sale Support sale 11 Farm 2/ sale 31 saleSupport SBle - - - :., 
: ___ _________________________________________________ -Current prices--------------------------------------------------------------- ~ 

1951 •• : 6/n... 108 n.a. 47 n.a. 74 n.a. n.a. 87 81 72 n.a.'/ n.a. 93 
1952 •• : - 97 100 75 65 n.a. 72 n.a. n.a. 87 93 84 n.a. n.a. 93 
1953 •• : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1954 •• : 100 102 100 77 104 95 100 84 103 114 100 100 100 100 
1955 •• : 106 104 104 70 104 80 106 ,85 103 121 100 100 100 104 
1956 .. : 106 109 104 110 104 114 108 84 112 126 100 100 100 114 
1957 •• : 126 120 150 121 104 112 108 92 137 144 100 100 100 133 
1958 •• : 129 130 154 112 152 140 112 100 153 147 119 135 125 146 
1959 •• : 129 132 154 116 152 135 118 102 172 196 118 135 125 149 
1960 •• : 129 132 159 127 156 134 138 92 172 196 112 135 154 152 
~961 •• : 142 139 159 120 156 133 138 104 172 211 112 135 154 157 
1962 •• : 142 144 159 120 156 132 138 112 175 259 120 135 154 160 
1963 •• : 157 153 184 139 189 146 166 116 223 284 124 135 154 110 
1964 •• : 170 167 184 138 189 132 194 128 230 259 145 13~ 223 176 

: _____________________________________________________ Deflated prices----------------------------------------~~----------------------

&; :1951 .• : n.a. 116 n.a. 50 n... 80 n.a. n.a. 94 87 77 104 n.a. 100 
1952 •• : 104 107 81 70 n.a. 77 n.a. n... 94 100 90 104 n.B. 100 
1953 .• : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 t 
1954 •. : 100 102 100 71 104 95 100 84 102 114 100 100 100 100 
1955 .• : 102 100 100 67 100 77 102 82 99 116 96 96 96 100 
1956 •• : 92 95 91 96 91 100 94 74 98 110 88 88 88 100 
1957 •. : 94 90 112 90 78 84 82 69 103 108 75 75 75 100 
1958 •. : 88 89 105 76 104 96 76 68 104 101 81 92 86 100 
1959 •• : 86 88 103 78 102 91 79 68 115 132 79 90 84 100 
1960 •• : 84 86 104 84 102 88 90 60 113 129 74 89 76 100 
1961 •• : 90 88 101 101 99 85 88 66 110 134 71 86 98 100 
1962 •• : 88 90 99 75 98 82 86 70 109 162 75 84 96 100 
1963 •. : 92 90 108 82 III 86 98 68 131 167 73 79 90 100 
1964 •• : 96 94 104 78 107 75 110 73 131 147 82 77 127 100 

11 Paddy, semifine (type 2).

11 Grade of 1.5 to 2.5 acidity.

11 Anda1uz region.

4/ American, second class, upland type. This type accounts for 95 percent of the tnta1 crop produced.

il Type B. second class, group 1 (representative class) (~, p. 305). 
 
~I n.a •• not available. 
 

Source: Except as indicated, (l!. 64. 65). 
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Selected commodities (1950-54=100) 
II'Total agricu1tu,~'a1 pro

duction (1957-~9·100) 1/
/1 -

Crop 
year 

Wheat Corn 

PJ:'oduction 

OliveBarley oil Cotton To
bacco Wheat Corn 

Yield 

Barley Cotton To
bBCCO 

Food 

~i Per capita 
,7

Total ',: 
I'; Food Total 

1950 •••• : 81 87 78 51 49 62 84 98 79 62 94 Iln.a. n.a. n.a. n.B. 
1951 •••• : 113 95 111 195 52 79 114 91 113 92 92 n.a. D.a. n.a. n ••• 

II' , 
~l 

t 
" ~: 

i 

i 
I 

I 
1 

1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 

•••• : 
•••• : 
•••• : 
•••• : 
•••• : 

110 
81 

116 
94 
99 

100 
108 
109 
100 
104 

115 
82 

114 
89 
80 

78 
92 
85 
73 

106 

113 
130 
158 
257 
370 

103 
122 
135 
125 
100 

108 
80 

116 
94 
96 

95 
109 
107 
110 
115 

114 
81 

112 
106 
80 

128 
113 
106 
114 
136 

103 
105 
105 
108 
87 

89 
85 
91 
87 
90 

86 
86 
87 
87 
90 

,.,97 
,,,.I 91 

97 
90 
~4 

81 
80 
92 
89 
92 

~: ~, 

,,-' 
j 
j 

1957 
1958 
1959 

•••• : 
•••• : 
.••• : 

116 
108 
110 

112 
134 
146 

97 
92 

106 

95 
96 

126 

291 
318 
495 

104 
85 
87 

112 
104 
107 

116 
110 
112 

100 
96 

III 

120 
132 
153 

188 
92 
85 

96 
97 

106 

96 
97 

107 

97 
98 

106 

97 
97 

106. 

(' 
1960 
1961 

.••• : 
•••• : 

84 
77 

148 
156 

81 
90 

139 
95 

548 
806 

119 
127 

86 
89 

114 
118 

89 
106 

154 
180 

116 
116 

102 
lOi 

105 
III 

98 
100 

103 
109 

" 

, ' 
"'" '" 

1962 
1963 

•.•• : 
...• : 

105 
123 

134 
171 

112 
107 

91 
164 

847 
731 

94 
99 

114 
115 

118 
120 

121 
117 

175 
198 

109 
104 

109 
125 

114 
\,129 

104 
118 

110 
124 

f.': 
hfl, 

1964 
1965 

..•. : 

.••. : 
94 

lil7 
176 
169 

83 
72 

57 
88 

589 
615 

100 
125 

98 
107 

139 
142 

95 
80 

210 
218 

104 
111 

III 
118 

"116 
122 

97 
108 

110 
115 

i 
11 u.s. Dept. Agr., Econ. 
1/ n.a. = not available. 

Res. Servo 

Source: Except as indicated, U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 

".~" 

:} 

t....... -_...-.. '--""~-'- ____.____ ,..•._.__ ,..I. 

c' 'l~1, 
......................... 0>..-.."- ......._.__ ._ '{<-, .~ ~ 

• 1') 
'i,. --~""; 

..... loi': 



() 












· " 

SPAIN: INDICES OF PRODUCTIOI,1RE1, 
 
lND YIELD OF AGRICULTURAL COM_ODITIES 
 

% OF 1950-54 % OF 1950-54 
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about one-"third of domestic production of vegetable oils; primarily olive oil. 
The P.L. 480 study concluded that during 1955-61, almost two-thirds of ;~.;tid im
ports of soybean and cottonseea\,oils supplemented domestic supplies or covered 
the deficit between national pr(')duction and domestic requirements • The remain
ing one-third substituted for d~mestic olive oil and thereby enabled the coun
try to export olive oil. 

It is unlikely that olive oil production would have been significantly greater 
had there been no P.L. 480 program. Although domestic. olive oil prices might 
have been higher in the absence of a P.L. 480 program, higher prices probably 
would not have stimulated domestic proQuction in the short run. It takes 'many 
years for newly planted olive trees to reach full production. Also, even in 
the long run, higher prices a~one might not be much of a .stimulant to the ex
pansion of production. Sinc~ the early fifties, there has been a steady rise 
in domestic olive oil prices, both absolutely and relatively. Despite favorable 
prices, the area planted to young olive trees increased at a declinin~ rate 

,during the fifties. Thus: the P.L. 480 study on Spain concluded that the 

0.0 • {nflu\.~\nce of pric~,s in the long run is growing weaker, 
at least with regard to'iohe extension of land surface dedicated 
to olive-growing • • • • the development [increase] of mill olive 
prices is not a sufficient incentive to reverse the process of 
steadily diminishing expansion in mill olive growing (~, pp. 
59-60). 

Also, it is probable that the government would have instituted controls to re

strain excessive rises in domestic oil prices in the absence of the P.L. 480 
 
imports of soybean and cottonseed oil. 
 

An article published in Decem~:er 1961 by the Bancr. Central in Madrid stated 
that a price increase by itself is not: sufficient 1:'0 bring about a substantial 
increase in product:L:m;; it must be accompanied by improvements in basic farm 
organization, in the distribution and marketing system, and in farm techniques. 
The author compared changes in agricultural production of principal food and 
inc11Jstrial commoditie.s.l.n Spain (such as grains, olive oil, and livestock prod
unts) with farm p~.~c'e_s. He found that 

(, '~-;';:~c 

there is no parallel between developments in prices and those 
 
0''£ production; there is even a considerable disparity. For 
 
example, the lowest figure in the rate of increase of the 
 
price index--industrial crops--shows the highest production 
 
figure, and the highest price index--potatoes--has the lowest 
 
production figure (32, p. 6095). 
 

Production of the crops he examined increased, in general, less rapid;ly than 
prices. Even when there was an important increase in production of a commodity 
handled largely by free trade, such as poultry, the author found that organiza
tional elements (compensating duties on grain fodder) explained the increase 
better than prices. The author concluded that price is an important factor, 
but not always a decisive one in stimulating production. Attention must also 
be given, he said, to all the structural and technical aspects of agriculture 
and the general economic framework. 
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The s~~u1us of high prices 3 especially under the free trade 

system (where there are extreme seasonal price variations), 

does nOf;'kseem to be sufficient to achieve any substantial 
o 

advance '-in production, and indeed it would be ridiculous to 

use it as a long-term measure ~2, p. 6098). 

Wheat acreage and production remained rather constant during 1951-64, but yields 

fluctuated w:i.dely because of variations in the weather. Wheat was imported o
under aid programs in only 3 years over the period of the entire aid programs, 

Only in 1960 did wheat imports represent a significant amount--12 per
1954-6.1.
cent of domestic production. The government, through a semiofficial agency, 

has completely controlled the wheat industry. 

The P.L. 486 study concluded that since Spain had sufficient foreign exchange 

reserves in 1960 and 1961,i:he government would have ~ported approx~ate1y the' 

same amount ccmmercially as.it did on concessiona1 terms. The study also found 

that because of the periodic needfo~ ~ports and the nature of the controlled 

wheat ec.onomy, wheat imports, ~het:her they were on concessional or cOllll1ercial 

terms, did not discourage domestic production (~, pp. 148-53, 153-61, 309-10). " 

The main effect of imports of feed grains under P.L. 480 was in contributing to 

the better use of the country's agricultural resources ~, pp. 188-9, 204, 

309-10) • During the period of concessiona! feed grain imports (1955-61) ,there 

was a decline in barley acreage of approximately 89,000 hectares on unirrigated 

land and an increase in corn production of about the same amount on irrigated 

There was also an increase in barley yields. Corn cultivation became
land. (1) An
more profitable relative to the barley, due to the following factors: 

increase in the price. of corn relative to that of :barley, as corn consumption 
 

grew at a ~ate five times faster than barley; (2) expansion of the irrigated 
 

area devoted to corn; (3) increase in the use of fertilizers; (4) increase in 
 

the use of agricultural machinery; and (5) more widespread u~e of U.S. hybrid 
 

corn under th~ aid program. 
 

In the absence of P.L. 480 feed grain imports, there probably WQuld have been a 
 

shift in acreage from barley to corn, because corn is a more profitable crop, 
 

However, it is likely that, due to the country's

especially on irrigated land. 
deficit in b3r1ey production, the shift in acreage would have been restricted. 
 

Therefore, 'Title I barley imports facilitated and encouraged the shift from 
 

barley to corn. The P.L. 480 study in Spain concluded that the transfer of land 
 

from barley to corn was desirable, because it made possible a better use of re


sources. 
 

Although cotton imports under P.L. 480 and MSP accounted for almost one-third 
 

of Spain's total cotton supply from domestic and imported sources and about 79 
 

percent of domestic pr~·.iduction between 1954 and 1962, these imports did not 
 

slow the development of national production ~, pp. 257-9, 262, 269, 284-5, 
 

291-3, 311-2). After the early 1950' s, a Significant expansion occurred .inc


output, acreage, and yield. Production increased from 14,000 tons in 1952 to 
 

77,000 tons in 1964. This expansion was accomplished through seed ~provements,
 

extension of irrigated land, greater. use of fertilizers, better production 
 

practices, extremely high subsidized prices, and a strict system of government 
 

protection and controls. 
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Concessional 'imports provided the textile industries with a greater .~pply of 
good ,qualitY low-priced cotton than otherwise would have been available had ! 

1 

there 'been no prograa. Therefore, P.L. 480 and MSP imports contributed to I 

~ .. 

!
jbetter uti1i~tion of the industry's productive capacity and to the continua

tion, and later expan~~on, of textile. exports. ' 0 

I 
c 

0 

Tobacco is under strict government control ,llIld protec~ion. During 1955-61, 11
[f rP.L. 480 imports averaged about a per~~nt of domestic output, which remained 
 1stable after increasing in the mid-fifties. Spain's inability to supply more II ~ 

-,
than half of its needs from domestic sources has been due to indigenous factors. 1 
 

Imports of tobacco have been necessary to meet the domestic requirements. 
 

Agricultural Development 
o 

6' 

By increasing supplies of corn and barley in 1952-6£;' the aid program contri- § o i
buted to a sharp expansion in production of poultry and livestock products, /(Y 

o , 
, desp:tte a decline in livestock numbers from 1952-62. Greater supplies of goodcji 

i"quality feed grains made it possible to improve the qWllity of livestock diets 
and to increase, the quantity of feed per animal. The increase in feed grain 
supplies came both from an expansion of domestic corn production and from supple
mental imports under concessional import programs. The government sold aid im
ports at prices below domestic farm prices as a means of subsidizing livestock 
and poultry industries and preventing excessive increases in the price of do
mestic feed t.o livestock producers ~, pp. 227-31, 310). 

Concessional imports also assisted the expansion of the mixed feeds industry. 
The growth in mixed feed production required larger quantities of barley, corn, 
and soybean meal than could have been obtained from domestiC sources or com
mercial import~ during this period. The increaGed feed output was an important 
factor in the increase in production of livestock and poultry products. 

Part of the local currencies collected by the United States from the sale of 
Title I coumodities in Spain were used to promote agricul,.tural development. 
From 1955 to June 1966, the peseta equivalent of $184 mi-llion of local cur~ 
rencies generated from Title I sales were loaned to the Spanish Government. 
Over two-thirds of this amount was used for p~oject~ aimed at raising agricul
tural productivity. The prinCipal projects included irrigation, land consoli·· 
dation, reforestation, watershed control, and soil conservation. These Title I 
loans pr.ovided supplementary funds for agricultural projects, which probably 
would have been delayed in the absence of the program. 

Conclusions - Spain 

, ,Stringent government controls over agricultural production, prices, marketing, \ ! 

and foreign trade insulated domestic producers from the competit10n of lower 
cost or lower priced concessional or cOlllllercial imports. The profits accruing 
to the government through its resale of low-cost agricuitural imports at the 
higher level of domestic prices were available to help finance domestic agri 

o cultural price and development programs. 

The availability of concessional imports under the aid programs made it possible 
for the government to import far larger quantities of agricultural cOlldOdities 
thao it could have purchased on a commercial basiS because of the severe 
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sbortage of foreign exchange, particularly prior to 1960. By obtaining these 
agricu1tuY.tal iJDpClrts on con~essional terms, primarily under P.L. 480, greater \:': 
stabilitrtin agricult~ral and food priCE'S were achieved. Instead of the govern.
ment reaortin3 to more,eintensive marketing, price, and trade centrols, the stage 
was se't for gradual relaxatioi\ of contro1s s which began in the early 1960's. 

The Spanish study on the effects of P.L. 480 and other agricultural aid imports 
0; concluded that the imports of grain& contributed to more efficient use of agri 

cultural resources by enabling the country to concentrate on increasing the 
~roduction of corn, the expansion of commercial livestock and poultry industries, 
and the development of the commercial feed mixing industry. 

The imports of cotton on concessional terms facilitated recovery and develop
ment of the textile industry and the imports of cottonseed and soybean oil made 

. j' 	 it possible to offset shortfalls in olive oil production. In both cases, the 
impact of these commodity imports were beneficial in raising domestic consump
tion levels and in terms of both short and long term improvement in the counI 
try's 	 balance of payments position. Also in both cases, the commodity imports 
were managed in a way to avoid interference with domestic production. And in 
.the case of vegetable oils, consumers became amenable to their use, particularly 
'in b.1ender with olive oil, which opened the way for Spain to becOiIle a major com
mercial importe.r of United States vegetable oilseeds, llarticularly soybeans. 
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ISRAEL 

I8r4el imported $279 million of".IP.L. 480 'title I cc.DOClities during 1955~64, 
aad was the largest Tecipant on a per capita basis. Feed grains accounted for 

:') 
\1 	 36 percent; wheat, 34 percent; oilseeds, 12 percent; and the remainder (con

siating IBOstll' of dairy products and'8maller amounts of rice, cotton, tobacco, 
and .aat), 18 percent. Israel has increa8ed c4ts coaaercial purchases of agri:~: 
cultural cOlllllodities since 1960, but P.L. 480 imports continued to be important 
after 1960. 

Conce88ional imports during 1954-64 were larger compared to domestic production 
thaa in most other Title I recipient countries (table 26). Imports of wheat 
and "feed. grains under Title I and MSP exceeded domestic output by an annual 
average of 11,000 ~nd 6,000 tons, respectively. Title I imports of oilseeds . averaged approximately 37 percent of domestic production of refined vegetable

"" oils, 	 while cotton imports averaged 12 percent of domestic output. 

Th~ government controlled the distribution of Title I imports to pr.omote its 
policies for expanding production and developing agricultural processing enter
prises. In contrast with Turkey, Colombia, Greece, and Spaiu, .cthe IS.raeli 
Government 	 used Title I imports to help s.tabilize domestic prices at levels low 
enough to make it possible for the gOvernment to relax price and marketing con
trols. 

Agri~ultural Price Policies 

The government has exercised rigorous controls over agricultural production, 
marketing, 	 consumption, and prices since it was established in 1948. Because 
of extreme 	 inflationary conditions, the government instituted wholesale and 
retail price control and rationing in the early 1950's for bread, vegetable 

G 19, oils, beef, rice, dairy products, and feed grains. Controls were gradually re
lax!~d, and by 1962 rationing and retail price controls had heen abolished for 
most 	commodities. 

The government also has regulated prices and marketing at the farm level since 
the early 1950's ~). Three types of price guarantees to producers have been 
ueed: (1) minimum .support prices for vegetables, poultry, meat, peanuts, and 
certain fruit, whereby the government agrees to purchase these commodities at 
set prices.; (2) fixed prices for sugtir"; cotton, wheat, and feed grains, whereby 
the government requires processorsii:o purchase a specified amount at fixed 
prices which usually are subsirlizeli by the government; and (3) marketing and 
price agreements tor dairy products, through which the government sets produc

l' 

tion quotas to restrict supplies and uses subsidies to establish "reasonable" 
prices. 

Price and production controls on agricultural commodities have been administered 
through some 12 production and marketing 'boards, which in 1964 covered 85 per
cent of the total value of agricultural commodities marketed. These boards are 
controlled mainly by producers~ although each board includes goveL'nmentrepre
sentatives JO'ho insure that the boards'activities conform to government policy. 

; 	 
There are no boards for grains, producer sale.s of which are subject to direct 
 
government control. 
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Table 26.--1srae1: Selected imports under P.L. 480 and Mutual Security Programs related to dome-sUe production,! 1954-64! 
I Uomestic production P.L. 480 imports !I 

Yearf '-" 

beginning FeedFeed 
Wheat Oilseeds 1/ Cotton Wheat i..I grains §.l Oilseeds 11 Cotton11 grains 'lJ 

: ___________________________________________ 1,000 metric tons---~-------------------------------~-----·--

1954 ...... : 34 134 14 1 155 51 1 
1955 ...... : 36 81 18 2 236 149 6 2 

1956 .',; •••• : 74 134 22 3 260 97 2 8/ 
1957 •••••• : 83 130 24 4 179 224 5 '2 

21958 •••••• : 63 116 26 5 159 296 8 
1,1959 •••••• : 73 121 33 7 189 335 9 
11960 •••••• : 41 50 42 11 194 194 11 

1961 •••••• : 52 86 36 15 271 109 20 
271962 •••••• : 50 99 35 16 194 171 

1963 •••••• : 55 83 34 14 136 192 16 
V\ 1964 ...... : 126 202 28 16 84 134 22 
...... 

Average .: 62 108 30 8 187 177 q 1 

1/ Each year shown is beginning of crop year for production and of fiscal year for imports. 
21 Includes barley, corn, and grain sorghum.
1/ Refined vegetable oils. 1954-60 ('11), and 1961-63 from U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
!I Trade data are on an export shipment basis and are not avai1£ble on an import basi•• 
5/ Includes mainly P.L. 480 Title I, small amounts under Title II and Title III donation., and the following 

amounts under the Mutual Security Program: 1954, 106,000 tons; 19S5, 111,000 tons; 1956, 170,000 toni; 1957, 25,000 
tons; 1959, 41,000 tons; and 1960, 41,000 tons.
il Barley, corn, and grain sorghum. Includes P.L. 480 Title t and the following amounts under the Mutual Security 

Program: 1954, 22,000 tons; 1955, 20,000 tons; 1956, 20,000 tons; and 1957, 40,000 tons. 
7/ Soybean and cottonseed oils under P.L. 480 Title t.
1/ Less than 500,000 metric tons. 

Source: Except as indicated, U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
;/ :--
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The government is the sole importer of meats, wheat, and vegetable oils, andC~ 
all TitJ.~ I imports of dairy produe~~h, C~r.ci&l firms 1i8port feed graiDs, '\ 
cotton, rice, and tobacco, but are subject to strict licensing and other gove." 
ment regulations. 

Agricultural Prices and Production Poli.cies 

During 1949-59, most fara prices and retail prices of food rose continuously 
(table 27). On a deflated" basis, retail prices of Dtost foods, ,and fara prices 
of feed grains and livestock products, rose less rapidly than other prices in 
1949'-51. This period was marked by strong demand for food, extrelle inflation, 
and limited food supplies. Strict rationing and price controls liaited the 
rise in food prices. The next 3 years were marked by currency devaluation and 
the begiDningof relaxation of controls. Agricultural prices rose to levels 
more consistent with actual supply and demand conditions and advanced faster 
than prices generally. During 1955-59, food supplies were increased by the 
availability of Title I imports and expanded domestic production of some coa
modities. Although most controls were abolished, food prices rose at a slower 
rate than other prices. 

The greater price stability resulting from Title I imports enabled the govern
ment to abolish price controls and rationing conSiderably sooner than would 
have otherwise been feasible. In fact, the transition away froa price controls 
and rationing began in 1954, the first year of Title I imports ~, pp. 60, 
64-6; 11, pp. 120-2, 131-3, 137, 119, 183, 195-6, 242-5). 

Title I wheat imports led to increased supplies of white bread, prices of which 
declined relative to standard bread, even though the demand showed a greater 
increase. Title I rice imports enabled the government to abolish rationing and 
price subsidies on rice in 1958-59. Since then, the government has "old rice 
to,wolesalers at fixed prices which have been more consistent with a,etual c,ondi
tiOns, while fre~ marKet prices have declined. Title I imports of feed grains 
and oilseeds led to derationing of these products in 1953-54 and 1958-,59, re
spectively, and a substantial decline in free prices relative to official prices
ill, pp. 4, 16, 17, 51, 95, 128, 281-2). . 

Total agricultural production almost tripled between 1954 and 1965, while per 
capita production rose substantially (table 28). Production and yields of 
wheat and feed grains increased between 1950 and 1954, and then re-.ined fairly 
constant until 1964, when there was a substantial expansion (tables 28 and 29). 
Oilseed production rose slightly over the period and cotton production, which 
began in 1953, expanded rapidly (fig. 6). Production of animal products and 
citrus fruits--which were not imported under Tit~e I--increased considerably 
after 1950. 

The assurance of a continuous flow of Title I imports provided the government 
with greater flexibility in planning for more profitable use and delirable 
long-range development of the country's agricultural resources. Before the 

jfTitle I program, the lack of a continuous flow of imported raw materials, 1;;4 
certain cases, prevented the full and efficient use of productive resources. 
Title I imports enabled the government to maintain an adequate level of stocks, 
thus making it possible to more fully utilize the nation's productive capacity 
and to develop profitable local processing industries. 
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Table 21.--I.rael: Indice. of current and deflated r~tal1 price., 1949-59 

(1953."',000 " 
__ Bread 1/ Rice Feed arain. J/ Edible oU. 
"-~~-~, -	 - ': 

Livestock 	 //
Official .. Pree • Cost of 

' _____________..c...·• Uvin.Crop year product. 
 
Standard White Offici.1 Free 1/ Official Free ~.1 
 Edible Maraa- Edible Marla

011. rlne oil. rine 

: 
,------------.--------~----------~------------------current price.------·------~--·---··------------------------~_._. 

"'\28 

"I 

~: 
1949 •.....••.. : 43 44 !!,/n.a. 31 n.a. n.a. JJ J) n.•• n.a. 41 
1950 .......• ~ .: 29 44 43 J2 32 n.a. n.a. 34 34 106 94 45. 
1951 ....... • , ..• : 47 62 74 84 55 n.a. n.a. ,-~ 45 144 106 70 
1952 ••.••••••• : 77 92 100 100 78 n.a. n.a. 84" 83 106 94 84 
1953 ......•..• : 100 100 100 n.a. illOO 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1954 ....•....• : 119 103 100 n.a. 120 145 108 99 99 - 86 78 106 

i 
i 19S5 •••••••..• : 12}. 106 100 n.a. 108 121 116 121 121 18 84 112 

19S6 •••••••••• : 126 116 100 60 131 132 134 143 143 77 70 120 
1957 ... ~ •..... : 126 117 100 71 131 106 135 143 !43 73 72 124 
1958 .......... : 126 119 1/768 n.a. 131 106 117 '::ci/ 174 161 67 60 127 

1 19S9 ..•••••••• ~ 129 119 821 n.a. 129 108 115 162 164 58 60 129 
\II 
>0I 	 . 

: 	 ;.-.---.--------~---.-•• -~_______ ••_________ •••____Deflated price8---·-----------·----~-------··-------~-------------

1949 •••••••... : 68 105 107 n.a. 76 n.a. n.a. 80 80 n.a. n.a. 100 
1950 ••••.••••• : 64 !J8 96 70 71 n.a. n.a. 76 76 2J6 209 100 
1951 ........... : 67 88 106 168 78 n.•. n.D.. 63 64 206 151 100 
1952 •.•.•..••• : 92 110 119 128 93 n.a. n.a. 100 99 12~ 112 ~ 100 
1953 ••.••••••• : 100 100 100 n,a. 1/100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1954 •.••.••••• : 112 97 94 n.a. 113 137 102 93 93 81 74 100 
1-955 • \ •••••••• : 108 9S 89 n,8. 96 108 104 108 .108 62 7S 100 
1956 •.••••••.• : 105 97 83 48 109 110 112 119 119 64 58 100 
1.957 •••••••••• : 102 94 81 52 106 85 109 115 1.15 59 58 100 
1958· •••••••••• : 99 94 1/605 D,8. 103 83 92 i/ 137 131 !:3 47 100 
19.59 	 •••••••••• : 100 92 636 n,a. 100 84 89 126 127 1.5 46 10C 

: 
lnatiDlllng .nd price controls through 1962. 
1.1 1952-100. 
1.1 'arlll prices. 
 
4/ n••• - not available.
A/ Ratloninl and price control. abolished. 
 

Source: (!l. pp. 184, 244, 412, 451, 462). 	 --:.;;. 
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Indices of production and yield of selected agricultural commodities, and ofTable 28.--Israel: (::jproduction, 1950-65 

Total agricultural production 
Selected commodities (1950-54-100) (1957-59-100) 11 

·k-' "'" Per capitaYie1d~~ProductionCrop 
year Grains Food TotalGrains ________________:' CottonOilseeds Cotton Fooa Total 

.:,..,: 
Wheat Barley 11 11 Wheat Barley 11 8 

\ 
------------~--------~~----------~------------~----------~--~------~----------~----------~----------~--------~--------~--~------;(~. 

n.a. n.a.84 !i/n •a• n.a. 
o J.950 93 60 87 86 

62 46 --~-, n.a. n.a. n.a~ n.a.
45 1431951 72 

111 143 n.a. n.a. it.a. n.a. 
1952 ·.....· 107 147 81 

106 95 35 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.122 191953 ·......· 103 105 
67 66 79 78'64 129 131 1391954 117 147 70 81 8070 127 88 79 128 71 70 

If •••••1955 · 124 71 78 77 85 84
137 87 191 155 164 981956 ·..... 255 ;)~'S'· 253 168 182 110 82 81 84 

1957 ·...... 286 119 174· 104 332 146 117 102 101 1Ql 101 101 
CI' 1958 ·.... : 217 87 114o 252 105 130 445 163 145 139 117 118 113 

1959 ·.... : 54 136 ,;r2S" 127 118 120 ::;170 700 921960 ·........· 141 42
 
119 1130 134 118 1,23
~. 71 248 955 156 1651961 ·..... 1791 · 248 1,019 132 90 130 /' 144 149 125 130 

1962 ·...... 172 77 /' 149 152 125 128
60 87 891 129 69 1431963 190 143 1\ 166 170 134 137

434 189 130 1,019 278 1891964 178 133 139
250 1,338 271 146 166 171

1965 " ..... 517 108 

11 Includes sesame seed and sunf1owerseed. 
;;'.'i , 21 1953-56=100.

11 u.s. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res. Servo 
!il n.a. = not available. 

Source: Except as indicated, U.S. Dept. ~gr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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Table 29.-*Iarael: Production,acrea,e. o,d y~e1d of .elected a,ricultural c~ocu.ti~•• 1950-64 
 

Gra1D.
Crop year Cotton On.eed. !IWheat Barley 

• PltODUCTltll 1~1 
·--------------------------------1 000 ~~lc ton.---------------~\--------------: • I, \ ; 

'., 
1950 ·.................. 27 37 2 
 
1951 ......................... 21 28 3 
 
1952 ..................... II' ... 31 91 2 
 
1953 ...................... 30 65 2f 3 
 

-11954 .......................... 34 91 2 
 
. . 

... a r ' ................
1955 36 44 2 2 
 
1956 ·.................... 74 85 3 2 
 

" 1957 ...................... 83 74 4 4 
 
1958 .................... 63 54 5 2 
 

,/-~'.1959 ·................ 73 65 7 3 
 
1960 41 26 11 4
• ......... \I' ••••• 
 

1961 ·.................. 52 44 15 6 
 
1962 ·..................... 50 48 16 6 
 
1963 ·.............. ~5,5 37 14 2 
 
1964 ............... ., ., . 12~ 117 16 3 
 

'-, 
\\ 

ACREAGE 
:----------------------1 000 acres--------------------- 
: ~I~~~~ 

1950 ·., ............... : 95 123 
 
1951 ........................ 105 151 
 
1952 ........ ., ................ 80 200 
 
1953 · .. ., ........... ., ..... 85 205 2 
 
1954 .......................... 80 195 2 
 
1955 ....................... ., 125 155 6 
 
1956 .. \II .................. '" .. 145 c!.1f5 14 
 
1957 .... ., .' ...... ., .......... 150 li4 12 
 
1958 .... ., ...... ., ........... 130 128 15 
1959 .. '" .............. 137 126 17 
1960 ·............. 135 135 25 
1961 106 136 39• ........... f/I • 
 

1962 ·.......... '" . 119 150 40 
 
1963 129 163 31
• •••••••••• 11 • 

1964 ·.............. 138 181 31 
 

• YIELD PER ACRE 
;---~-----------Bu.he1.--------------

1950 ............ -..... 10.4 13.8 
 
1951 • ........... 11 ..... 7.5 7.6 
 
1952 .••...•.•..•. 14.1 23.4 
1953 ·....... '" .... 12.8 15.6 240 
 
1954 · ......... " .. 15.6 ~1.5 960 
 

'. 1955 10.6 12.9 880
• •••• III ........ 
 

1956 ·............. 18.8 26.9 680 
 
1957 ............ ............ 20.3 29.8 760 
 
1958 ..... 

~ 

_ .. .-.... 17.7 19.2 704 
 
1959 · .... '" ."' ...... 19.7 23.7 960 
 
1960 •....•.•..••. 11.1 8.9 941 
 
1961 .. c ••••••••••• 18.9 27.0 825 
 
1962 ... ,. ....................... 16.0 14.7 900 
 1/
1963 ...... ~~.~ .... : 15.6 11.3 960 
 
1964' ....... "' ....... 33.7 29.6 1,115 
 

11 Includes .e.... and sunflowerseed.. 11 Less than 500 _tric tons. 
Source: U.S. Dept. Asr •• ForeiJR Asr. Servo 
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ISUEL: IIDICESOFPRODUCTIOII,AIEA,

AID YIELD OF AGRICULTURAL COIlMODITIES 
 

" OF 1950-54 o 

COTION 
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1950 1955 1960 19651950 1955 :1960 1965 

• INCLUDES SESAIAE AND SUNFLOWER SEEDS. 

NEG. ERS 5962-69 (4) ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVjCE 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

ClFigure 6 
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Agricultural Development 
o 

Increased supplies of grains and oilseeds from Title I imports contributed to 
an expansion of the flour milling, edible oil, and feed mixing industries and 
to the construction, of grain storage facilities. Before 1955, the lack of') 
suitable storage facilities for grains and oilseeds, irregularity of supplies 
and the low level of stocks discouraged the building of additional facilities. 

o 	 The regular flow of supplies under the Title I program during 1955-60 resulted 
 
in increasing storage capacity for grains by one-half. Part of the$e facilities 
 
were financed by local currency loans from the sale of Title I commodities. 
 
Almost 30 percent of these loans were made ~o private firms. Most U.S. grain 
 
shipments now pass through grain elevators built with the aid of Title I loans. 
 

The Israel study concluded that Title I imports allowed for additional invest
ments amounting to approximately two-thirds of the value of the imports from 
1955 to 1960. This made PQssible an increase of about 2 percent in gross na
tional product in.-J961. 

Title I imports wer~1 
II 

particularly important to development of the livestock in
dustry 	 @b-PP.2:!;;2, 232-66). In the 1949-54 period, all locally produced 
grains had to be sold to the government at fixed prices. Government stocks of 
indigenous grains, and all imported grains, were allocated at controlled prices 
to livestock producers', who also had to market their products at prescribed 
prices. Since feed prices on the free market were considerably higher than of
ficial prices, the majority of livestock producers could buy only a limited 
quantity of feeds. Beginning in 1955, Title I imports provided the country 
with an adequate and continuous supply of feeds. The government permitted de
control of grain price:; and allowed official prices to drop to a lower and more 
stable level. Free prices declined from as much as 50 percent above government 
levels to near official levels. 

It is estimated that livestock production increased 15 percent more during 
1955-59 than it would have without Title I imports. Profitability of livestock 
production also increased. 

The assurance of concessional imports encouraged the government to conclude a 
poultry agreement with producers to supply necessary quantities of grains at 
stable prices. The agreement was a further stimulation to expansion of the 
industry. 

·0 	 Conclusion~ - Israel 

The government controlled the distribution of Title I-imports to promote its 
policies for expanding agricultural production and developing agricultural 
~nterprises. The assurance of a continuous flow of Title I grains, oilseeds, 
cotton, tobacco, and meat provided flexibility in planning for more profitable 
use and des irl'.bIe long range development of the countrj's/,agricultural resources. 

The imports of wheat, feed grains, aud oilseeds avoided the pressure of short
term self-sufficiency measures to divert resources to expand the domestic pro
duction of these products. This facilitated progress in the development of 
more intensive enterprises such as fruits, vegetable crops, and cotton on 
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irrigated land wh:l:ch were more suited to the country's agricultural resources 
than grains and oilseeds. 

During the 1955-65 period, total agricultural production almost tripled while 
per capita production rose substantially. By facilitating the stabilization of 
food prices at Ie,vels lower than otherwise would have been possible, the food 
aid program enabied the government to relax its rationing and price con~ro1s. 

In addition to encouraging the more efficient use of agricultural r~source~J 
the food aid program contributed significantly to <a> the develop/ment of mill.. 
ing, feed mixing, edible oils, and livestl!)ck industries; and (b> the constru,~" 
tion of increased;\storage facilities for grains and edible oils. 'these develop
ments were not only timely but resulted in a permanent positive ef~ect on gross 
national product, employment and income. 
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Jl 
India received more Title I commodities than any other country durj~g 1955-64, 
though the per capita value was re1a.tively small. Of the $2.5 billion total, 
wheat accounted for three-fourths; cotton, 11 percent; rice, 9 percent, and 
corn, tobacco, dairy products, and soybean oil, the remaining 5 percent. 

o 	 Concessional wheat imports were over one-fourth of domestic output during 1954
64, and r~eached 60 percent in 1964 (table 30). Title I imports of rice, corn, 
cotton, and tobacco were only negligible shares of domestic pr6~uction, thus 
their impact on the nation's agriculture was small. 

Government Price Polic1es 

Since World War II,th~ Indian Government has used an extensive range of meas
uresl to regulate and control agricultural prices, consumption, and marketing 
~, pp. 2, 50, 57-67, 135, 201-2; 11, pp. 163, 167, 170). Title I imports 
wer~ distributed and priced within this framework of controls and to a large 
extent were used to promote its policy of stabilizing food prices. 

In general, the objective of agricultu~al price policy has been to maintain a 
"reasonable" level of consumer prices. Measures used by the central government 
to prevent exorbitant price rises during periods of shortages and general in
flationary pressures included: (1) Rationing of food grains and sugar; (2) re
strictions on the movemen,t of food grains, s~gar, and. cotton betweeri~'!1terstat~ 
zone~; (3) distribution of government stocks of food grains to consumeri:f,.iat 
Hx~d prices through fair-price shops (about 150,000 in June 1967); (4)iJr-ens
ing of food grain and cotton wholesalers oJlerating 'on the free market; (5) set 
ting quotas for'cotton textile and jute mills; (6) requiring that roller flour 
mills buy from government stocks and sell their products at set prices; and 
(7) regulating forward trading in oilseeds (!I, pp. 168, 171-2, 188, 191-2; 1I, 
pp. 23-9; 54, pp. 83, 90, 101; 12, pp. 5, 7-11, 18-20). State governments used 
similar measures ·to stabilize agricultural prices. 

Although domestic prices policies have been consumer-oriented, the government 
has given some price support to producers in the following ways: (1) Since 1943, 
setting floor and ceiling prices for main varieties of cotton; (2) since 1948, 
setting minimwn prices for sugarcane purchased by mills; (3) in certain years 
since 1954, procuring grains from producers at fixed prices; and (4) since 1949, 
setting minimum prices for raw jute. 

Until 1964, price suppor~ policies generally were limited and designed more to 
meet emergency situatiol.'s of declining farm prices than to stimulate production 
Ql,pp'~ 167, 178; ,2., p. 34; ]1, p. 51). Price supports to producers for most 
commodities also were held at relatively low levels, primarily because of admin
istrative difficulties, tll~ costs of high price support programs, and a general 
lack of storage facilities. 

In 1965, 	 the government announced a basic change in its grain price policies. 
Adequate 	 incentives to producers were made a major policy objective and price 
supports 	 were increased considerably (11). 
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Table 30.--India: Selected P.L. 480 imports related to domestic production, 1954-64 

Category 1/ 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 :Ave~ige\ . 
:------------------------------------------------1 000 tons-----------------------____________~----------__ _: =.

{(~I)Wheat /, " 

Production •••••••••••. 8,106 9,146 8,869 9,504 8,005 9,957 10,322 10,9n 12,039 10,830 9,861 9,785 
Ii" 

P.L. 480 imports 11 .. : 140 244 1,814 2,020 3,330 3,125 3,164 1,992 3,436 4,451 5,935 2.696
Ratio (percent) ••••••• : 2 3 20 21 42 31 31 18 28 41 60 28 

Rice 
--production •••••••••.• : 39,886 43,054 45,390 39.848 48,105 47,232 51,344 52,263 48,100 52,000 58,15J: 47,788

CI P.L. 480 imports •.••• : 11. 198 10 2 179 283 144 271 364 328 199
Ratio (percent) •••••• : !!/ !!/ !!/ !!/ !!.I !!/ !!.I 1 1 1 !il 

Corn 
--production ••••••••••• : 2,975 2,602 3,078 3,100 3,409 4,069 4,015 4,269 4,520 4,527 4,558 4,058

P.L. 480 imports ••.••• : -+ 246 99 97 114 126 146 130 120
Ratio (percent) •••••• : 7!!/ 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 

Cotton 
(1\ 

~uction •••••••••••• 958 823 908 963 893 718 1,008 882 1,067 1,132 1,067 960
P.L. 480 imports •••••• : 28 11 18 72 113(1\ 32 67 47 52 48 
Ratio (percent) •••••• : 3 1 2 10 11 4 6 4 5 5 

Tobacco 
 
Producticm •••••••••••• 272 248 300 311 241 265 
 265 312 348 365 358 301 
P.L. 480 imports ••••• : 2 1 2.1 1 1 1 1 
Ratio (percent) ••••.• : 1I:' !!/ !il !!/ !!/ !!ll: 

11 Each year shown is beginning of crop year for production and of fiscal year for P.L. 480. P.L. 480 data are on an export 
basis and are not available on an import basis. P.L. 480 includes mainly Title I exports and small amounts under Title II and 
Title III donations. 

11 Production averaged only for years of P.L. 480 imports. , 
1/ Includes the following amounts under the Mutual Security Program: 1954, 140,000 tons; 1955, 233,000 tons; 1956, 80',000 tons; 

1957, 94,000 tons; and 1958, 15,000 tons. 
 
4/ Less than 0.5 percent.

1/ Less than 500,000 tons. 
 

Source: U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agr. Servo 
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To stabilize domestic agricultural prices, the govermaent also has establiahed 
extensiv~ controls and regulati09 of foreign trade of .ost caaaodities. SiDC~ 
1943, the gove,nanent has exercised mOQopoly control overall foed grain iapo,rts 
and has controlled the intemal prices of f~od grain impoi;~s at both' the pbole
sale and ret&dl levels. Other farm,caaodities, except SOyberul oil, can be ia
port€d by private traders subject to strict quantitative and financial controls 
QI,pp. 2-14). Some c.OIIIDodities, such as c::.ottcr:;, are import~ft through both 
goverament and private channels. 

Since 1954, the government has ,,6l',~bsidized the prices of imported food grains to 
permit lower income consumers t'opurchase them. 'i Until recently, concessional 
and ccmr.~rcial iJeports of wheat and rice were is'sued to state governments, 
dealers of fair-~rice shop!t, and roller flour mills at prices below the costs 
of importing, distributing, and storing. The government also prescribes the 
r~tail prices, at wh;tc;h the imported grains or their byproducts may be sold. 
The government subsidy on the sale of Title I imported wheat was 10 percent of 
the cost of importation and distribution in 1956-64, eompared with 25 percent 
for imported r,ice in 1956-61 (tC:\ble 31). In January 191)5, ,the sale prices of 
imported wheat and rice were increased to levels lr.7hich eliminated the subsidy 
on wheat and reduced the one on rice (£2, P4 fl.). In November 1965, the sale 
price",,~ imported wheat was again increased to,a level which, for the first 
t:ime,~:i:'s;~:~ly exceeded import costs. 

During mdst :1~ars, ,the wholesale and farm prices of Whe)lt at major private mar
kets far ~xceeded the cost of imported wheat or the sales price of Title I im
ports. For example, wholesale prices of indigeno'Us wheat in Bomc.ay during 
1957-63 ranged from 10 percent to 78 percent above the impo:rJt costsf of Title I 
wheat. Nevertheless, the gO'l7ernment subsidized imported wheat as '18. meanaof 
helping to implemEl'\;~t ~ts policy of stabilizing food prices in fair-price shops 
and of keeping gene:,,~.t wheat prices from rising to hig):1er le~els. 

Agricultural Price Trends 

During most of the 1950-64 period, average wholesale prices of all grains and 
industrial raw materials, as a group~ deflated by the cost-of-living index, 
!were fairly stable (table 32). In general, grain and cotton prices lagged 
/behind -::he rise in general prices, while prices of jute and oilseeds rose at a 
faster rate. 

Food grain prices passed through five stages, with corresponding changes in 
controls and regulations affecting marketing and distribution.: 

(1) Fr~, 1948 to 1951, wholesale grain prices rose sharply as supplies 
declined, due to declining pr[)ductionand the loss of a major source Df supply 
witil the partition of India and Pakistan in 1947. Consequently, rigorous con
troIs were instituted. 

(2) From 1952 to 1955, prices fell as production increased. Controls, 
 
such as rationing and restriction of interstate trade, were gradually reduced o 
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, Table 3l.--India: Title I import cost$ of wheat and rice compared with domestic price., 1955-65"" 

Wheat Rice 

Orop Wholesale WholesaleTitle I Title Iyear price of Support , Title I Title I price of Supportimport sales domestic crop price 2/ : import sales 
cost jj domestic crop pries!1price (Bombay) - pcost 3/ :. price--. 

0'· (Calcutta) ;.· ,·--------------------------------'-.·--------Rupees/maund------- .. --/1111---·- ... .;;-J!II- __,~----_.-••-.....~._.· 
, , 

~· \\ 

1955 •••• : 14.5 10.0 16.8 6.91,956 •••• : 17.0 14.0 14.6 31.7 20.0 18.4 -.1957 •••• : 17.0 14.0 lS.S 31.0 20.0 21.3 ... 1958 •••• : 14.5 14.0 22.4 
1959 •••• : 14.0 14.0 24.S 23.9 20.0 

23.8 
23.41960 •••• : 14.7 14.0 19.5 24.7 22.0 26.01961 •••• ; 15.2 14.0 20.1 26.1 22.0 22.1 

--

" ,;",' 1962 •• 0.: 15.6-17.4 14.0 20.2
0\ 13.0 1/n•a • lS.0 , <XI 

25.3 --1963 •••• ! 15.6-17.4 14.0 32.9 14.0 n.a.0 18.0 31.5 11.2-12.71964 •••• : 15.6-17.4 11.4.0 33.5 18.5 n.a. 18.0 29.6 12.7-14.91965 •••• : 15.6-17.4 &'/17.9 36.8 18.5 n.a. n.a. 24.2 13.1-14.9 

-" 11 Inc1ude3 the economic cost of importing,distr.;lbuting, and storing th~ grains. " )\ 

1/ Comman white wheat. 
 
11 Importee} USA long-grain rice. ;: '" 
 
!±I Support price is fot paddy rough rice and is not comparab1e(to the other prices which ue for mUl.a 
 

rice and are automatically higher. ' . 
a/ n.a. • not available. '-' 

\) i '"!I In Nov~mber, th~ sales price was raised to 18.7 rupees per maund. 

Source: (~, pp. 136-7; ~) and U.~. Dept. Agr.; Foreign Agr, Servo 
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Table 32.--India: Indices of wholesale prices of seleeted commodtti~., 19S0~5 

'~ 

\. 
""iil(1952-53-100} 1 

Industrial raw materials )r-Grains 	 . AU 1°0 
L/' u-" 

~ Calendar 	 'l: c:~dltlu, 1 
i . 'j:ptal -.:~~w RawScar 	 01lseecla Tc)tlll,

Wheat 'Rice Corn Barley cotton jute 	 111/11 : 	 \ ___..---;.-.J.;....c~:• 	 \\ (I \"' r> " (\
\, 	 ; _____________________________________________________---Current prices-~-··-·-··----·---..--~----·-~·-·r·---~~···--~··.~..~~p~. 

91 110 99 93 l/n,a. n.a. n ..... f'"a. 109
1950 •••• , ••• : 94 

102 o.a. n.ll. 143" n.iiI., 120 
1951 •••••••• : 96 104 131 120 

103 97 n.a. n.8. 	 n.G. 	 ~)II' 102 
1952 •••••••• : 98 100 104 

It) lOt.102 96 128
1933 •••••••• : 96 102 101 98 100 lOt. ' 10084 105 102 101
1954 •••••••• : 79 86 88 77 	 

79 ,.,.,.. 9261 73 	 95 1221955 •••••••• : 70 76 70 
122 115 113 103 

1956 •••••••• : 86 93 101 91 92 109 
109104 115 102 102 
 108 136 122 118

1957 ........ : 90 
 ns III105 100 120 1241958 •••.•••• : 96 108 116 111 
123 112 104 103 
 118 131 120 U6

1959 ........ : 102 102 
 123113 178 145 139 
0 	 1960 •••••••• : 91 109 106 104 105 

102 108 208 158 
 148 126 
1961 ........ : 89 105 111 101 


146 154 In 121 
1962 ..•• ~.II .• 92 109 106 93 106 112 

132 f117 147 150 137
1963 •••••••• : 91 122 101 96 112 

141n.a. 160 L88 148
1964 •••••••• : :':23 133 152 167 134 

(1\ 	 n.a. n.a. 161 

I
in.a. 145 n,a. n.8.

IQ 	 1965 •••••••• : 140 135 n.a. 

; _________________ ~______,_,______ ~- - -- - --~~ --- ~ - ----- --- _Defla ted prices - - ---- --- .. - -.-- - - --- .. -- .. - ... -_............................... .:..... i
. 	 
83 101 91 85 
 n.a. n .. a. n.A. n••• 100 

1950 ........ 86 

85 n.a. n.a. 119 1\ ••• tOO87 109 1001951 ........ "'0 
 

101 95 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.'. 100 
1952 •••••••• 96 98 102 

92 122 10~ 100
1953 •••••••• : 92 98 97 94 96 98 

84 105 102 101 \04 100 
1954 •••••••• : 79 86 88 77 I

67 80 104 133 87 106 tOO 
1955 ........ : 76 83 76 
 

106 119 112 110 100 ~ 
1956 •••••••• : 84 90 98 88 90 

83 96 106 94 94 99 125 1U lOe 100 I: 
1957 ........ : 
 
1958 •••••••• : 86 	 100 94 90 108 III 103 100 I
97 104 100 ~\106 97 90 	 89 102 113 104 
1959 •••••••• : 88 88 	

85 92 145 118 113 &00 l
74 89 86 84 	1960 •••••••• : 	 \00__ f80 81 86 165 125 111 	 )1961 ........ : 71 83 88 
 

US 121 loa tOO73 83 881962 •••••••• : 72 86 83 	 f 
88 Ul 113 104 100 

1963 •••••••• : 69 92 76 72 84 
83 90 103 113 90 n.a. 108 127 100 100 

1964 ........ : 
 n.a. ft ••-\. n.l. 100
87 84 n.a. n.a. 90 n.a.1965 ........ : 
 

11 Includes wheat, rice, corn, barley, jowar, bajra, ~nd ragi.c:J 	 
1/ Includes foodn, liquor, tobacco, fuel, power, light, lubricants, industrial r~w materlals and manufacturer•• 
31 n.a. = not available.

'" 	 ~ource: (38; 11; 37). 
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II· ' .D (3) rr_ 19S; to 19.59'\lb'ric~a roae aa a reault of increastng delUlld due 

to population grOlllth, a libo1!t gr&in crop, riaing inca.es, and greater urbani

zation. ,A nlllllber of early poat-partition .aaures for checking price rises' 

were revived. ~ince the g~erfllilegt did not want to exercise as strict control 

over the food,~~aiD aector .a it did u.ediately after partition, Title I iJa

p~rta were uaec;l to check p;d.ce riaes. . . 


(4) Fr_ 1960 to 1963, .food grain prices ""ere stabilized at a lover level, 
•• aupplies iacr~aaed as a reault of greater productiotl,and Title I imports. 
Price controls and ~rket reat1!icti9Da,~radually vereeased or abolished. 

,? 
 
o 
 \) (S) In 1964 and 1965, )lrices rose due to a severe drought and depleted

stf~.: Several pd.ce and marketing controls were applied. 

Tit)) goven.ent: considered control of food grain prices vital to thf! success of 
ita e~ona.lic develo.,.ent plans (i!i, pp. 61, 64-9, 72, 14, 76-7, 120-1, 127-811 

135-6, 1~8, 199, 200; 35, pp. 18-9, 73). Government officials feared that de
velo,..~t ~ogr... would generate inflationary pressures whi~h might be moat 
aever~ in~tood graina, as India W8S not able ~~ produce eno~$h for its increas
iag nee(is. tht?! government relied on Title I imports to help stabilize wheat 
prices i\1 the fair-price shops, but they ~ere ineffective· in holding wholesille 
prices of indigenous wheat down during periods of shortages. Zonal restrictions 
on the movement of wheat were el~inated with the signing of the 4-year ~itle I 
agreement in 1960, and were not revived until 1964 when acute food shortages 
occurr~d. Because Title I imports of rice were very small, the government 
tried to check rising prices primarily by reliance on zonal restrictions and 
ot~\er ,marketing controls (49; 37). 

During 1950-63, wholesale prices of cottan declined relative,: to the prices of 
other industrial raw materials and the general p:rice level. \~ut cotton prices 

D were high rel.ative to cereals. As with food grains, the rela')'~ive movement of 
cotton prices was not due to manipulation of Title I impO!rt~al<!s prices but to 
various government price and marketing controls (21, pp. 16~'1, 191-4). 

The income-generating effects of P.L. 480coumodity il!!pO%t(~1 tend to raise prices :; 

over the lOng run by contributing to economic growth, whichi in turn raises the 
demand for ~:ood. In the absence of P. L. 480, economic gr~Mth probably would 
have been discouraged by higher food costs and the_neceaS'ity to use scarce 
foreign exchange to import essential cquanodities. 

Agricultural Production and Factors Affecting Expansion 

Food production and total agricultural produ~tion increased by almost one-tiJird. 
 
between 1954 and 1964, but dropped consideraoly in 1965 (table 33). Since \ 
 
population rose at about the same rate as production, there was little or no 
 
per capita gain. Grains account for almost two-thirds of total agricul~dral 


output and about three-fourths of the arable land. Among the grains, wheat and_ 
 
corn pruduction nearly doubled from 1950 to 1965 while rice, the major ~~ain 


crop, increased two-fifths (table 34). Production and yields of several prin

cipal cash crops--jute, sugarcane, and oilseeds--also increased during 1950-65 
 
(fig. 7). Production of wheat and rice increased less than domestic require o 
 

ments as a result of popUlation growth and rising incomes. 
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indices of t:he ptoductlon and yield 1)( sdected agdcultuul cOllllllodltlel, and of total agdcult\\ul ptoduction, t
T.b1~ 33.--1naial 

1950~65 
i?> Cl 

Totnl agricultural produc
Selected commodities (1950-54-100) tion (1957-59-100) 11 

Crop Per capitaYieldProductionyear Food Total 
Food TotalRic~ Wheal: CQtn Selame Cotton Jute Rice Wheat' Corn • Cotton • Jute 

84 91 96 l/n.a, p.a_ n ••• n.a. 
88 95 74 88 a4 88 67 100

1950 ..... -.... : n.a. D.a.93 99 n.8. n.a.90 126 92 98 96
1951 ·.... ., .....· 90 96 89 89 

99 94 108 93 105 n.a. n.a. n••• n .. a. 

1952 ,* ..... " .. ;11"-'11''''' · 97 89 109 Il3 90 124 

105 106 106 104 o"a. n.a. n.a. n ....
 
119 107 115 UI.. 113 83 116

1953 • ••••••• •• 1 91 98 98128 79 105 104 107 115 97 91 
1954 I ••••••••• : 106 n4 112 118 100 10093 100 94 94113 111 ll3 96
1955 ...... ,. .... 114 128 99 92 110 

97 97 101 101· 114 101 111 102 102117 89 121 1151956 ·....... .,. ..· 120 124 94 96 97
 
106 133 120 71 U8 104 100 99 105 111 85 94

19S1 • ••••••• , • t 101 ("-,'

120 103 122 131 118 96 99 102 111 102 102 102 
1958 • ••••••• II •• 128 112 104 104 102 102· 72 96 111 113 108 96 101 i.07
1959 ·......... : 125 140 129 

102 118 101 111 110 106 
 105134 102 121 1071960 ................... : 136 145 127 63 108 108
102 110 115 115
154 137 74 llS 161 120 120 108

1961 ·.......... ~ 139 100 110 110 101 101 ,

143 92 142 137 109 122 110 123

1962 · 128 169 116 117 103 104• ••••••• ;II •• 109 110 128 108 
<.j 1963 ·......... , : 147 In 144 87 151 150 123 

120 104 105 l.:J :
110 118 113 119.... 142 153 126 101 t1964 ·......... . · 156 138 145 92 
88 108 109 92 93 :... 

1 
 

147 92 133 
 114 103 127 110 113
196$ __ " ............ t 124 112 


!I U.S. Dept. Agt., Eeonpmic Res. Servo 
 
11 n.a. • not available. 
 :::. rF 

Souree: Except a. indicated, U.S. Dept. Agr., Foreign Agt. Servo 
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«,t IProduction. acreage, and yield of selected agricultural ca.aodities, 1950-65
, 
Table 34.--Ind1a: 	 

0 

,::-	 :\Grains 
Crop ~, . Cotton Jute Ses_' 

•~/ 01 	 ,;:.'.yeat Wheat Corn • Barley Rice 	 ,. 
,/ 

1'llODUCTION:'_____________________________________1,000 metric 
tons---------------------------------- 

1950 ............... 6.755 2.3/.7 	 2.389 33.138 592 631 445 
 

1951 ................... 6,829 2,817 	 2,523 33.967 677 899 452 
 

1952 ................... 6.343 3.429 	 2.367 36,494 675 883 471 
1 
1953 .................... 7.613 3.621 2.928 44.712 846 594 563 
 

958 563 596 
1 	 1954 ................ (I: 8.106 3.546 2.952 39,886 

1955 ................... 9,146 3,123 2,980 43,054 823 806 464 
 

1 
j 	 1956 ................... 8,869 3,693 2,814 45.390 908 824 449 
 

963 742 360
I 	 1957 ................... 9.504 3",780 2,863 39,848 
 
f 	 1958 ................... 8,005 3,769 2,256 48,105 !914 936 519 
 

~ 	 365
1959 	 ................... 9,957 4,069 	 2,651 47,232 718 836 
 
731 321
1 	 1960 ................... 10,322 4.015 2,717 51.344 1,008 
 

1961 	 .................. 10,992 4,312 	 2,866 52,263 882 1,152 372 
 I
I 	 1962 ................... 12,039 4,520 3,152 48,100 1,067 9&1 464 
 
1,072 439
1963 	 ................... 10.830 4,553 	 2,423 55,388 1,132 
 

58,610 1,067 1,094 466 	 "<:31964 	 .... " ............. 9.861 4,558 	 2,037 
 
1965 	 .,................ 12,268 4,632 	 2.523 46,500 1,001 814 465 
 

,.,I 	 
ACREAGE: __________..____________________________1 000 8Ci.'"eS--------------------------· 

01 	 t& 

), 
';',	

1950 23.082 7,613 7,654, 74,252 14,556 1,376 
.... 01 .............. 
 

,7,960 7,50~! 71,896 16,213 1.904 
1951 	 .... 01 ............. 23,483 

1952 22,825 8,688 	 7,613 72,225 15,693 1,769 
 

7,822 75,406 17,027 1,198

........ It ........
 

1953 	 ................... 23,685 9,324 
 
1954 25,741 9,035 	 8,505 74,144 18,684 1,212 

.... III ............. 
 

27.517 8,910 8,228 75,965 ~9,978 1,697 
.......... It .......
1955 
 

77.788 19,893 1,860 
1956 	 ................... 29,804 9,057 	 8,237 

8,478 77,838 19,314 1,8441957 	 ................ '" . 32.593 9,830 
 

19,926 1.7661958 	 .......... II ....... 28.269 10,457 	 7.396 79.848 
 
81,506 17.581 1.644 

10,774 8,140 ~2,947 18,871 '_,516
1959 	 ................. 31,141 10.457 	 7.982 
 
1960 	 ............. 32,542 
 

31,154 10,862 7,724 83,669 19,226 2,2091961 	 ·..... ., ... 
86,325 19,230 2,0511962 	 ·.... .., ..-.. 33,410 11,385 	 8,191 

,<4.:7,468 88,026 19,600 2,0921963 ·..... "",... ." .. 33,748 11,236 	 
.~11,345 6.857 89.855 20,100 
 2,0201964 	 .......... 'I!"" •• 33.349 


3.2,800 11,572 6,592 89,000 
 19,800 1,9281965 	 ........... 0." .... 


: ______________________ Bushels ______________________ YIELD 
---------~---------

1950 	 ................... 10.8 12.1 14.3 21.8 90 101 
 
23.1 92 104 
1951 	 .................... 10.6 13.9 15.4 
 

1952 .................... 10.2 15.5 14.3 24.7 92 110
 
15.3 17.2 29.0 105 
 109
1953 .................. U.3
~ 	

114 102
1954 	 ••••••••• : 11.2 15.4 15.9 26.3 
16.6 27.7 92 105 
1955 	 .......... 12.2 13.8 


1956 	 .................... 10.9 16.0 15.7 28.5 101 107 
 
110 89 
1951 	 ...•...... 10.7 15.1 15.5 25.0 

14.0 29.5 101 117
1958 	 ••••••••• : 10.4 14.2 
13.8 i5.2 28.3 100 
 112
1959 	 ••••••••• : 11.7 

117 106
1960 	 ••••••••• : 11.6 14.7 15.3 30.3 
30.0 101 115
1961 	 ••••••••• : 13.0 15.6 17.0 

15.8 17.7 27.2. 122 lOS1962 • • ' • .;; .......... : 13.2 
 
127 113
1963 	 ••••••••• ~ 11.8 15.8 14.9 30.8 

31.6 U.7 119
1~ ••••••••• : 10.9 15.8 13.6 
 
1%5 ••••••••• : 13.1 15.8 17.6 25.8 112 93 
 

Source: U.S. Dept. AIr., Fordp Aar. Servo 
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In recent years, there has been.considerable research on factors affecting agri
cultural production in India. Much of this research has been concerned with 
the level of agricultural prices and the response of producers to changes in" 
product prices. In considering~how food ald can be most effective in contri 
buting to agricultural production, it is relevant to review some of. the resear~h 
conducted on the importance of agricultural price movements, the effects of food 
aid imports on product price levels, and the importance of commodity prices in 

""f relation to other major factors affectin~the expansion of agricultural output 
in India. These findings should be valuable in the future programming of food 
aid to insure that these additional resources contribute as effectively as pos
sible to the Indian Government's objectives of expanding food production. 

The changes in area planted to wheat and production of wheat in response to 
changes in the price of wheat were studied by the Gokhale Institute of Politics 
and Economics in India. Regression analyses were made for the five principal 
wheat producing areas, covering 1950-61. These five areas accounted for nearly 
90 percent of the total area in wheat. In these areas, acreage increased over 
the 12-year period, while relative farm prices remained stable or declined ~! .. 

pp. 167-81). The conclusions from the regression analyses were: . 

(1) 	 • the statistical analysis • • • does not indicate 
any significant influence of relative price on the 
acreage under wheat (~, p. 164). 

(2) 	 • • • the price elasticity of acreage under different 
cereals in most parts of India is low ~, p. 201). 

(3) 	 • • • internal production of wheat had a negative re
lation with price ••• (54, p. 126). 

(4) 	 ••• the statistical analysis did not reveal any 
significant relation of the supply of rice or other 
cereals with the price of wheat (54, p. 127). 

(5) 	 • • • agricultural production during the decade preced
ing 1961-62 was so dominated by extension of cultivation 
to new areas, particularly in the wheat growing States, 
that it is difficult to see any ·effect on it, of the large 
wheat imports under P.L. 480 through relatively lower 
wheat prices. • •• It does not appear that the relatively 
low wheat prices had particul~rly discouraged farmers from 
putting not merely a large part of the new land under 
wheat, but also from using the seasonal fallow land for 
the purpose (54, p. 165). 

Several other studies tend to support these conclusions. P. N. Mat.hur of the 
Gokhale Institute pointed out that from 1952. through 1961 "the perf:entage in
crease in area of wheat has been the largest for any important crop and no other 
major crop suffers that much price decline" ~, p. 69). S. P. Sinha of Bihar 
University found from his regression analysis that in the main grain growing 
areas: 

I 1 
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()• • • the relationships between the purchasing power
of fa~aers' net yield per acre of rice, wheat, maize,and jowar and the acreages under these crops indicate
• very suall chaqge in the acreage on account of thechanges in the purchasing power of net returns ~,
p. 97). 

Be also found that 

• the correlation between price and production
(of grains) is not significant ~, p. 98). 

Other ~tudies comparing price and production changes from 1950-62 for crops inthe Punjab area of India indicate somewhat more elasticitytn the re~ponse ofacreage to price ~, pp. 477-87). 11/ One study indicated that 

• • ~ though agricultural production in general is
inelastic (in the Punjab), production of rice, wheat,and sugarcane was rela,tively more price elastic @,p. 39). 

Sinha also recognized 'that the response of grain ~c~eage to price changes washigher in Punjab and Madhya Pradesh than in other grain producing areas. However, heili/dicated. the response was not a marked one and was probably due tothe fact tbat these two areas are more coomercialized than other regions. Landholdings are larger and more wheat is produced primarily for the market rath,erthan for home consumption,. However, even in the more commercialized areas,S. R. Sen of the Planning Commission, New Delhi, found that 

• • • there has not been any occasion since P.L. 480supplies started in 1956 for prices to fall to such alow level as to discourage domestic production (60,p. 1034). 

As indicated earlier with respect to the other countries studied, the sign1fi~ance of price incentives is related in part to the degree to which productionis for the market. In India, most farmers have small holdings and produce subsistence crops (food grains) mainly for home consumption. Commercial crops,like cotton, jute, and oilseeds, are ,grown primarily for the market. In 1961,the marketed ,surpluses (or the share of production sold from farm) of rice,wheat, aDd com were. estimated at 31, 33, and 24 percent, respectively, of~h~country's total prDduction, while the percentage for commercial crops was trhre('afourths and upward of total output (!, p. 34). The ratio of marketed surplusof grains to production increases as the size of farm holdings increases, asindicated in table 35. 

Farmers who market only a small portion of their crop, as well as coomercialfarmers, are influenced in their production plans by economic, climatic, andinstitutional factors, such as the amount of irrigation and fertilizer, the 

11/ The short-term price elasticities in this study were based on prepartition Punjab for the years 19l4-45,.,.nd indicated a slight response of acreage planted to price. 
", 
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quality of seeds, the degree of technology, the availability of credit, the 


adequacy of marketing and transportation facilities, and the amount of foreign 


exchange reserves to purchase agricultural inputs, such as fertilizer ~, pp. 

a 96-100; !2" p. 1044; ~; pp. 287, 288, 293, 297, 298; .21, pp. 44, 88; ,2., p.3S).
 

Marketed surplus of grains as rercentage of production ac
Table 35.--India: 

cording to size of landholdings, 1958
" 

Size of holdings 

Market ·· Crop : Below 10-20 Above 
10 acres acres 20 acres 

-----------------Percent----------------
:~ 

22 37
Kapur (Uttar Pradesh) ....· Wheat 20 

32 30 

Chandausi (U.P.) .........· Wheat 12 


Moga (Punjab) ............ Wheat 1/40 44 	 66 
 

28 

Bhatinda (Punjab) ........· Wheat 0 19 


63 
i Monghyr (Bihar) ..........· Corn 0 	 16 26 	 o 


Rice 1/41 39 48
•••••••• 0 ••I Andhra Pradesh ·

I 
11 Percentage is high bef~ause this is a conmercia1 area. 

I ~ 'j 

Source: (!I, pp. 163, 167, 170). 

If 

The Gokha1e Institute study on P.L. 480 concluded that: 

In an economy like India's no one expects the relative 

prices to play the major role in increasing food pro

duction to meet the rapidly growing demands. It would 

require major efforts at ~e-organization of the structure 

of agriculture, changing the technological base through 

extension of irrigation, inlproved seeds, increased supply 

of fertilizers, better credit and marketing facilities, 

and generally the know-how of superior farming techniques. 

To a very large exte~t:, these efforts in India have to be 

initiated mainly by the State (~, p. 166). 

Smoothing out the fluctuations in gr&~ri prices reduces uncertainty for producers 

an?_1 provides the basis for income stability. Assuming that prices are suffi 

ciently high to encourage yield-increasing methods, instability of prices, even 

at a higher level, is probably more of a deterrent to expansion of grain 
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production than somewhat lower prices with reasonable stability 

11., pp. 93-~\~ 158-62; !Q, p. 1034; ~" pp. 91-2). 

Host of the emphasis in the s~dies cited in this report was on price and 

Since the use of fertilizer and other yield-increasing tech
acreage response.
nology is related tC(' knowledge dissemination and 8,vailability of ad~ted vari

eties, the price effects are even more difficult to determine by statistical 

techniques. Consequently~ effects, if any, of prices on the rate of increase 

in yields must be regarded as largely speculative.,' Analysis by Mellor, .. howe'Ver, 

indicates that with the technology available during this period, yield increases 
Factors in addition to

from fertilizer were relatively low ~, pp. 150-60). 

price are important in attaining rapid incTease in agricul.tural production. 

The prices of grains, paTticularly rice, howeveT, were relatively low in rela

tion to the cost of fertilizer during most of this period ~, pp. 55-6). 

Agricultural Development and Government Policies 

A main goal of Indian agTicultural policy has been to a~hieve greateT self

sufficiency in food grain production to reduce the nation's 'dependence on im

However, it now .ap~eaTs that insufficient attention was given
ports ill, p. v). 
 
to agriculture in the first and second 5-year plans, 1951-61 (7, pp. 426-7). 
 

This was mae prtmarily to the prestige associated with industrial enteTpTises 
 

and to the ~idely held view that emphasis on industry was in India's economic 
 

interest. However, Title I impOTts were not available when the first p!~~n was 

When the second 5-year plan was drawn up in 1956, the government did
dTawn up.

not visualize the need for large food aid imports during the early sixties. 
 

Agriculture received conSiderably more attention in the third plan (1961-66), 
 

which was formulated about the time of negotiation of the large 4-year Title 1 
 

agreement in 1960. Government investments allocated to agri~ulture increased 

from 7.6 billion rupees in the first plan to 17.6 ~illion Tupees in the third. 
 

Government investment planned for the fourth plan (1966-71) will be more than 
 

double that allocated in the thiTd. The principal agricultural objective in 

the fourth plan is to achieve self-sufficiency in food grain production by 1970 

(40). Budget expenditures for agriculture during 1966-67 are 43 percent above 

the 1965-66 level. 

Some of the programs to stimulate grain production during the last decade we~e: 

0) More short- and medium-term credit to farmers, (2) increased use of imprdved 

seeds and fertilizers, (3) soil conservation and land reclamation, (4) flood 

control and irrigation, (5) establishment of marketing cooperatives, and (6) 

use of a package program (Intensive Ag'ricultural District Program) in selected 

areas <lI, pp. 30-51; 12, pp. 21). 

Beginning in 1964-65, greateT emphasis was placed on incentive support prices 

fOT food grain producers, and the Food Corporation of India was established to 
In 1965, the government also estab

administer the government's price programs. 
 

lished an Agricultural Prices Commission to advise the government on needed 
 

changes in agricultural policy and price structures to stimulate agricultural 

production. Price SUppOTtS in 1965-67 weTe significantly higher than those in 

1963...64. 
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Rising investment expenditures were facilitated by the use of Title I imports 

More of the scarce foreign exchange was avail,able
to stabilize prices of food. 

In the
for development expenditures than would have been available otherwise. 

absence of food aid under P.L. 480, the government pu'obably would have been 

forced to cutback on its development expenditures, ~dverse1y affecting the food 

production program_QQ.; lI, pp. 93-4; 1!!" pp. 102, 320; ;9;!2, p. 70). 
~,I 

S. R. Sen summarized his views on the effects of P.L. 480 on agriculture in 

India as. follows: 

••• large ~ports under P.L. 480 have been absorbed in 

India without adverse effect on either pri~es or produc

tion of dpmestic wheat. This. • • has been possible 

primarily because these additional supplies were injected 

not into a stagnant but in~b a developing economy in which 

an attempt was made to useP.L. 480 supplies in an inte

grated manner along with other complementary resources 

for stepping up the rate of inv~stment and hence the. pro

>,\:uctive capacity and the purchasing power of the people 

(~O, p. 396). 12/ . 

Conclusions - India 

~efore 1965, the government sold Title I food grain imports at subsidized prices 

below the costs of importation and distribution. During this period, farm and 

wholesale market prices of indigenous food grains were far above the subsidized 

prices, and after 1961, producer prices for wheat were about the same or higher 

than Title I sal~s prices. 

The Indian Government used Title I ~ports in the late 1950's to help carry out 

its policy of stabilizing food prices and relaxing rationing and price controls 

In the absence of Title I imports, the government probably
on food grains.
would have intensified price and marketing controls during the periods of ex

treme food shortages in 1957-58 and 1964-65 to alleviate famine conditions, 
 

partjcular1y in the cities.I 

i 	 The relative importance of price probably has been overemphasized as the cause 

of food shortages in India. The acute shortages of food in 1958 and 1965 were 

to<~r-arge extent the result of unfavorable weather. Tht~ analysis of factors 

affecting the expaneion of food production in India indicates that the levels! of conmodity i,lrices is particularly iraportant in the commercial sectors of

1 	 Indian agriculture in encouraging the application of yield increasing technol~

gies, but that price per se .is only one of the many factors that must be con

t
i 	 ~idered on the Indian scene. 

It. should~e recognized that the expansion of agricultural production over the 

last decade~has been hindered by structural, economic, and physical factors that 

12/ Similar views were expressed by another Indian economist who concluded 

that,'"Oo the whole, taking the available evidence on acreage under cultivation, 

agricultural investments and farm inputs, it seems that ~port of P.L. 480 food 

grains has not adversely affected agricultural production" ~, p. 43). 
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existed prior to P.L. 480. Thus, it appears the programming of P.L. 480 food 
", 	 aid was more the result than the cause of India's failure to expand production 
 

m6!'e rapidly. 
 

The flbw of Title I imports into India during peri~4s of food shortages led to 
greater stability in food availabilities, which assi~ted the government in 
maintaining its level of development expenditurefi,noth in agriculture and the 
industrial sectors of the national economy. "; 
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