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population growth rate. So, the amount of food available
for each person gained very little, if at all, in the poor
nations during these last 20 years. Average diets in many
poor regions of the world are inadequate for good health
and growth. More people than ever must be living with
inadequate diets simply because there is little more food
per person than 20 years ago.

Output changes can be disastrous for millions of
people on the knife-edge of “just enough” and “much
too little.” This is especially true if only meager food
supplies can be imported from other countries.

The less developed nations import only 5-8 percent of
the grain they use. The grain enters through commercial
trade or food aid. It is often a crucial 5-8 percent, but
still a small part of the total used.

Emergency food aid has been necessary to pull the
monsoon dependent regions in South Asia through
major harvest failures. This includes the densely popu-
lated subcontinent of India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh.

Africa has dropped in the amount of food available per
person during the last six years. Much of the deteriora-
tion has been in nations of the Central African region,
called the Sahel. Here, results of drought and livestock
pressure have been disastrous for many people. People in
Africa are among those who can least afford a drop in the

quantity or quality of their diets. They consume only
1,730 calories per person per day.

The Currem Picture

Thousands of words have been written and spoken
about the current situation. Almost anything said
is too simple. But, the following events, which have piled
on top of each other since 1971-72, are among the leading
causes:

1. Bad weather in important production areas caused
recent decreases in output for all three major classes
of grain: wheat, rice, and coarse grains. Much of
this bad weather occurred in highly-populated areas
of the Indian sub-continent and Africa. Some poor
weather occurred in exporting nations, too.

2. Large grain stocks were depleted for worldwide sale
or distribution. Australia, Canada, and the U. S.
reduced inventories through the early 1970’s by
keeping land idle.

3. Soviet Russia and the People’s Republic of China
* unexpectedly imported large supplies of grain
through commercial markets.

4. Wealthy grain importing nations bought more
grain for livestock feed. Devaluation of the U. S.
dollar made U. S. farm exports cheaper for many
countries.

5. The world experienced price inflation. There were
shortages of nonfarm inputs, such as fertilizer
and fuels.

6. Food became a political tool in international
relations.

Events like these strain the fragile world food market.

The nations and people who bear the biggest burden are
those who can least afford it.

Food Picture to 1985

Are recent events just short episodes? Or, have we
come to the beginning of the end in the grim race between
population and food?

Several research studies come to similar conclusions
about the world food picture until 1985. All are based on
past trends, corrected for likely changes in the future.
Details beyond 1985 are too “clouded” to foresee on the
basis of past and current trends.

FOOD PRODUCTION AND POPULATION
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TABLE 1.
Potential Food Demand and Production to 1985

Region Volume growth rates
Demand Production
(percent per year)

Developed COUNIIIES . s u's vus wiaio vv s oo sisthitnpia s o § 55 2.8
Developing market economies ...........vvvun 3.6 2.6
ATICR D Fan s BT o e e e 3.8 25
FarEartizl o B e S nmaie Mo Vo sop aoity 34 2.4
LatimAMCIiCH vvi vos it vesipsvassnsivs 3.6 2.9
MNEAREASY i sicim it By me s on Foay 15 4.0 &1
Asian centrally planned economies ............ 3.1 2.6
AlldevelopgcountMes.s. . il v i dhininnias 34 2.6
WO o i it ints s d e vis s v s 24 2.7

Source: Food and Agriculture Organization, United Nations (1974).

World food demand is shown in Table 1 and is ex-
pected to grow by 2.4 percent each year during this time.
Of this total, about 2 percent will come from population
growth each year. The remainder will come from income
growth converted into food demand. Total food demand
growth rates are much more certain than food produc-
tion growth rates.

The world food supply, in the next decade, is expected
to grow by about 2.7 percent per year. Much of the in-
crease in food output will come from improved yields.
More cropland could be used. Scientists say we are using
about one third of the potentially arable land.

Countries with poorly fed people can increase output
but are faced with many problems beyond physical limi-
tations. These problems include the economic, social,
cultural, institutional, and political limitations that have
caused much hunger and must receive attention in the
future. Improvements are needed in such things as trans-
portation, storage, tenure arrangements, credit availa-
bility, taxation, production incentives, and other factors
influencing production responses and income levels.

Demand growth is expected to be greater than supply
growth in the less developed countries during the next ten
years. This has led one official to say, “For the next dec-
ade or so, it is likely that world food production will keep
a half step ahead of population growth. However, there
will be times and places of critical shortage.”

If imports are not increased, diets will drop below
already meager levels. Also, food prices will continue to
rise. These trends are most fearful in Africa and the Far
East. Import needs in the poor nations will triple from 25
to nearly 80 million tons by 1985 if availability per person
is to be maintained. Although the outcome may be some
mixture, three possibilities are implied by these pro-
jections:

1. Less developed countries will be able to increase
commercial food imports. Imports will be large
enough to overcome major decreases in diets. Eco-
nomic growth will permit it.

2. The wealthy nations will offset future shortages in
food production. Food imports will come from
food aid and/or transfers of money.

3. There will not be enough commercial trade or aid.
Increased malnutrition and widespread hunger will
occur in less developed countries.

Experts stress the chance of sudden year-to-year

change in the world food picture. The chance for feast,
followed by famine, is very strong.

Some Views and Attitudes

More than likely, there will be “enough” food of all
kinds for the wealthy world. But, millions of others will
have much less than “enough.” They will have no finan-
cial means to secure it. Therefore, tough choices confront
us—here and abroad.

A few people think nothing can be done about the
world’s food problems during the next ten or twenty
years. Others feel man is not fully at the mercy of popula-
tion trends and production problems. They feel he can
adjust. His social, political, and economic systems can
adapt. New technologies and improved policies can be
developed at international and national levels.

One choice is to give little or no help to poor countries
with chronic food shortages. This choice has support in
one way or another throughout the U. S. Supporters
argue that we must harden our hearts to the present plight
of people in poor, overpopulated lands. They feel that
giving continual food aid will only prolong adjustments
that must come. We are adding to the misery that present
and future peoples in those lands will endure. Others say
aid will surely cost U. S. food consumers and taxpayers
more money. They feel it’s not worth it.

On the other hand, millions of Americans feel that
doing nothing is not acceptable. They believe that other
choices confront us.

How Can We Help?

Year-to-year changes in food supplies will likely be
great, especially in poor lands. If there are to be fewer
famines, food reserves and stockpiles of grain will play a
major role. Private trade probably will not carry enough
inventories to cover sudden large drops in output. This is
because net returns are unlikely to equal storage costs.
National governments and international agencies would
need to be involved. Some programs do exist. But, many
people feel they are inadequate.

Food reserve programs will have to overcome many
problems. These include the questions: Who will hold
the reserves? How will acquisition and storage be fi-
nanced? How will payments be made? How do we get the
food to where it is needed? Who will control the reserves?!

Nations in the less developed world must continue to
provide most of their own food. The United States and
other nations with large food supplies can help. But, we
cannot feed the world. Thus, policies that help nations
improve their agricultural production and marketing
systems are crucial.

1 Brochure No. 2, “Who Will Get It?" discusses storage options to
assist in meeting our domestic and foreign commitments.




These efforts include support for agricultural research
in the poor regions. For some nations, food aid may be
required until they can feed themselves. Many believe
that aid should depend upon self-help efforts within na-
tions that receive food aid. Time and resources must be
devoted to marketing and distribution systems. Financial
and technical aid in marketing are needed to insure that
gains in farm productivity are transmitted through
society.?

In general, food demand is steadier and less subject to
policy actions in the short run than is supply. This does
not say that a food stamp program or Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries increased earnings do
not affect food demand. But in the long sweep of years,
the behavior of both population and income growth will
be crucial.

About 95 percent of all U. S. food is sold in commer-
cial markets. Therefore, it is important to help poor
nations earn the money needed to enter world food
markets. For example, the poor nations need access for
products they have to export into rich nations’ markets.

In the meantime, many Americans support a humani-
tarian “policy” change. People are urged to eat less meat
and use less fertilizer. The idea is that reduced consump-
tion at home leads to more food in poor nations. But,
poor nations still need money to buy this food or ferti-
lizer. Or, someone needs to buy the products and ship
them to the poor nations. Furthermore, a reduction in
fertilizer use could lead to higher costs and thus higher
food prices for everyone. Reduced meat use in developed
countries without offsetting action to move additional
food to poor nations would tend to reduce farm prices
and food production in developed nations.

Population control efforts are needed to reduce the
long-term pressure on this earth’s resources. Success will
have to overcome thorny social, religious, nationalistic,
and moral issues. Different population growth rates
make the international aspects of this policy very com-
plex. For example, worldwide population is growing at
2.2 percent each year: Western Europe grows at 0.3
percent while Southeast Asia and tropical South
America both grow at 3.0 percent.

If current growth rates continue, world population will
double by about 2,000 A.D. By 1985, 91 out of 100 babies
born will begin life in less developed lands. By 2,000
A.D., this will increase to 93 of each 100. The results of
successful population control, in terms of reduced pres-
sure on scarce resources, will not show up for many years
after programs are launched.

2 Brochure No. 3, “How Will It Be Shared?” discusses assisting the
poor in our country as well as people in poor nations.

Food demand is steadier than supply.

The long run population problems are recognized but
not discussed in length in YOUR FOOD. This effort
focuses on food needs during the next decade. But, that
does not reduce the importance of population policies.

Some Barriers to Change

Developing countries are faced with many limitations
that influence food supplies or ability to purchase food.
Many of these involve people’s values and short-run
interests. They will be hard to change because of cultural
and institutional traditions. Included are land holding
patterns, lack of low cost credit, high taxes, lack of pro-
duction incentives, outmoded inheritance laws, and
inadequate transportation, marketing, and communi-
cations systems.

Better education is an important step toward solving
the world food problem. Improved literacy will pave the
way for higher production. People will better understand
the basics of nutrition.

Summary

Everything cannot be done at once. The resources will
not be available. Difficult policy choices must be made.

Is a food balance at some low level enough? Should we
expect a higher level of nutrition as the least acceptable
condition? What quality of human living do we really
expect?

This is the first in a series of six leaflets dealing with YOUR FOOD. The leaflets are part of an educational program guided by a multidisciplinary
National Steering Committee. Assisting in the project were the National Public Policy Education Committee, Extension Service, and United States
Department of Agriculture cooperating with the state extension services and the Farm Foundation. The other leaflets in this series on YOUR FOOD
are (2) Who Will Get 1t?, (3) How Will It Be Shared?, (4) Will It Be Good and Good For You?, (5§) Who Will Control It?, and (6) Food and Politics.
The purpose of the leaflets is to deal with the food situation, food issues, and some alternatives. They do not advocate or predict a particular method
or course of action. With more complete information, those involved in policymaking should be able to make decisions that are acceptable to
consumers, producers, business and industrial firms.




The U. S. could increase its food production far
beyond present levels. In recent years, about 300 to 330
million acres have been planted in crops. But, as much as
450 million acres of land could be planted. To increase
the acreage planted to crops, land would need to be
shifted from pasture, woods, and other less intensive
uses. Since productivity is low for much of this land,
investment would be required in fertilizer, lime, clearing,
drainage and/or irrigation. Because of development
costs and lower productivity of additional land, produc-
tion costs would tend to be higher for the additional
output. The right kind of incentives could encourage
producers to make the needed investments and pay the
higher costs. Producers would need to be convinced that
demand for more products would be strong enough to
justify long term investments.

Although they may have a higher cost, new techniques
and better seed varieties could increase production. Thus,
U. S. consumers can be sure of enough food during the
next ten years. The food problem in this country is one
of cost, not availability.

Will Consumers Have to Spend a Larger Share of Their
Incomes on Food?

Between 1960 and 1972, the share of consumer income
spent on food steadily declined. The sharp rise in food
prices in 1972-73 stopped the long-run decline. Since that
time, the share of consumer income spent on food has
gone up about 2 percent. Higher food prices were due to
higher farm prices and higher marketing costs. Farm
prices have not remained at 1973-74 levels. But, they are
not likely to decline to levels of the 1960’s, either. If con-
sumers want to keep on eating large amounts of meat,
milk, and eggs, they may need to spend a slightly larger
share of their income for food than they did before 1972.
Even so, the share of income spent on food is not likely
to rise very much.

How much a family spends on food depends on what
they buy. Food costs can be held down by using more
grain and vegetables, and less meat. Converting grain
into meat involves some loss in efficiency.

Diets with less meat, milk, and eggs would lower the
total demand for grain. This could make more grain
available for exports. But, it also would reduce prices and
incomes of both grain and livestock farmers. It would
lower the incomes of businesses and persons who pro-
duce and distribute livestock products as well.

Prospective Changes in Demand

About 80 percent of the total farm production in the
U. S. has normally been used in American households.
Commercial export demand took from 16 to 22 percent
over the past decade. Food aid shipments have amounted
to between 2 and 3 percent.

How Does Population Growth Affect Demand?
Changes in domestic demand for food have been much
smaller and predictable over the past decade than
changes in export demand. This is likely to remain true in
the future. Growth in demand is due mainly to popula-
tion growth. Demand is also affected by changes in in-

The U. S. could increase its food production far beyond
present levels.

come and life styles. More women working outside the
home, increase in suburban living, higher mobility, a
higher proportion of teenagers, and more knowledge
about food and nutrition affect demand. The rate of
growth in demand for food in the U. S. is likely to decline
slightly over the next decade. This is due to a drop in
the birth rate.

The U. S. population growth rate has slowed. It went
from a yearly rate of about 1.7 percent in the 1950’s to less
than one percent today. With fewer children and teen-
agers in the years ahead there will be less demand for
certain foods such as hamburgers and french fries.

Real per capita incomes (current incomes adjusted for
the effects of inflation) may not rise as fast over the next
decade as they did in the 1960’s. The slower rate of growth
is likely because of high energy prices and added costs
of controlling pollution.

How Are Eating Habits of U. S. Citizens Changing?
Based on recent trends, we can expect a modest in-
crease in per capita demand for cheese, low-fat dairy
products, poultry, meat, and beef. Per capita demand for
pork, potatoes, non-citrus fruit, and grain for direct
human consumption is likely to grow little, if at all. This
means that growth in demand for these products will
depend mainly on population growth. Per capita demand
for eggs, whole milk, and butter will continue to decline.

Within the U. S., demand for farm products is
expected to grow between 1.1 and 1.4 percent per year.
This is slightly more than the expected one percent rate of
population growth. This growth rate should present no
serious challenge to American agriculture. The critical
question is: What is likely to happen to export demands
for U. S. farm products?

Why Trade? Why Not Strive for Self-Sufficiency?
Many countries look to the U. S. for a part of their

food needs. The main reason for importing food is to

lower food costs. It is cheaper for some countries to im-
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port food than to produce it themselves. Access to im-
ported food allows a country to specialize in those
products (food or non-food) in which its resources are
well adapted. A country produces those products for
which it has the greatest comparative advantage. It trades
for products that other countries can produce at lower
costs. For example, the U. S. could produce bananas to
meet its demands, but it would require an elaborate
system of green houses. This would make bananas much
more expensive than when they are produced under
natural tropical conditions.

Through specialization and trade, the average cost of
food is reduced. There is greater efficiency in the use of
resources. Thus, trade on a continuing basis benefits both
the U. S. and its trading partners.

Specialization increases total world production. When
other countries are able to take advantage of this, they
increase total world production and their ability to
purchase both food and non-food products on the world
market. For some countries of the world with large pop-
ulations, the best course of action may not be to increase
food production but to increase the output of products
which can be traded for food. But, world markets must be
open to the increased imports. Unfortunately, special
interest groups often look upon increased imports from a
very short run perspective.

The general public, as well as farmers, has a stake in
maintaining export markets for farm products. In 1974,
farm exports earned $22 billion in foreign exchange. This
is about 4 times as much as in 1964. Food imports in 1974
amounted to only about $10 billion. This left a $12 billion
trade surplus to pay for imported oil and other needed
materials such as aluminum ore, tin, platinum, etc.

Farmers rely on export markets to take more than 20
percent of the total U. S. farm output. More than 70 per-
cent of farm export earnings are from grains, soybeans,
and soybean products (Figure 2). In recent years, the
U. S. has exported about two-thirds of its wheat produc-
tion, over half the soybean and rice crops, and over one-
fifth of the corn crop. Exports are also important to
producers of fruits and vegetables, and such non-food
products as cotton and tobacco.

Sudden changes in farm prices are often related to
changes in export demand. As exports have increased in
recent years, U. S. farmers have been placed in a pre-
carious situation. Likewise, consumers have been sub-
jected to greater fluctuation in food prices. The surge in
foreign demand, which began in 1972, contributed to the
doubliqg of grain prices in 1973-74.

Exp‘ort demand could decline again as it did in the
1960’s. If this happened, there would be serious problems
for many U. S. grain producers. Consumers would
benefit in the short-run from possible lower food prices.
However, the U. S. would have a hard time paying for
imported products.

Do Our Food Exports Make A Difference to Others?
Other countries have become more dependent on the
U. S. for food and livestock feed. By the mid-1970’s, the
U. S. was supplying about one-half of all grain that
moved in world trade. During the 1960’s and early 1970’s,

the U. S. carried large inventories of grain. This was a
result of its price support programs. These provided a
reserve other countries could draw on in time of need,
although it was not planned for this purpose. When de-
mand for grain increased sharply in 1972, the U. S. pro-
vided almost 90 percent of the increase. This depleted our
reserves. Since the U. S. is so important in world grain
markets, the availability and cost of grain on world mar-
kets is strongly influenced by what happens here.
About 60 percent of our farm exports go to industrial-
ized, high income countries (Figure 2). Much of the grain
imported by these countries is used to feed livestock.

Small quantities of U. S. farm products are sold to
middle and low-income countries with rapid rates of
income growth in recent years. These include Taiwan,
Brazil, and Mexico. Middle East petroleum exporting
countries are rapidly becoming major customers for U. S.
farm products, industrial goods, and technology.

About one-fourth of our exports go to countries at the
lowest end of the income scale. These are countries such
as India, Pakistan, and Indonesia where food supplies,
even in good years, are close to minimum needs. Most of
these shipments are regular commercial sales. These sales
earn dollars.

The surge in farm exports which occurred between
1971 and 1974 was entirely cash sales. Concessional sales
(long-term credit) and donations were valued at less than
$1 billion dollars in 1974, or about 4 percent of the total
value of farm exports. About one-fourth of such food aid
consisted of donations to foreign governments or volun-
tary relief agencies. The other three-fourths consisted of
dollar sales paid for with long-term credit at low interest
rates.

Forecasting exports depends on many uncertain fac-
tors. The weather in the Soviet Union, the monsoon in
Asia, growth in income, the balance of payments, and
political decisions about imports all affect exports.

VALUE OF U.S. FARM EXPORTS, 1975
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Food importers can be divided into two groups. One
group earns enough from their exports to pay cash for
food from abroad. The other group includes those coun-
tries where incomes are low. Their exports are so small
that they cannot afford to pay for large imports over an
extended period. Most of the world’s malnourished pop-
ulation live in the latter group of countries. Thus, it is a
mistake to think that population increases in those coun-
tries will cause great increases in demand (need plus
money) for U. S. farm products, unless some way can be
found to finance larger imports.

Growth in demand for U. S. farm exports in the com-
mercial market is likely to be less in the next ten years
than in the past three. This is because income growth
abroad is likely to be less. The oil exporting countries
are exceptions.

The greatest possibilities for increasing exports lie in
food short countries where the population base is large
and growing fast. Where food production continues to
lag, the need for food aid will increase greatly.

Food Aid: How Significant Is It?

During the past 20 years, the U. S. supplied over 80
percent of the world’s total food assistance. Current food
aid programs date from 1954 when Congress enacted
what is now called “P. L. 480" or “Food for Peace.” A
purpose of that Act was to build commercial markets.
However, many people viewed the Act as a means for
disposing of government surpluses. Food aid was offered
when it was politically acceptable to both recipients and
to our government.

There is increased concern about starvation and mal-
nutrition in other countries. Yearly P. L. 480 shipments
dropped from a peak of over $1.5 billionin the 1950’s and
early 1960’s to less than §1 billion in 1974, although ex-
pansion occurred in 1975. But, the amount of food made
available has declined even more. This is because less can
be purchased with the same dollar. The main commodi-
ties shipped have been grains, soybean oil, and non-fat
dry milk.

Why Have U. S. Grain Prices Recently Been So Variable?

Since 1972, world agriculture has experienced unstable
prices. World supplies have been reduced in some parts of
the world due to bad weather. Rising incomes led to in-
creased demand. This was followed by widespread unem-
ployment in many countries, partly due to the energy
crisis. Major policy decisions were made in the USSR
and China to import grain. Opening U. S. markets to
these two giants caused a surge in demand for our
products.

Many countries, such as those in the European Eco-
nomic Community and Japan, protect their consumers
and producers from unstable world prices. This throws
a larger burden of adjustment on those countries that rely
on export markets. Food prices in the U. S. would rise
and fall less if other countries permitted more price
flexibility within their borders.

What Changes Have Occurred in Foreign Demand?

U. S. farm exports are likely to follow an upward trend
over the next decade. Although an average rate of growth
of 2 to 3 percent per year is expected, the upward path

Bad weather reduced food supplies in some parts of the world.

will be uneven. If this growth occurs and there are no
large reserve stocks, both farm and food prices can be
expected to fluctuate more. Frequent price changes
create uncertainty over future food availability. House-
hold budgeting becomes harder. It also creates problems
for farmers and may lead to inefficient use of their re-
sources.

Demand growth could outpace supply. If this hap-
pened, food and farm prices would rise and society would
be concerned with what has been called a “food prob-
lem.” If the reverse prevails, farm product prices would
fall. We would then have a “farm problem” similar to that
of the 1960’s. No one can be certain ‘which will happen
over the next ten years.

The means for dealing with these problems lie in a
combination of government and private actions. The
U. S. faces no shortages of food for its own people. The
major problems appear to lie outside the U. S. But, the
U. S. cannot separate itself from the world food problem.

Measures the government might take to deal with the
“food problem” can be listed under “domestic policies”
and “trade policies.”

On the domestic side, policies include:

1. Increased domestic production.

2. Food assistance programs.

On the international side, policies include:

l. Storage programs.

2. Export controls.

3. Elimination of import restrictions.

Another alternative is to rely solely on the free market
to decide both consumption and production. This
alternative is not discussed because of the problems
which arise from the international markets.

Increased Domestic Production

We could follow policies that would increase output.
These include: (1) An increase in support prices to pro-
vide more incentives for farmers; (2) Priority allocation
of natural gas and other energy sources for fertilizer and




crop production; (3) More money for agricultural re-
search, stressing development of new technology lead-
ing to higher yields.

Throughout the 1960’s and up to 1972, government
control programs were operated to support or increase
low farm income. These programs kept as much as 15
percent of the cultivated land idle in the “soil bank.”
These controls were removed or relaxed in 1973, 1974,
and 1975. In 1975, there were no restrictions on produc-
tion except for rice, tobacco, and peanuts. Acreage
controls on rice have now been suspended as a result of
legislation adopted in 1976.

Support prices for farm products could be raised to
provide greater price insurance and more incentive for
farmers to increase production. Major commodities sup-
ported in the past 40 years have been grains (wheat, corn,
rice, sorghum, etc.), soybeans, peanuts, cotton, tobacco,
sugar, and dairy products.

Except for a period during WWII, support prices have
not been used to encourage production. But, they have
been used to put a floor under farm income. They could
again be used to encourage production.

Food Assistance Programs

Food assistance programs were started as a means of
expanding food demand and making more food available
to low income people. Since the late 1960’s, these pro-
grams have been among the fastest growing items in the
federal budget. In early 1975, just under 20 million
people, or about one in 11 U. S. citizens were in the Food
Stamp Program. This program cost the U. S. government
nearly $5 billion in 1975.

Food assistance also includes programs to improve
child nutrition (principally the school lunch program)
and assist the elderly. Spending for these programs was
over $2 billion in 1975.

The total effect of all domestic food programs on food
purchases is relatively modest. They add about 4 percent
to total expenditures for food. Such programs could be
expanded to reach more people.

Through taxation, these programs transfer income
from one group in society to another. Thus, the main
effect of an expanded program would be to increase the
welfare of low income participants. It would have a small
effect on the demand for farm products.

Storage Program

Storage proposals focus on grains and oilseeds. These
are the major commodities which suffer from changing
export demands. Such commodities can be safely stored
for several years. This is not true of fruits, vegetables,
meat, and eggs. However meat production can be evened
out to some extent by keeping constant grain supplies
and prices.

An alternative to a grain storage program would be to
create a monetary food fund. This could help countries
better compete in world markets when supplies are short.
However, a fund would not increase food supplies but
would decide how emergency food needs would be fi-
nanced and is discussed in leaflet No. 3.

U. S. reserves of grain (the amount of grain left from
the old crop at the beginning of the new crop year) have

ranged from 100 million tons in the early 1960’s to about
24 million tons in 1975. About 60 million tons has been
suggested as a reasonable reserve for the late 1970’s. This
tonnage would be made up of about two-thirds feed grain
and one-third wheat. There would be enough grain to
take care of all but extreme changes in production and
demand.

Farmers, private traders, exporters, and importers of
grain will hold some grain if there is no government
storage program. Price fluctuations will be greater if
there is sole reliance on private action rather than a
combination of private and publicly held reserves. There
is no guarantee that private holdings will be managed to
reduce price fluctuations. Private holders could decide
to hold on to their grain in times of rising prices. Price
fluctuations would then be greater.

If the government wants to build up reserves, it will
tend to support or raise prices while supplies are being
bought. After the inventory is purchased, we could ex-
pect lower prices. Prices would rise less in years of short
crops or high export demand. Consumers, livestock
feeders, some businessmen, and exporters would gain
whenever grain was put back in the market. But, they
would lose when grain was being acquired.

Opponents present two major objections to a policy of
government owned grain. 1) It adds to government cost.
2) It can lead to an excessive accumulation of grain,
which would depress farm prices.

The annual costs of storing publicly held grain would
be about $4 to $5 per person per year. There is no way to
avoid such cost if reserves are to be maintained. It doesn’t
matter whether they are in private hands or government
ownership. However, there are added costs to consumers
when there are not enough reserves. Food prices are
higher in years of shortages.

Some people argue that large government held inven-
tories reduce incentives for production. Whether or not
storage holdings depress prices depends more upon the
buying and selling prices for grain. If selling prices were
far above buying prices, perhaps 50 percent, production
incentives would not be reduced.

Current policy is to avoid any large build-up of govern-
ment held grain. Prices would have to drop drastically
from 1974-75 levels before the government would again
buy any significant amount of grain.

Export Controls

Large year-to-year changes in export demands have
caused much of the instability in farm prices during the
past ten years. Export controls would make more of the
total supply available for domestic users. This would
lower farm and food prices. But, such action would re-
duce export earnings. It would likely endanger future
markets for U. S. farm products.

When importing countries have their supplies cut off,
they can be expected to give higher priority to increased
production. Or, they turn to other supply sources. Thus,
a conflict emerges. In the short-run, consumers want to
hold down food costs. In the long run, the U. S. wants to
maintain export markets for grains, soybeans, and other
products.




Recent fluctuations in export demand have been due to
varying grain production in the Soviet Union. Selective,
rather than general, export controls might be used to
protect regular buyers from instability. An alternative
would be to enter into long-term agreements with selec-
ted customers. The recent Soviet-U. S. grain agreement
is an example.

Elimination of Import Restrictions

Import restrictions are used to protect U. S. producers
of beef, dairy products, and until recently, sugar. Sugar
quotas and limits on domestic production expired when
the Sugar Act was not renewed in 1974. Intergovern-
mental agreements now limit the amount of frozen meat
that can be imported. Beef imports would be larger if
present controls were eliminated. This would reduce
prices of low-grade beef for both producers and
consumers.

Larger imports of dairy products would reduce con-
sumer costs only if prices were above government
support levels, as in early 1974. The present Agricultural
Act requires the government to buy up certain manufac-
tured dairy products if prices drop below support levels.
Any increase in imports would require offsetting pur-
chases of U. S. dairy products by the government.
Government costs would be higher. There would be no
net gain to consumers.

Greater dependence on imports could lead to lower
prices in the short run. But, there would be less incentive
to maintain production. Greater dependence on imports
could also lead to more unstable prices.

U. S. restrictions on imports of non-food products,
particularly such labor intensive products as textiles,
shoes, and apparel, limit the ability of foreign buyers
to purchase food on world markets. If these restrictions
were lifted, U. S. imports of non-food products would
likely increase. Hungry nations would be less dependent
upon aid and their food consumption levels could
increase.

Policy Flexibility Needed

The policy options stated are appropriate if the U. S.
continues to experience rising prices and tight world food
supplies. Different policies would have to be considered
if surpluses began to build up again. Some may think this
1s very remote. But, it could happen if two or three good
crop years were accompanied by a drop in export
demands. "

The options for dealing with surpluses are just the

opposite of those discussed. Production could be reduced
by letting farm prices drop enough to discourage produc-
tion. We could store surpluses and dispose of them on
concessional terms. Or, we could limit sales or
production by farmers through quotas, acreage
allotments, and land retirement or “set-aside” programs.

Lower prices eventually will reduce production. But to
rely solely on lower prices to control production could
seriously harm farmers.

Temporary surpluses of some commodities can be
stored. But, if they become large, storage costs may
become too high. There may be pressure to return to pro-
grams like those of the 1960’s. Under these, farmers were
paid to keep land idle. This too can be looked upon as a
form of food reserve.

Summary and Conclusions

Consumers in the United States presently face no
threat of food shortages. But, many people in less devel-
oped nations do face this threat. Food shortages in other
parts of the world cause increased demand for U. S. ex-
ports. Thus, events outside the control of the U. S. affect
U. S. consumers.

We have many options open. We can produce more
food. Or, we can reallocate our supplies of grain if we
need to feed more people. The central issue of food in the
United States is one of price, not availability. Food will
cost more in the future than in the past. But, any increase
in the share of income spent on food is likely to be small.
Future food costs will depend more upon the rate of infla-
tion in processing and distribution costs than on prices
of farm products.

Instability in the foreign market raises several ques-
tions. (1) How can consumers be protected from sudden
increases in foreign demand? (2) How can our regular
purchasers be protected? (3) How can producers be pro-
tected against sharply decreased exports?, and (4) Should
grain reserves be publicly held?

We could increase the amount of grain shipped to both
commercial markets and to food aid recipients. How
much we ship commercially depends on how much other
countries can import. It also depends on our ability to
work out long-term arrangements to keep production
high enough to meet both our consumer needs and
foreign demand.

How much food aid we provide depends on how much
money we decide to spend for this purpose. The countries
most in need are likely to be least able to pay for addi-
tional imports.

This is the second in a series of six leaflets dealing with YOUR FOOD. The leaflets are part of an educational program guided by a multidisciplinary
National Steering Committee. Assisting in the project were the National Public Policy Education Committee, Extension Service, and United States
Department of Agriculture cooperating with the state extension services and the Farm Foundation. The other leaflets in this series on YOUR FOOD
are (1) Will There Be Enough?, (3) How Will It Be Shared?, (4) Will It Be Good and Good For You?, (5) Who Will Control It?, and (6) Food and
Politics. The purpose of the leaflets is to deal with the food situation, food issues, and some alternatives. They do not advocate or predict a particular
method or course of action. With more complete information, those involved in policymaking should be able to make decisions that are acceptable to
consumers, producers, business and industrial firms.




Some of the major policy issues have tried to increase food
production.

attempt to achieve fairness in prices, income, and taxes.
They work to increase the efficiency of the food market
system.

In the mid-1970’s, some of the major policy issues
tried to:

Increase employment.

Increase productivity.

Make the marketing system more efficient.

Make the marketing system more competitive.
Reduce barriers to trade—trade in all products and
not just food. Restrictions hamper all international
commerce, including food.

6. Improve the economic development of food short

nations.

7. Improve the international money system and lend-

ing institutions.

The picture at mid-decade is not bright. The U. S.,
along with other countries, has not made great strides in
improving the “partake-together” market sharing of
food. Per capita consumption of food around the world
has increased little during the past 20 years. Since 1973,
unemployment has grown and is hard to correct.

But this should not stop efforts to improve the market
system. Market trading still controls food consumption
for most of the world’s people. Fortunately, if hungry
people in the world can get enough money to buy more
food, food producing and exporting nations can provide
it.

O B 2 B

The Non-Market System for Sharing Food

Sharing can mean to “give or grant.” Some food has
long been made available for hungry nations that cannot
afford to buy all the food they need. Food, mostly grain,
is sold at lower prices or given free to those who cannot
pay.

Failure of the market system to meet all food needs has
resulted in some non-market sharing. Market and non-

market sharing of food are intertwined. Improvement in
the market system reduces need for non-market sharing.
This is especially true internationally.

Who Needs Food Aid?

People may need food aid for many different reasons.
Some may be victims of their own circumstances, others
may need food because of social or national problems.
Examples are:

1. Acts of God: Events such as earthquakes, droughts,
floods, and other natural disasters can create a need
for outside food aid for thousands, or even millions
of persons.

2. Variations in dependency: In every country there
are many people who simply cannot provide for
themselves. Most obvious of these are the very
young, the elderly, and the handicapped. They must
be supported by society. Throughout history, the
extended family or tribe supported them. Now, with
larger social and economic boundaries, a broader
social unit supports them. Many ask how far the
bond of sympathy and support now reaches. It
could be worldwide!

Others in the population who need food have less ob-
vious situations. These are people who are at least partly
employed but just can’t earn enough money to provide
for themselves. Some are handicapped by their own
limited talents. Some have run into misfortune. To what
extent should a person be left a victim of his own limita-
tions? Should he be deprived of food for himself and his
family?

3. Acts of Man: The hardest aspect of non-market

sharing relates to acts of man. All human beings
are caught in institutional systems over which they

Failure of the market system to meet all food needs has
resulted in some non-market sharing.
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have no control, such as legal processes, social
norms, or industrial unemployment. The circum-
stances may be brief or lasting. But, they can be
controlling.

How Shall We Share Food, or Why?

In large measure, policies for non-market food sharing
are made as national policies. Some of the questions
raised are:

Is there a sense of justice that leads mankind to share
food across international borders? Is it wrong for people
in the Western World to consume many times (perhaps
five times) as much of the world’s resources per person
just to feed themselves? Do national governments have a
choice in their policy postures? Should they act consider-
ately and charitably? Should they act on the basis of
power? Should they act on a basis of helping another
country develop and grow to a self-sufficient nation? Can
they encourage food-short nations to give food produc-
tion a high priority?

The U. S. has been the most generous nation in the
world in sharing its food. But, we have not always done so
for unselfish reasons. At times we have wanted to unload
our surpluses. We have hoped for gratitude and political
allegiance. Gratitude we didn’t get. The score isn’t in yet
on political rewards. But, our nation has not been unfeel-
ing. We have not acted solely on power-centered national
interest. The motives have been mixed—both humani-
tarian and political.

Food As a Policy Tool

The balance between food and population in the world
promises to become critical in years ahead. Some 40
developing nations face the prospect of a deficit of 75-80
million tons of grain by 1985. Developed countries are
expected to increase the quantities they can export in a
like amount. In this situation, arguments tend to drift
away from human sympathy and charity. They tend to
lean toward using food as a power tool.

The prospect is that policy will not be made on the
basis of either extreme. The U. S. is so influential that
it can hardly avoid combining food aid with its political
relationships. But it is not so all-powerful that it can
flaunt its food as a power device.

Evidence shows that our nation is becoming more de-
pendent on others for raw materials. Many of our suppli-
ers are developing countries. So, the terms of sharing
are changed.

Another element in this new equation is the growing
skill of suppliers to control their stock of resources. They,
too, can use their resources as power tools. They will
likely do so in any power contest engaged in by the United
States or other nations.

Policies For Non-Market Sharing
of Food at Home

The U. S. and most advanced countries have accepted
some public responsibility in providing food for their

Eating habits are affected by personal values and preferences.

own disadvantaged people. However, there are still
questions whether these policies result in the “right”
programs and benefit the needy. There are three alter-
natives:

1. No food or income aid.

2. Family assistance plans (transfer payments).

3. Food aid.

No Food or Income Aid

This appears in any listing of alternatives. But, it is
hardly acceptable in a highly developed and socially
conscious nation such as the U. S.

Family Assistance Plans

Present income programs, or transfer payments, in-
clude direct assistance programs such as Aid to Families
of Dependent Children (AFDC), aid to the blind and
disabled, and others. The programs have become large
and increase even more during economic stress. Pro-
grams vary from state to state.

Proposals have been offered for broader and more
standardized income maintainance programs, such as a
Family Assistance Plan (FAP) or negative income tax.

Income programs (direct assistance) enable families to
buy more food. But, they do not ensure that the family
will do so. Partly for this reason, a number of programs
have been food-specific. However, some persons favor
the direct cash approach. They argue that recipients re-
ceive personal satisfaction from a wider range of con-
sumption choices when aid is not food-specific.

Food Aid

Food aid, or supplementary food programs, now
include basic child nutrition programs, food for the
elderly, and the food stamp plan. In mid-1975 a new
pilot Special Supplementay Food Program for Women,
Infants and Children was introduced.




These programs are food-specific. But, they do not
increase food consumption in proportion to their cost.
To an extent, recipients substitute the subsidized food for
their normal spending. In the food stamp plan, for
example, only about 60 perceut of the cost to government
represents more family food buying.

Not all influences on diet are economic. Society creates
social pressure, peer group standards, and stigmas that
affect eating habits. Eating habits are also affected by
personal values and preferences. Some people do not
know about nutrition. Programs of action range from
education to restricting advertisements that discourage
good nutrition. The Expanded Food and Nutrition Edu-
cation program is a special activity of the federal-state
Extension service. It teaches lower income families the
basis of nutrition and food preparation.

There is also the question of level of aid. The question
of “how much will be shared” is a big one. Estimates of
cost under any aid plan are not hard to make. The ques-
tion of “how much is enough” is another matter.

Policies for Non-Market Sharing of Food
With Other Nations

Policies to help relieve the food problem of poor
countries divide along two paths. One is to give technical
and other developmental aid to poor countries. The
object is to teach them how to improve their ability to
obtain food, either by giving food a higher national pri-
ority and producing it themselves or being able to buy it
on the world market. This kind of help is longer term. If it
works, it would help poor countries participate more
fully in the market system for sharing food.

The other path is concessionary food aid, including
grants and donations.

Many poor regions of the world need technical aid.

The Historical Record

For more than 20 years, Public Law 480 has been the
major U. S. vehicle for food aid. In those two decades,
concessionary sales, barter, and grants of food under
P. L. 480 totaled nearly $26 billion.

In 1974, P. L. 480 deliveries were $800 million. Late in
the year, the shipment rate was increased. Deliveries for
the fiscal year 1974-75 were around $1.2 billion.

Even at the increased 1974-75 rate, the U. S. was selling
25 times as many farm products commercially as for P. L.
480 credit. We were selling 70 times as much commer-
cially as we were “giving” in grants and donations.

For many years, the U. S. has engaged in governmental
programs to carry technical knowledge to developing
nations. A number of private foundations pioneering in
the field have sponsored programs to do the same thing.
Technical aid has not been confined to agriculture.

In many cases, the best opportunity is to develop the
industrial capacity of nations. This would increase their
ability to earn exchange for buying food in world trade.
Industrial development was a major goal of U. S. tech-
nical aid for many years.

The Policy Choices

Food and technical aid policies need to be evaluated all
the time. They must be modified in view of changing con-
ditions. Review may result in either continuation of pre-
sen policies or selection of new policy alternatives. The
choices open to the U. S. are:

1. No food aid.

2. No technical aid.

3. Food aid and monetary food fund.

4. Technical aid.

5. Changed consumption patterns.

(1) No food aid: There is little question about whether
to provide emergency aid to victims of earthquakes,
floods, or severe local droughts. Most Americans are
willing to help the mass victims of inhumane acts of man.

These situations are desperate and call for immediate
supplies of food. But the tonnages involved are small
when compared with the amount required to bring the
diets of the world’s undernourished people up to a mini-
mum acceptable level. To deny short-run emergency aid
would be unacceptable to many Americans.

The amount of long run food aid given will depend
much more on the availability of food supplies and cost
of aid. To give no aid could have a bad long run effect on
the U. S. leadership position in the world.

(2) No technical aid: A certain amount of U. S. techni-
cal aid will likely be available in one form or another.
One form is through private investment abroad. This is
accompanied by American equipment and “know how.”

Another form is the technical agricultural assistance
provided by government, universities, and foundations.
In the end, it would appeal to some persons in the farm
sector. They view it as contributing to their competition
for markets abroad. This has a short-run and a long-run
effect. In the short run, some markets for U. S. agricul-
tural products may be reduced. But in the longer run,
increased food production will help general economic




Some people ask if food aid commitments should be sup-
ported by building up reserve stocks of grain.

development. This would likely result in expanded mar-
kets for U. S. food products as a whole.

(3) Food Aid: The amount of food aid required to
bring all undernourished people of the world to a mini-
mum acceptable level of living is very great. It is costly.
And, it may not bring long-run solutions to the problem.
Dependence on food aid may permit a country to under-
invest in its own food production. The country may let
its agricultural production lag even further behind the
growing population. Dependence on food aid tends to
reduce producer incentives to increase food production.
Imported food often lowers the prices local producers
receive for their food products.

Two other questions are involved in granting food aid.

How should food aid be distributed among countries?
Should it be strategic or humanitarian? Recent evidence
suggests that the U. S. Department of State has tended
toward using P. L. 480 as a power arm in foreign affairs.
On the other hand, leaders in the Congress have looked
with favor on meeting more critical human needs. In
1974-75 Congress enacted legislation that said humani-
tarian needs must be given considerable weight in food
aid policy.

Should food aid commitments be supported by build-
ing up reserve stocks of important foods, mainly grains?
If stocks are needed, should the U. S. manage them? Or,
should there be cooperative action by several countries?
Who should finance them? Who should hold them? And,
who should control their acquisition and release?

These are hard questions to answer. The Agriculture
Committee of the National Planning Association recom-
mends that a reserve program be multi-national. But,
the committee advised the U. S. to move ahead on its
own if cooperation is not achieved.

A monetary food fund would be an alternative to grain
storage. This would be a fund which would be accumu-
lated and made available to purchase food in case of an
emergency. All nations of the world would be asked to
support such a fund.

A monetary food fund would enable poor countries to
better compete in world food markets when emergencies
arise. It would not interfere with markets. However, such
a fund would not increase the world food supply or even
out supplies from one year to another. It would not keep
market prices stable. In fact, there would be more price
variation as recipients entered the market to bid for
available supplies. The higher prices would reduce con-
sumption for those not receiving aid from the fund, and
more food would be available to fund recipients.

(4) Technical aid: The U. S. could greatly help ad-
vance agriculture in other nations. However, much of the
new technology is best suited to the 12-15 percent of the
world’s irrigated agricultural land.

There is plenty of technology for irrigated land. But,
technology for regions of limited rainfall falls short.

The U. S. can help expand world food production
through its activities for technical aid. However, many
questions and issues remain. It is necessary to review
these questions in view of changing circumstances. How
much technical assistance should be provided? How
should aid be given? Under what conditions should it be
offered?

To decide how much technical aid should be offered, a
closer look needs to be taken at the pay-off from technical
aid versus direct food aid. Obviously, where it works the
technical pay-off is the greater. This is particularly true
in the long-run.

From the donor’s viewpoint, it may be good to require
programs for investment in agriculture. Also, increased
food production requires incentives to encourage pro-
ducers to take the necessary risks involved to increase
production.

The most common drawback to more food per person
has been related to population control. The P. L. 480
program of a decade ago had stern terms. It required
that effective efforts toward population control be made
before a country could qualify for P. L. 480 food. But, the
terms were not strictly enforced. Most likely, they could
not be enforced world-wide. Attaching strings has merit
but may not be practical.

(5) Change consumption patterns: A change in eating
habits could increase the amount of food available for
food aid. If consumers in developed countries would
change their eating habits, more food could be released
for other uses. Voluntary self-denial of high resource-
using foods will not assure that food not eaten will find
its way into food aid. But, a national program of food aid
could divert food into foreign aid shipment.

Often, talk of changing eating patterns misses two
major points. One is that food is being singled out for
attention. Rich nations also consume more than their
share of the housing, transportation, health facilities, and
most other goods of the world. The other is that the prob-
lem is more a transfer problem than it is one of eating
habits. Are rich countries willing to tax themselves
enough to help people in other nations get more food?
Which rich countries are willing?

These questions lead to the further question of how
other nations can be induced to share responsibilites. At
the November, 1974, World Food Conference in Rome,
the proposal was raised that new international organiza-




tions be formed to assist food and technical aid pro-
grams. It was also hoped that newly-rich petroleum
exporting nations would join in and help finance food
aid.

Population Control

The population issue has not been widely discussed in
this section. This has been done, first, because it is a long-
er term issue. The need for food for hungry people today
is a result of population and other policies of past years,
not of the present.

Second, the population-food balance today may
reflect very uneven food distribution (poor “sharing”).
Stopping population growth would not by itself bring
population and food into balance.

Third, population control is a different “kettle of fish”
from food production and marketing. The U. S. cannot
force other countries to control their population. It can
better influence production and marketing.

This does not decrease the importance of controlling
future population growth. It must be done. It will be
done—either through farseeing courses of action or by
starvation. Population control is necessary. But, it will
not solve the world’s food problem by itself. The other
steps shown here must be taken, in whole or selectively. Population control is important.
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course of action. With more complete information, those involved in policymaking should be able to make decisions that are acceptable to
consumers, producers, business and industrial firms.
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People worry about the food they eat. They worry
because: (1) They buy more processed foods and know
little about them. (2) They read about poor conditions in
food processing plants. (3) They hear about the dangers
of food additives, pesticides, contaminants, and food
poisoning.

We now have ways to find impurities in food which
could not be found a few years ago. So, more publicity
has been given to food safety.

Foodborne Iliness
The greatest food safety problem today is foodborne
illness (food poisoning). Foodborne illness is caused by _
bacteria that contaminate food. The problem bacteria
are:
1. Salmonella — a living bacteria that can cause illness
when eaten.
2. Clostridium perfringens — bacteria that produce
heat resistant spores that can cause illness.
3. Staphylococcus aureus and Clostridium botulinum
— bacteria that produce poisonous toxins.

Foodborne illnesses are unpleasant but seldom fatal.
They are often thought to be a virus or the 24-hour flu.
The exception is Clostridium botulinum, which does not
occur very often, but is a killer. Botulism has been a prob-
lem in improperly home-canned vegetables, meats, and
fish.

Bacteria can be a danger whenever and wherever food
is handled or stored. Improper handling of food in the
home often causes illness. Thus, consumers need to do
their share in preventing foodborne illness.

How to Prevent Foodborne Illness
At home: (1) Keep cold food cold (40°F. (4°C.) or
below) and hot foods hot (140°F. (60°
C.) or above).
(2) Scrub hands and work surfaces each
time after fixing raw meats, poultry, and
seafoods.

QOutside the home: Inspection laws help guard against
foodborne illness caused by improper food handling or
processing. They are made and enforced by the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA), United States Department
of Agriculture (USDA), state, and local agencies.

Continuous inspection required of meat and poultry
falls under the jurisdiction of the USDA. It helps assure
consumers that their meat supply is clean and whole-
some. The USDA is also responsible for the safety of
imported meats. Meat is inspected when it enters the
United States. Only countries with inspection standards
at least equal to those of the United States are allowed
to ship meat into this country. USDA field inspectors
inspect foreign plants at least twice a year.

Continuous inspection of seafood plants is voluntary.
Processing and packing plants, which work under the
National Marine Fisheries Service’s “voluntary inspec-
tion service,” may carry a Federal inspection mark which
says the product is safe.

Food processing and handling firms maintain quality
control and sanitation programs. They try to follow
“Good Manufacturing Practices” (GMP). These are
standards set by the FDA based on surveys of existing
industry production processes.

Food manufacturers/processors work to define food
safety hazards and try to correct and control these haz-
ards. Reputable firms are very concerned with food
safety—their business depends on it.

Improved handling of perishable foods means better
health for consumers.

What About Food Contaminants?

Contaminants may enter foods at any stage of produc-
tion, processing, and distribution. Some non-poisonous
contaminants cannot be completely avoided by good
manufacturing practices. Many are repulsive, such as
rodent hair and insect parts.

FDA has set “Filth Guidelines” to help define just
“how much” or “how many” contaminant particles are
allowed. These do not describe a contamination level that
is average, acceptable or often found in industry. But




they do stand for a level at which action will be taken to
remove products from the interstate market.

Do Foods Contain Toxic Compounds?

It is impossible to avoid all toxic compounds in food
because some occur naturally. For instance, the green
portion of potatoes contains solanine, which tastes bitter
and in large amounts may be harmful. It is caused by ex-
posure to natural or artificial light.

The question is not whether toxic compounds exist.
The question is, can they be controlled to avoid a health
hazard? The answer is yes. Using proven handling prac-
tices from production to consumption reduces the pres-
ence of toxic compounds to a safe level. Further research
and improved handling practices can reduce them even
more.

What About Food Additives?

Additives are both man-made and natural. People
consume about five pounds of these substances each year.
But, this amount has been increasing each year. Additives
perform many functions. Vitamin D is an additive used in
milk to make it more nutritious. Additives such as salt,
spices, and flavorings are used for flavor. Some additives
prevent spoilage. For example, sodium or calcium pro-
pionate slows down mold growth in breads. Stabilizers,
such as vegetable gums and pectin, give a smooth texture
to many foods. Color is added to many foods to make
them look more tasty. Examples of these are cheese, mar-
garine, maraschino cherries, and soft drinks.

Are additives safe? Who is responsible for their safety?
Since 1958, all proposed additives must go through strict
testing to provide evidence of safety. Shortly after the
1958 food additive amendment, the FDA published a list
of additives which scientists considered safe for their
intended use. This classification of products “generally
recognized as safe” (GRAS) is now being reviewed by
experts. This is needed because testing methods are im-
proved. Also, larger amounts of additives are being used
in some new products.

Should We Use Pesticides?

Studies show that certain pesticides are needed to
produce food economically. Without them, the price of
food would be many times higher. If pesticides are used,
some residue may be on the food when it is eaten. At one
time this might not have been found. But, we can now
measure minute amounts.

The FDA has set limits on how much pesticide (with
careful regard for human safety) can be on food. Market
basket samples of food are tested for pesticide residue
every two months by the FDA. Records kept over a five
year period show that the amount of pesticide in food we
eat is well below that regarded as safe by the Food and
Agricultural Organization of the United Nations/ World
Health Organization (FAO/WHO).

By October, 1977, pesticide applicators must be
trained and certified to apply restricted pesticides. All
pesticides are registered with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. To be registered, the pesticide must work
for its intended purpose. It must be safe for people and

Studies show that certain pesticides are needed to produce
food economically.

animals when used as directed. However, consumers
should always wash fresh fruit and vegetables before
eating them.

How Can We Make Our Food Safer?

Our food can be made safer to eat by:

* Clean handling.

* Storing food under safe temperatures in the home.

* More help for food handlers so they can meet
desired standards; information on how to prevent or
deal with problems.

* More inspection, laboratories, and educational pro-
grams on food safety at federal, state, and local
levels.

* Funding for food safety legislation. Often laws are
passed without money to make them work.

* Better industry methods for safe and clean handling,
processing, and storage of food.

* Research on what and how much of different sub-
stances is safe in human food.

* Research on methods to make and keep food safe.

The questions are:

Should we ban additives when there is any danger
that they might cause cancer, even though we are not
sure (the Delaney Clause!)? For example, nitrites are
used in curing meats for color and flavor. If they are
banned, meats will be less tasty. There will also be
more danger of botulism. Is the threat of cancer
really that great?

Can we afford to ban pesticides? There would be less
food and food would cost more if we did.

Should we ban all contaminated food? Not only
would this raise the price of food, but is obviously
impossible because foods are natural products.

1'The Delaney Clause is a part of the Food Additive Amendment of
1958 which says, in effect, no material may be added to a food if it has
been shown to cause cancer in man or animal.




How should available money be divided? Should
more money go into research? Or into enforcement
of regulations to keep food safe? Or into education
of industry and consumers so food will be safer? In
placing funds, government and industry must weigh
how much good it will do against the costs.

Do we need more laws and regulations to keep food
safe? Or, should we work harder making those we
now have work better?

The problem is finding the right answer.

Nutritious Food

Are We Well-Nourished As a Nation?

Compared to other nations, we are well-nourished.
But, individuals without money to buy enough
food, or those who have money to buy enough but make
poor choices, often have low intakes of one or more
nutrients. Most often these nutrients are iron, calcium,
and Vitamin A. Nutrition is especially important to in-
fants and young children, adolescents, pregnant women,
and the elderly. These groups are the most likely to be
poorly nourished.

Are Americans’ Food Habits Improving?

U. S. Department of Agriculture studies in 1955 and
1965 showed that food habits have not improved. People
ate more meat and poultry, soft drinks, prepared des-
serts, and alcoholic beverages. They ate fewer green and
yellow vegetables and fruits, dairy products, and grains.
With food prices still going up, what will our food habits
be in the next ten years?

How Do We Find Out About the Nutrients in Foods
We Buy?

Nutrition labeling can aid food shoppers in the U.S.A.
It is now required by the Food and Drug Adminstration
on foods which make a nutritional claim, or to which
nutrients have been added. Nutrition information is also
voluntarily provided by food manufacturers on the labels
of many other foods. Nutrition labeling identifies what
nutrients are in the food.

The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) checks on
honesty in food advertising. The FTC has proposed new
standards for nutritional claims in food advertising,
which are being considered.

Are Our Foods Less Nutritious Today Than in the Past?

Today’s food may be better for you than in the past.
Methods of processing foods have improved. So, fewer
nutrients are lost.

The nutrients food manufacturers add to processed
foods also affect their nutritional value. Enrichment and
fortification add nutrients to foods. Regulations in many
states require that some foods be enriched or fortified.
For example, white bread may be enriched with iron and
B vitamins.

Food manufacturers have designed many fabricated
products. Fabricated foods are foods from ingredients
put together to imitate other foods. Although the major
nutrients may be added, trace mainerals may be missing.

Today’s foods are better for you than in the past.

What Are We Doing to Improve Nutrition?

Food availability, social change, economic resources,
methods of distribution, and nutrition education affect
how well people are nourished.

Economic progress is needed so more people can
earn a living. Some people do not have enough money to
buy the food they need, even in the United States. The
Food Stamp Program was developed to serve their needs.
Those eligible may buy food stamps to purchase food for
their families. They pay for the stamps with the money
they can afford from their limited incomes.

There are also programs for children from eligible fam-
ilies. The reduced-price and free school lunch, school
breakfast, and “special milk” programs help provide the
food they need. The women’s, infants’, and children’s
supplemental feeding program is for mothers and young
children with special food needs. This is the Special
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and
Children up to four years of age. For those over 60, there
is the Nutrition Program for the Elderly. Meals are
served to those who come to a “congregate” dining area.
The place where they “congregate” is often within
walking distance in urban areas or transportation is
provided. This same program takes hot meals to the
homes of elderly shut-ins.

Many people do not eat what they should to stay
healthy. Even those who can afford to often do not.
Nutrition education is needed. This can be through
Extension education programs or through the schools. It
could be through television, newspapers, advertisements,
or whatever ways will help people learn.

Research is needed on new foods that will provide
nutrients at a lower cost. Research and development cost
money. But, often they pay off by giving us more and
better food at lower costs.

Do We Have a Nutrition Policy?
One is being developed. The five goals of a National
Nutrition Policy being considered by the Senate are to:
(1) Make sure there is enough good food at reasonable
costs
(2) Maintain food resources to meet national and
international responsibilities
(3) Give all people a sound understanding of nutrition




(4) Maintain safety and quality standards

(5) Support research and solve important problems

The goal is to have enough good food for all to be well-
nourished.

Food Quality

What Is Food Quality?

Our definition of quality depends on what we expect.
This is determined by such things as personal tastes, cul-
ture, income, education, age, and mobility. The way food
looks, its flavor, color, and texture are some things which
make people enjoy food.

Quality probably influences consumer buying more
than anything. Family food buyers may not consider
nutritive value and food safety. However, they always
think of the foods their families like and dislike.

It is hard to predict what quality of food people want.
Tastes vary with background. For example, the person
who has always eaten margarine may prefer its flavor to
that of butter. Someone raised on butter may not care for
margarine.

Food manufacturers spend millions of dollars trying to
find out what consumers like. They want to make
products that will sell. Every year many products fail to
meet the test of consumer acceptance.

What is the Value of Food Grading?

There are voluntary grading programs for many foods
we eat. Most grades were developed for marketing infor-
mation. As a result, they may not be as useful to the con-
sumer. If used, grade standards help consumers buy
foods that are a consistent quality.

Are There Any International Food Standards?

Much time is being given to developing international
food standards. These standards are to protect
consumers against health risks and fraud. They also assist
international trade. Nearly a hundred countries belongto
the Codex Alimentarius Commission. One of the basic
goals of the commission is to bring together all food
standards into one code. The commission is working on
the composition, labeling, additive, contaminant,
pesticide residue, sanitation, and analytical aspects of
food. The problem in their work lies with the attitudes of
the many nations. The wealthy nations want to minimize
risk. The poor nations will accept higher risk to keep
people from going hungry.

Will Open Dating Help?

Open dating is a date which everyone can understand.
Is is placed on perishable products to help maintain
better quality food. Dating promotes better handling and
rotation in food stores. But, it is not a guarantee. Mis-
handling at any level, including the home, can lower
quality.

What Can You Do As a Consumer to Insure Quality?

* Learn about grades placed on food.

* Learn about nutrients.

* Read the labels.

* Read the dates on dated foods as a guide to freshness.

* Shop when you have the time to compare foods.

* Inform the manufacturer, public officials, or the
Food and Drug Administration if the label on a food
product is wrong. Inform them if the quality of the
product is poor.

* Inform the store manager or a public official if food
is not being properly handled. Tell them if you get
“short weight” (below the weight stated on the label).

* Maintain home refrigerators at 40°F. (4°C.) and
freezers at 0°F. (—18°C.).

What System Do We Want?

A big question facing all of us is “what kind of a food
system do we want?” Will an unregulated economy that
depends on capitalism’s profit motives serve our needs?
Would a government controlled system be better? What
balance between controls imposed by industry, govern-
ment, and consumers is best?

We must remember there are no “free lunches.” Most
programs result in increased costs. These must be paid
for in the end by the consumer. Those who pay must
decide. The costs should be compared to the benefits.
Likewise, risks and benefits must be considered. The
wealthy are willing to spend more for safe food. But, is
everyone willing to pay?

Some questions that must be resolved are:

1. Food Safety. How “safe” must foods be to be
“reasonably” safe? Who should decide this, and
how? What will new programs cost? Is banning a
suspected additive, pesticide, herbicide, or other
production aid better than setting reasonable toler-
ance levels?

2. Food Quality. Should quality standards based on
consumer desires be developed? Would they be
used? Would the supply of foods be altered? Would
the costs be worth it?

3. Nutrition. Should you have the right to be mal-
nourished? Should good nutritional habits be de-
veloped through education? Or, should strict con-
trols on market products and food aid programs
force good nutrition?

4. Consumer-Industry-Government. s self-regulation
adequate? Or, must government perform this task?
Should government activities be focused on preven-
tion? Or should government focus on punishment?

Many questions could and should be added to this list.
Consumers must accept responsibility for the foods they
buy, prepare, and eat. Difficult choices must be made.
But, in a democracy, the choices are ours.

This is the fourth in a series of six leaflets dealing with YOUR FOOD. The leaflets are part of an educational program guided by a multidisciplinary
National Steering Committee. Assisting in the project were the National Public Policy Education Committee, Extension Service, and United States
Department of Agriculture cooperating with the state extension services and the Farm Foundation. The other leaflets in this series on YOUR FOOD
are (1) Will There Be Enough?, (2) Who Will Get It?, (3) How Will It Be Shared?, (5) Who Will Control It?, and (6) Food and Politics. The purpose of
the leaflets is to deal with the food situation, food issues, and some alternatives. They do not advocate or predict a particular method or course of
action. With more complete information, those involved in policymaking should be able to make decisions that are acceptable to consumers,
producers, business and industrial firms.
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Early food chains, such as the Kroger Company and
A & P, were able to lower the costs of food. They
achieved this through low merchandising costs.

Private label products allowed chains to reduce their
prices. When customers buy national brand products,
they pay for the name and the advertising that goes with
it. Private label prices are about 13 percent less than com-
parable national brand products.

In the past 20 years, nonprice competition between
supermarkets has been used to attract customers.
Examples include trading stamps, games, decor, choice
site locations, adding new product lines, advertising, and
longer store hours. These have tended to increase the
costs of running the store. New innovations, such as the
Universal Product Code, electronic checkout counters,
and computerized inventory management would slow the
rate of increase of retail costs if they are widely adopted.

A few firms generally have a large share of the super-
market business in local areas, but not nationally. The
four largest firms—Safeway, A & P, Kroger, and Acme
—have only about 20 percent of the food store business
nationally. At the local market level, though, competi-
tion is keen. It’s common to see the four largest food
stores in a given area do about 50 percent of the business.
In isolated areas, one or two stores may have most of the
business.

Issues in the Wholesale-Retail Food Store Sector

Shelf space and items offered for sale: About 100,000
food items can be bought by food retailers. The average
supermarket stocks 9,000 items. Therefore, control of
shelf space gives store owners considerable power. Legis-
lation has been enacted to prevent discriminatory pricing
by suppliers to buyers. Price differences must be justified
by cost differences. Product variety still rests with the
retailer, although he needs to stock those products that
consumers demand.

Nonprice competition: Nonprice competition and
promotions have increased the cost of food. They also
have reduced the amount of price competition. As costs
push food prices up too far, some retailers may try to
capture part of the market by reducing and discounting
prices. This is usually a characteristic of a mature
industry.

Pricing and price signals: Consumers lack the infor-
mation needed to make the best choices among food
stores and food products. Food store owners use prices
as a merchandising tool. Large price movements of some
products may not be related to supply and demand condi-
tions. This distorts the production signals to manufac-
turers and farmers. Then, supplies may not be enough at
some levels in the system. This raises questions about:
1) Should prices be kept low on some products to get
shoppers to buy at that store? Should the prices of other
products be increased to offset price “specials”? 2) Should
products be sold below cost?

Concentration: Market concentration is of concern
from two standpoints: 1) In some local markets, a few or
perhaps only one firm controls a large part of the food
retail business. When this happens, there is not enough
competition. 2) Chain and large wholesale buyers have
considerable power in dealing with suppliers.

The supermarket combines self-service and cash-and-carry
merchandising.

Modern supermarket system doesn’t serve all markets:
Supermarkets were designed for the mass market. Little
time has been given to designing low-cost systems to serve
low-income urban, as well as small town markets. Retail-
ers can make more money in areas where there are many
middle-income people. Stores in these areas have large
dollar sales per store and lower operating costs per unit
sold.

Alternatives and Policies in the Wholesale-Retail
Grocery Store Sector

Public policy has tried to maintain competition within
the industry. Many public policies have aimed to protect
the rights and welfare of consumers. Many believe these
policies have not been effective in dealing with the
above issues. Some alternatives have been proposed:

* Programs to help consumers judge the products,
prices, and services of grocers.

* Tax incentives or risk sharing to encourage retailers
to locate stores in low income urban and rural areas.

* Encouragement for entry into local markets by
aggressive outside companies.

* Stronger policing of retailer-supplier relations
through mandatory trade reports.

Eating Away-From-Home

Today, nearly one meal in four is eaten away-from—
home. Americans spent about 30 percent of their food
dollars for away-from-home meals in 1974. About two-
thirds of these meals were eaten in public eating places
such as restaurants, cafeterias, and snack bars. One-third
were eaten in institutions such as hospitals, schools, in-
plant cafeterias, colleges, nursing homes, and military
posts. '

There are about 500,000 eating places in the foodserv-
ice industry. Less growth has occurred in the size of
establishment than in any part of the food system. This is
because the cost of a meal is not greatly affected by the
restaurant size.




During the last 15 years, mass merchandisers have
entered the industry. They have applied modern distri-
bution and merchandising methods to establish fast-food
chains. Examples include McDonald’s and Ponderosa.
Recent growth in the away from home market has been
concentrated in these fast-food operations.

Fast-food chains grew rapidly through franchised
operations. They secured strong market positions. Many
franchisers, when they acquired enough money, started
“buy-back” programs from franchisees. Some opened
new company-operated stores. More profits can be made
from well managed fast-food stores in good locations
than from franchise royalties.

There are more than 2,500 chains with 40,000 units in
the restaurant business. The fast-food franchise group
had about 11 percent of the restaurant sales in 1964. But,
this had increased to 40 percent in 1974.

Food manufacturing firms have entered the foodserv-
ice industry. Forty-one processing agribusiness firms
controlled 12 percent of the foodservice market in 1973.
Examples include General Foods (Burger Chef), General
Mills (Red Lobster), United Brands (A & W), and
Heublein (Kentucky Fried Chicken).

Price competition and service were key factors in the
growth of foodservice chains. Management training pro-
grams, efficient wholesale distribution systems, im-
proved store layouts, menu specialization, sanitation
programs, efficient wholesale distribution programs,
consistent quality, and strong advertising programs all
helped franchise chains succeed.

Entry into the public eating business has been easy.
The industry has performed well in terms of product
quality, service, and price competition. Customers have
benefited through reduced prices.

However, entry into the institutional foodservice sec-
tor has become harder. Past performance in the food-
service business is of great importance in awarding con-
tracts. It is hard for small firms to secure new contracts.
Contract bids from new firms may not even be consid-
ered. In recent years, the institutional market has been a
rapidly growing segment of the food system.

Issues in the Away-From-Home-Eating Sector
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