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Journal of Peace Research No. 4, Vol. XIII11976 

Scarce Goods as Political Weapons: The Case of Food* 
PETER WALLENSTEEN 
Department of Peace and Conflict Research, 
Uppsala University 

1. fte Power of Economic Commodities 
'Food is a weapon' the American Secretary 
of Agriculture, Earl Butz stated in 1974.1 
Directly stimulated by OPEC's use of oil as 
a political weapon, an American discussion 
emerged on the possibility to use food as a 
tool against other states and to further the 
goals of the United States. OPEC's action in- 
dicates a new era in international relations. 
For years, the utility of 'traditional' political 
weapons has been questioned. Military tech- 
nology has developed to such levels of so- 
phistication and destruction that its utility 
becomes increasingly limited. Countries with 
little access to military means have reviewed 
their assets in order to find alternative levers 
to use for the accomplishment of their ambi- 
tions. Both highly military equipped nations 
and nations with little military might sud- 
denly find themselves interested in alterna- 
tive weapons of the same type, namely eco- 
nomic goods. 

The discussion on 'food power' conse- 
quently is not an exception but rather a 
symptom of a general global situation. For 
the Third World, the resort to producer car- 
tels or alliances has emerged as an impor- 
tant way of changing the flow of resources 

* An earlier version of this article was pre- 
sented to the seminar 'Political Economy of Food', 
held at Tampere, Finland, in April 1976. The 
author is grateful for suggestions arising from 
the discussions. This article is also a slightly 
modified version of English Report 15 from the 
Department of Peace and Conflict Research at 
Uppsala University, Sweden. 

and contributing to the fight against un- 
derdevelopment and dependence. For the 
United States, on the other hand, an interest 
in stemming the tide of revolutionary spirit 
has led to an inventory of 'effective' means 
available to the government. 

This article concentrates on the historical 
use of food power by the United States. The 
aim is to investigate under which conditions 
such a utilization of food tends to become 
probable and to raise some propositions on 
possible counter-measures. The discussion 
must be initiated, however, with a theoreti- 
cal answer to the question: under which 
general circumstances can a given econom- 
ic commodity be turned into a political 
weapon? 

The aim of a military weapon is to kill. 
This is done by cutting a throat or blowing 
a person to bits. The economic weapon can- 
not achieve such direct killing. Econom- 
ic commodities are, however, necessary to 
maintain life and give life a material form. 
Thus, by denying access to food, life can be 
threatened. If 'effectively' applied, economic 
commodities can be as disastrous to human 
life as military weapons. Of course, food has 
a particular role in this connection. Other 
economic goods, such as minerals, labour, 
capital, or technology can achieve a killing 
effect only through their propensity to re- 
duce the level of production, contribute to 
economic chaos, make difficult the produc- 
tion of food, or prevent the import of food. 

However, the object of a military weapon 
is not only to kill; it can also be used to pro- 
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278 Peter Wallensteen 

tect one person against another, thus alle- 
viating a potential threat and making life 
continue without changes or interruptions. 
It goes without saying that this is also the 
major function of the economy. 

Thus, economic commodities, just as mili- 
tary weapons, can be used to punish enemies 
and reward friends. They are comparable as 
means of power. One could even proceed to 
ask which means is the most 'effective' one. 
It is not necessarily so that military power 
is more 'effective' than economic might. 

However, a struggle where economic goods 
are the tools takes a different form from a 

fight with military means. The siege of a 

city is far less dramatic than an attack on 
it: the economic means work through their 

long-term and indirect effects (relative to 
the military means). The application of mili- 

tary resources in fighting has been studied 
throughout history. The use of economic 
capabilities in power contexts is less elabo- 
rate. In both cases we are concerned with 
power but the nature of the weapon is so dif- 
ferent that separate theories are needed. In 
general the structural conditions for apply- 
ing economic commodities as means of in- 
fluence appear to be created by the follow- 
ing four factors: 

Scarcity is the primary condition. If de- 
mand is high and supply limited the value of 
a given commodity increases in price. The 
price tends to reflect the potential utility of 
the goods as a weapon, as it indicates the 
importance attached to it. If the consumer is 
prepared to pay a high price in monetary 
terms, he might also be prepared to pay a 
high price in political concessions. Scarcity 
is a necessary, but not a sufficient condi- 
tion for turning a given economic good into 
a political weapon. 

Supply concentration is a further neces- 
sary requirement. Supply should be in the 
hands of a few producers and/or sellers. 
This makes possible a cartel or might in an 
extreme case mean a monopoly of supply.2 
If the supply, on the other hand, is distri- 
buted amongst a number of producers/sel- 
lers, competition will result and the consu- 

mer may be able to purchase the commodity 
without ties. Supply concentration, further- 
more, should not be of short duration, as the 
consumer might then overcome his scarcity 
through internal adjustments or prepare to 
avoid it by storing. On the other hand, sup- 
ply concentration can hardly be maintained 
over too long a period of time, unless it con- 
cerns raw materials not found elsewhere in 
the world. High price induces technological 
development as well as increased production 
of the commodity, easily resulting in the 
break-up of the cartel/monopoly.3 Also, it 
should be made clear that a production 
monopoly is not the necessary pre-condi- 
tion.4 Rather, it is the surplus of the good 
that matters, as it is the marginal quantities 
brought to the 'market' (in one meaning or 
the other) that are demanded. 

Demand dispersion favours the utility of 
a given economic good as a weapon, assum- 
ing scarcity and supply concentration. In the 
case where many buyers compete, the mo- 
nopolistic seller can play the consumers 
against each other as well as increase prices 
or make deals conditional. However, the 
situation of only one buyer is strongly dif- 
ferent. The seller has an interest in selling, 
to alleviate his own economy of the burden 
created by a surplus. The buyer, being the 
only or the major consumer can exert pres- 
sure by threatening not to buy, particularly 
if unacceptable or unrelated conditions are 
tied to a deal. In the internal economic life 
of many nations, the achievement of strength 
has been the major argument for organizing 
consumer associations. Such consumer cartels 
can exert pressure on price level as well as 
eliminate unreasonable conditions.5 

These three conditions are still not suffi- 
cient to explain the power vested in certain 
economic goods. If a given country, A, is the 
sole producer (i.e. supply concentration) of 
an attractive commodity (i.e. scarcity) and a 
great number of other countries are inter- 
ested in the product (i.e. demand dispersion) 
the result might well be the subjugation of 
country A under one of the consumers. Scar- 
city, in other words, might induce competi- 
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tion among the consumers. The power vested 
in the attractive commodity might turn the 
producer into an underdog, rather than a 
topdog. The 19th century 'scramble for 
Africa' is an obvious example of this.6 Thus, 
a fourth variable must be added to give the 
producer/seller a possibility to utilize his re- 
sources as instruments of power. This vari- 
able could be termed action independence. 

Action independence: the seller/producer 
must himself control his assets to be able to 
use it instrumentally. In a sense we could 
say that the seller/producer must be an ac- 
tor, i.e. have a capability to take action as 
defined by himself.7 This means that the ac- 
tor either must control the production pro- 
cess himself (e.g. through governmental con- 
trol over the companies carrying out the 

production) or he must have access to means 
on other dimensions to ensure that he can 
maintain or extend control over his assets. 
The actual composition of action indepen- 
dence can be indicated through examples. 
For instance, if a seller/producer for his pro- 
duction of a given commodity is dependent 
on imports, his action independence is rela- 
tively low, compared to the situation of bas- 
ing the production on internal resources. 
Thus, the opportunity to utilize an economic 
asset as a weapon decreases with increasing 
import reliance. Also, the economic com- 
modity can be of great importance for bal- 
ance of payments, or for government reve- 
nues, thus again restricting the possibility of 
applying it as a weapon. A third example is 
dependence on foreign specialists to carry 
out production, which increases vulnerabili- 
ty and restricts opportunities to use the com- 
modity as a weapon. In sum, the variable of 
action dependence focuses on the constraints 
imposed by various types of internal or in- 
ternational dependencies which prevent a 
country from becoming an actor. 

The four conditions listed have to be 
present simultaneously to give the structural 
possibility of turning an economic asset into 
a political instrument. This does not mean 
that the asset will be used whenever the 
structural possibility is present. Rather such 

a decision is taken under a great number of 
further conditions, for instance, the nature 
of a given conflict, goals, alternative means, 
and judgement of utility. Furthermore, this 
does not mean that an application of eco- 
nomic power will be successful, given the 
four conditions. That is a completely dif- 
ferent question. 

Here little mention has been made of the 
quality of the commodities used as political 
weapons. Could any product become a tool 
if the four conditions are present? The an- 
swer appears to be in the affirmative. There 
are, however, some significant reason for 
concentrating on food in the present con- 
text. The political use of this commodity un- 
doubtedly has potentially the most direct 
and inhumane effects, and thus is a weapon 
strongly parallel to military instruments. 

The utility of the four conditions could be 
demonstrated in two different contexts. First, 
we could imagine a country to be the main 
exporter of a scarce commodity, which is the 
case of the United States in international 
grain trade. Given supply concentration (i.e. 
one exporter has a near-monopoly of sup- 
ply) and demand dispersion (i.e. several im- 
porters compete for the same supply) an ex- 
porter which also exports other commodities 
(i.e. has high action independence) has the 
possibility to use the scarce product as a 
political weapon. This is the situation that 
will be analysed in more detail in the fol- 
lowing. 

Second, we could also think of an alter- 
native use of food power, namely by an im- 
porter refusing to continue import unless po- 
litical concessions are made. The classical 
example is the American reduction of the 
Cuban sugar quota in 1960. Can the vocab- 
ulary presented above shed light also on this 
situation? The Cuban situation could be de- 
scribed in the following terms: Given de- 
mand concentration (i.e. one importer being 
the dominant buyer in the market) and sup- 
ply dispersion (i.e. several exporters compet- 
ing to sell the same type of product) an im- 
porter can try to use this exchange politi- 
cally, particularly if the exporter has little 
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else to export (i.e. has low action inde- 

pendence). 
The two examples tell us that, given scar- 

city and action independence, the imbalance 
of concentration vs. dispersion is decisive 
in creating the structural possibility for us- 
ing an economic commodity as a political 
instrument. Whether a given country is ex- 

porter or importer makes little difference. 
Whether it is alone on its 'side' while the 
'other side' includes numerous and divided 
actors determines the equation. 

For what purposes are economic weapons 
employed? A frequent use concerns the 
'normal' seller/buyer bargaining on the con- 
ditions of a business contract: price, tran- 

sportation, timetable for consignment and 

payment, etc. This is a process which we are 
not interested in discussing as a 'political' 
objective, although it has been used as ex- 
ample of the successful application of 'food 
power'.8 

The second, and more interesting catego- 
ry concerns economic objectives other than 
those relating to the transaction of given 
goods, i.e. to the general economic policy of 
the buyer (as we in the following depart 
from the assumption of a strong seller and 
a weak buyer). Such conditions might con- 
cern limited problems, e.g. balance of pay- 
ments, or general problems, such as infla- 
tion, taxation, land holding. The point dis- 
tinguishing this category from the first is 
the fact that there is no immediate link be- 
tween the conditions laid down and the 
transfer of the product. The conditions, 
however, refer to the economic realm of life. 

The third category concerns the buyer's 
foreign and defense policies. Perhaps this is 
what is often la'belled 'political' use of eco- 
nomic instruments. For some reasons, this 
application appears to many as more con- 
troversial and more intervening than the 
second type. For many there is a 'moral 
threshold' between economy and politics, 
making the use of economic means for polit- 
ical gains questionable. Consequently, if this 
idea of separation is maintained, political 
means should not be used for economic gains. 

This distinction is theoretically feasible but 
has little correspondence in reality. Largely 
it reflects 19th century Liberal economic 
theory. Examples of the use of economic 
means for political aims are economic boy- 
cotts against some countries as well as the 
buying of votes in the United Nations. Eco- 
nomic instruments are used to 'intensify' 
normal exchanges between governments. 

The fourth category, finally, contains uses 
which are directed towards the basic assump- 
tion of the third category: the governments 
no longer accept each other as legitimate. 
Thus, the fourth type refers to the subver- 
sion of a given government. The economic 
means are no longer seen as means of in- 
fluencing an opposite government but rather 
to stimulate opposition and achieving the 
overthrow or capitulation of the govern- 
ment. In these arguments boycott logic finds 
its roots. To this is furthermore added 
strong influences of expressive thinking: 
you-should-not-help-your-enemy morals are 
simple but often convincing arguments for 
boycott action. 

This typology organizes the objectives 
from the restricted, intra-economic uses to 
the unlimited, societal applications. It builds 
on a continuum stretching from what is 
'normally agreed' to what is 'normally for- 
bidden' in international conduct, from the 
'moral' to the 'immoral'. It neither suggests 
which objective is the most frequent one nor 
which ambition is most easily achieved 
through economic means. It suggests, how- 
ever, that the use most publicized is the one 
most 'immoral' or 'forbidden', while the 
others remain in the shadow. Consequently, 
the three former are harder to investigate. 
In this article, the focus is on the third and 
fourth categories. 

2. American Grain Power 
2.1. Scarcity 
Since 1972 prices on agricultural products 
have entered a new phase. During the 1960's 
the market prices were relatively low, but 
with the inception of the 1970's prices 
climbed abruptly. The price level indicates 
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the relative scarcity of the products. The 
high price has direct effect on poor countries 
and poor sections of their populations. 1973 
witnessed famine and starvation in a great 
number of countries, particularly in the 
Sahel area and Ethiopia. The following year 
starvation was widespread in Bangladesh. 

A number of factors contribute to the rise 
of prices. Demand increased on the world 
market in 1972, particularly with the large 
Soviet purchases of grain in the West. These 
purchases in turn originated in the relatively 
bad Soviet harvest and from a Soviet desire 
to maintain and increase meat consumption. 
Later on supply decreased on the world mar- 
ket, partly due to an American desire to de- 
crease the great volumes of grains stored. 
In this way the costs of storing were avoided, 
simultaneously contributing to an increase 
in prices and incomes for American farmers 
and companies.9 

The present scarcity has two basic roots: 
the growth of affluence in some countries 
and the growth of population in others. The 
immediate crisis in 1972 was created by af- 
fluent countries, not by demands exerted by 
the poor countries. As a matter of fact, the 
world market is governed by monetary pur- 
chase power: it is only buyers that possess 
significant monetary sources that count. For 
mrany of the poor nations, and in particular 
for many of the poor in the poor nations, 

there is hardly any possibility to turn to the 
world market for food. 

The growth of global food production 
emerges from Table I, which also relates 
food production to population changes. 

During the 1960's and early 1970's world 
food production increased strongly both in 
total number and in relation to population. 
Table I shows that the growth pattern is 
found in all sub-categories, particularly with 
the centrally planned industrial societies. 
Both in total and relative terms food pro- 
duction has increased most markedly in 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. Com- 
paring developing countries and industrial 
countries it is obvious that in the former, 
food production barely keeps pace with pop- 
ulation growth, while in the latter food pro- 
duction is increasing strikingly. As a major 
share of what is produced is also consumed 
within the producing country it could be 
concluded that a disproportionately large 
section of global agricultural growth goes to 
already wealthy countries. 

2.2. Supply Concentration and Demand Dis- 
persion 
The world market is the chief mechanism 
through which available surpluses are dis- 
tributed over the world. Thus, by taking a 
broad look at international trade, a picture 
emerges of who are supplying food and who 

Table I. Food Production and Population Growth, 1962-1972, 1974. 

Annual increase in Percent Food Production 1974 
1962-1972 Index 1961-1976 = 100 

r? i ^ Food Production m Population Food Production Total Per Capita 

The World 1.9 2.7 0.8 133 107 
Industrial countries 
Market economies 1.0 2.4 1.4 126 113 
Centrally planned 
economies 1.0 3.5 2.5 150 136 
Developing countries 
Market economies 2.5 2.7 0.2 132 99 
Centrally planned 
economies 1.9 2.6 0.7 130 107 

Source: UN Statistics and Jordbruksutredningens expertgrupp, Svenskt jordbruk i internationellt 
perspektiv, Ds Jo 1975: 12, s 24. 
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Table II. The Changing Pattern of World Grain Trade, 1934-1976. Grain export (+), grain import 
(-), quantities in million metric tons. 

Region 1934-38 1948-52 1960 1970 1976 

North America +5 +23 +39 +56 +94 
Latin America +9 +1 0 +4 -3 
Western Europe -24 -22 -25 -30 -17 
Eastern Europe 
and U.S.S.R. +5 0 +1 -25 
Africa +1 0 2 -5 -10 
Asia +2 -6 -17 -37 47 
Australia and 
New Zealand +3 +3 +6 +12 +8 

Source: Brown, L., The World Food Prospect, Science, Dec. 12, 1975, p. 1055. 1976 is estimated. 

are demanding it. Table II gives some recent 
statistics. 

Table II shows the situation for one of the 
most important categories of food, grain. In 
the middle of the 1970's the supply concen- 
tration of grain trade appears to have 
reached an all-time high. In fact only two 
areas are net exporters while all other con- 
tinents are net importers. However, among 
the latter there are individual countries 
which are net exponters, though largely sup- 
plying intra-continental markets, for in- 
stance, France and Sweden. Due to over-all 
scarcity as well as supply concentration, 
smaller net exporters gain an increasing im- 
portance. However, in the global picture 
only four net exporters are really of signifi- 
cance: the United States, Canada, Australia, 
and New Zealand. These four countries to- 
gether supply regularly almost the whole 
output on the world market. This means that 
the remainder of the world, in total around 
150 countries, has to turn to any of these 
four to satisfy demand in situations of inter- 
nal shortage. 

The most important net exporter of grain 
is the United States. Although its production, 
for instance, of wheat is smaller than the 
Soviet Union, it is the United States who 
has a surplus to offer the market. Thus, there 
is considerable difference in importance to 
global production and importance to the 
world market. The significance of the United 

Table III. The Significance of the United States 
to Global Food Supply, 1973. 

The United States Share of 
World Production World Trade 

Wheat 12.7 43.9 
Corn (maize) 45.8 75.8 
Soya beans 73.8 85.2 
Rice 1.4 27.7 

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 
1974, p. 616. 

States for a selected number of agricultural 
products can be seen in Table III below. 

The United States has fertile lands, ad- 
vanced agricultural technology, and an ef- 
fective farm policy for maximum output. 
Together these factors give the country an 
extreme importance for world food supply. 
Assuming that there were no borders or that 
the international system was contributing to 
equal distribution of commodities and bene- 
fits, the American Midwest would be the 
world's bread basket, and there would be 
little reason to worry. However, with the 
existence of borders and with the possibility 
to control the international system so that 
benefits are geared only to some, supply 
concentration turns into a problem as well 
as a means of influence. The final question 
which needs to be answered, then, is whether 
the United States can utilize its favoured 
situation for purposes largely benefiting 
only the United States? 
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2.3 Action Independence 
The United States is a global topdog. In a 
great number of dimensions, apart from the 
agricultural one, we find the United States 
among the most significant nations. Thus, 
we can say that the basis for independent 
action exists: the United States itself formu- 
lates its goals and has the capacity to pursue 
them. Furthermore, international trade is of 
low importance to the United States. This is 
not, however, sufficient evidence to con- 
clude that the country can use its central po- 
sition in food production as an instrument 
of power. The analysis has to be supple- 
mented with an investigation into the role 
played by agricultural export in the Ameri- 
can economy, as well as an analysis of 
American dependence on agricultural im- 
ports. 

First, agricultural exports have consistent- 
ly been higher than agricultural imports. 
Since 1958 the balance of agricultural ex- 
ports and imports has been negative only 
once (1959). This means that agriculture is 
a foreign currency earner for the United 
States. Perhaps this was most dramatically 
illustrated in 1974. The balance of American 
foreign trade was as a whole negative (-3.1 
billion US dollars). Looking at the balances 
of minerals and fuels both were strongly 
negative (together -25.6 billion US dollars). 
The most important positive balances were 
manufactured products (+7.3 billion US dol- 
lars) and agriculture (+11.6 billion US dol- 
lars). In 1974, the agriculture export surplus 
was the most important contributer to the 
American balance of payments, even doing 

Table IV. The Share of Agricultural Trade in 
Total US Trade, 1958-1974 (in percent). 

Exports Imports 

1958-1966 average 24.2 23.4 
1967-1971 average 17.8 14.9 
1972 19.1 11.7 
1973 25.0 12.7 
1974 22.5 10.2 

Source: Calculated from the International Eco- 
nomic Report of the President, March 1975, p. 133. 

better than net incomes from foreign invest- 
ments (+9.0 billion US dollars).1O Export of 
agricultural goods indeed constitute an im- 
portant asset to the American economy. 

Second, development points towards in- 
creasing importance of agriculture exports. 
The share of agricultural exports of total 
exports has varied considerably during the 
last two decades, but at present it is increas- 
ing, as witnessed by Table IV. 

Following a period of declining impor- 
tance of agricultural exports in the latter 
half of the 1960's, the opposite trend now 
dominates. The years 1972 and 1973 were 
remarkable 'come-ibacks' for American agri- 
cultural exports. Not only did prices rise 
dramatically but since then the policy of 
withholding land from agricultural produc- 
tion has been abandoned. In view of the 
demand it appears possible to conclude that 
for the remainder of this decade American 
agricultural exports will have a role equiv- 
alent to the one witnessed in the beginning 
of the 1960's. This means that agriculture 
will be an important contribution to con- 
tinued American economic growth. 

Agriculture has achieved a crucial posi- 
tion both in the American balance of pay- 
ments and in trade as a whole. This imposes 
constraints on the use of exports as a politi- 
cal weapon. A decision to reduce significant 
amounts of export would have serious reper- 
cussions for the American economy. Further- 
more, it would have direct effects on an in- 
fluencial group of voters and political fin- 
anciers.l1 

However, both these points are theoreti- 
cal. They assume that governmental action 
would affect a major section of the export. 
This is a highly unlikely development. It is 
more interesting to discuss a situation where 
the major part of export is directed to 'se- 
cure' or 'friendly' markets. Given such a 
basic security of exports the probability of 
using food as a weapon towards marginal 
export markets increases. In such cases, a re- 
duction of small amounts of American ex- 
ports will have little or no effect on the 
American economy, while they could be of 
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great significance for small countries with 
starving populations. 

So far this discussion has dealt only with 
the American exports. To what extent can 
action independence be reduced by reliance 
of the United States on agricultural imports? 
Is there a possibility of retaliation if the 
United States applies its food weapon? 

From Table IV it can be observed that 
agricultural imports have been constantly on 
the decline. However, it is also interesting to 
analyse the composition of imports. Tradi- 
tionally, American agricultural imports have 
been 'complementary', which means that 
they consisted of products not produced in 
the United States itself, e.g. rubber, coffee, 
cacao, tea, bananas, etc. Increasingly, how- 
ever, imports have become 'supplementary' 
or 'competitive', i.e. consisting of agricul- 
tural commodities commercially produced 
also in the United States.12 In 1973, the two 
leading import commodities were coffee and 
meat, respectively, the former being com- 
plementary and the latter supplementary. As 
a matter of fact, import of meat has in- 
creased very strongly during the latest few 
decades, as shown in Table V. 

Table V. The Share of Meat and Meat Products 
in American Agricultural Imports, 1950-1973, 
Selected Years. 

Share of Meat and 
Meat Products, per 
cent of Total Value 

of Imports 

Imported Meat and 
Meat Products, 
Million Pounds 

1950 2.4 232 
1955 3.9 281 
1960 8.5 838 
1965 9.5 955 
1970 17.3 1820 
1973 18.6 2004 

Source: United States Foreign Trade, Statistical 
Report, Fiscal year 1973. 

Between 1965 and 1973 the share as well 
as volume of meat and meat products has 
more than doubled in American imports.13 
The main suppliers are at present Australia, 
New Zealand, and Canada, but neighbour- 

ing Latin American countries are rapidly 
gaining in importance (e.g. Mexico, Nicara- 
gua, Costa Rica). In the so-called banana re- 
public of Guatemala, exports of beef and 
veal have become more important than ba- 
nanas (coffee, however, still being more im- 
portant). 

Looking as a whole on American agricul- 
tural trade we can make the following gen- 
eral proposition: the United States is pri- 
marily an exporter of grain and increasingly 
an importer of meat. In a sense, the United 
States is using the surrounding world as food 
processor: instead of processing grain into 
meat at home it gets cheaper meat by in- 
creasingly locating meat production in low- 
wage countries. 

There are two implications of this devel- 
opment: increasing import of competitive 
agricultural products also means increasing 
possibility of internal substitution, if neces- 
sary (using present grain export for internal 
livestock development). Simultaneously, it is 
difficult for present meat exporters to re- 
place the US market with other markets, at 
least in a short run. In the long run, how- 
ever, one could expect pressure to accumu- 
late for local consumption of meat. As the 
location of meat production to, for instance, 
Latin American countries serves to supply 
the United States with cheap meat a switch 
to intra-Latin American consumption would 
be costly to the United States. As a matter 
of fact we can here see the contours of a 
'meat war', where American demands for 
cheap meat confront Latin American desires 
for any meat at all. 

Summarizing this discussion it is clear that 
there is a great global scarcity of grain, that 
the United States is the leading supplier to 
the rest of the world, and that the United 
States has considerable action independence, 
especially towards nations with marginal 
importance to U.S. exports. At the same 
time American imports, particularly of meat, 
are increasing. This means that there is no 
general American 'food power'. Rather, 
there is American grain power, to which it 
is necessary to direct attention. 
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3. Instrumenlts of American Grain Power 
Economic commodities are theoretically al- 
located through decisions arising either from 
a decentralized market or from a centralized 
authority. However, in real life, decision- 
making in the Capitalist world is often made 
at an in-between level not observed in this 
theory, namely by the big corporations. 
Such corporations tend to control sizeable 
shares of given markets, thus being able to 
influence some of the variations on the mar- 
ket, in contrast to the individual small pro- 
ducer. However, taken individually, corpo- 
rations do not have the same range of in- 
fluence as governments. When discussing 
grain trade and referring its problems to the 
fluctuations of the market, it should be made 
clear that the big corporations tend to be 
exposed to as well as inducing market 
changes. 

3.1. The Market and the Corporations 
In American economic policy the regulatory 
capacity of the market is taken for granted. 
Thus, the way the market distributes bene- 
fits and losses tends to be in line with the 
policy preferred by the political leadership. 
The first principle, in official United States 

perception of international and national 
grain trade, is to let the market do the job. 

Three major points of criticism could 
normally be raised against the benefits of 
the market mechanism: it tends to favour the 
already strong or rich, it excludes those who 
have no or little monetary purchasing pow- 
er, and it is open to manipulation (through 
cartels or through advertisement, for in- 
stance). In connection with food this means 
that the market will provide food primarily 
to those who have money and/or power. 

If the market works in a way beneficial 
for groups or nations also politically fa- 
voured by American leaders, there would be 
little reason to question the market mecha- 
nism in the White House or in Congress. If, 
however, non-favoured parties take advan- 
tage, for instance, at the expense of favoured 
groups, hesitations regarding government in- 
terference in the market rapidly tends to 

dissolve. Recent examples are the embargoes 
on soybean exports to Japan in 1973 and on 
grain sales to the Soviet Union in 1975.14 

There is no conscious political decision in 
the United States of adopting the market as 
an instrument of allocating value. However, 
it is a premise of decision-making that the 
market basically performs a 'sound' alloca- 
tion. Intervention is necessary only at points 
of 'malfunctioning'. Thus, an unregulated 
market, as well as a regulated market, ex- 
presses the official political and social ambi- 
tions of the United States. 

The notion of 'the market' easily lends it- 
self to a picture of a great number of small 
buyers and sellers. Certainly, numerous mi- 
nor actors are engaged in grain trade, but 
the picture is not correct unless a note is 
made on the 'grain moguls', Gargill, Inc., 
Continental Grain Corp., Cook Industries, 
Inc., Bunge Corp., Louis Dreyfus Corp, and 
Garnac.15 The two first companies together 
handle about 50 per cent of the world's in- 
ternational grain trade.16 The six companies 
together handle almost all grain export from 
the United States.17 

3.2 The Government and PL 480 
The US Government bases its activities on a 
belief in the market and the usefulness of 
the big corporations. At times, however, the 
Government has stepped in to regulate and 
maintain the stability of the market. In the 
case of agriculture, this has taken three sig- 
nificant forms: the price stabilization pro- 
gramme (the operations of the Commodi- 
ty Credit Corporation which buys surplus 
grain), the soil bank (limiting the produc- 
tion) and the aid programme (particularly 
PL 480 for selling surplus without effects on 
the internal market).18 The soil bank was 
eliminated in 1972-1973. For international 
trade, the aid programme is the most inter- 
esting of these measures. 

Public Law 480 was passed in 1954. It 
was a solution to the problem created by 
huge stocks of American grain which alleg- 
edly could not be sold on the market. The 
law has been modified several times. In 1975 
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the goals of the aid programme were sum- 
marized by a committee in the House of Re- 
presentatives in the following five sen- 
tences :19 

to expand international trade 
to develop and expand export markets for US 
agricultural commodities 
to combat hunger and malnutrition 
to encourage economic development in the de- 
veloping countries 
to promote the foreign policy of the United 
States 

The House Committee saw little contra- 
diction between food aid and food trade. 
The aid programme was seen as complemen- 
tary to the operation of the 'free' market. 
The two first objectives clearly express a 
desired effect of aid in promoting interna- 
tional trade. Further, trade and aid were not 
seen as creating problems in the developing 
world but rather as contributing to develop- 
ment. Finally, no distinction was made be- 
tween aid, trade, and general foreign policy. 
All these points are controversial within 

scholary debate. There are, for instance, rea- 
sons for suggesting that food aid may in the 

long run have underdevelopmental effects, 
and thus contributes to hunger and malnu- 
trition, as it competes with internal produc- 
tion of aid recipient countries. 

The complementarity of government food 
aid with private interests in food trade is a 
theme which is often returned to in defense 
of PL 480. Complementarity is seen in two 
instances: aid contributes to internal market 

regulation and to international market de- 

velopment. 
PL 480 was created in order to handle the 

big grain surpluses emerging from overpro- 
duction. If all this grain was allowed to go 
into the 'free' market, prices would fall and 
farms as well as grain companies would be- 
come unprofitable. By setting aside a size- 
able proportion of the grain surplus, prices 
are stabilized. This also operates the other 
way around: when there is demand (expres- 
sed in much monetary purchasing power) 
the aid programme can be reduced as the 
bulk of the harvest can be sold commercial- 

ly. Thus, during periods of little monetary 
demand, stocks have been growing (at high 
costs of storing), but during periods of much 
monetary demand, stocks have been decreas- 
ing. The aid programme has followed the 
same development as the stocks. Table VI il- 
lustrates some of the recent fluctuations. 

Table VI. American Wheat Production, Commer- 
cial Exports and PL 480. 

Total Wheat 
RSha~Shre of Resources 

Available Total Wheat 
(million for Commercial (mllllon Exot(?) 

metric tons) Exports (O/) 

1972 58.9 29.2 
1973 65.5 43.1 
1974 58.4 50.9 
1975 54.8 47.3 
1976 (est.) 67.0 48.1 

Resources: 
for PL 480 

(?/o) 

10.9 
6.3 
2.7 
7.3 

10.1 

Source: Food Problems of Developing Countries: 
Implications for US Policy, Hearings before the 
Subcommittee on International Resources, Food 
and Energy of the Committee on International 
Relations, House of Representatives, May-June, 
1975, p. 155. Information supplied by Department 
of Agriculture. 
Note: In the figures of total wheat resources the 
size of stocks has been included. 

During the three years of high and in- 
creasing prices 1972-1974, the share of the 
total wheat supply for commercial exports 
was rapidly increasing, simultaneously re- 
ducing the size of the aid programme, both 
relatively and absolutely. Furthermore, the 
size of stocks decreased from 12 million 
metric tons in 1972 to 6.1 million tons in 
1974.20 

The nature of the aid programme as a buf- 
fer is illustrated by the interpretation of 
section 401 in PL 480, which, according to 
AID officials, 

'requires that Public Law 480 be in excess of 
amounts needed for domestic consumption, ade- 
quate carryover of stocks and anticipated exports 
for dollars as determined by the Secretary of 
Agriculture'.21l 

The decision of the size of PL 480 rests 
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with the Secretary of Agriculture and should 
be made after the prospects of commercial 

exports have been estimated. The regulatory 
role of PL 480 is expressed also in the laws 

governing the programme. 
PL 480 could, however, work in a regula- 

tory fashion also if the produce was distri- 
buted internally, for instance, as part of a 
welfare programme.22 The nutritional stan- 
dards in the United States are indeed strong- 
ly unequal, giving room for such a distribu- 
tion of surpluses.23 Thus, additional argu- 
ments are needed not only for excluding 
this possibility, but for advocating some- 
thing different. The key argument is that 
food aid contributes to market development. 

Many examples have been given in Con- 
gressional publications on the market devel- 
opment effects of PL 480. Thus, in 1975, the 
House Committee on International Relations 
presented a Table comparing aid recipient 
countries in 1959 with trade in 1973. For in- 
stance, Yugoslavia in 1959 received food aid 
at the value of US$109 million, but in 1973 
imported commercially agricultural products 
from the United States worth US$90 mil- 
lion. Other 'successes' of aid recipients turn- 
ing into significant customers were Spain, 
Taiwan, Poland and Korea.24 These data 
can, however, not be regarded as proofs. 
One observer argues even that 'proponents 
of food aid have been rather successful in 
connecting food aid with market develop- 
ment (but) the nexus is mostly attributable 
to successful press agentry'.25 

The connection between food aid and 
market development remains extremely com- 

plex, but the point here is simply that the 
connection appears to be generally accepted 
within the United States governing circles 
which means that it can be used for such 
purposes under certain conditions. Particu- 
larly significant here is the use of the local 
currency proceeds arising from the sales 
of American grain in foreign countries.26 
Furthermore, the effect of food aid in com- 
peting with local production and in contri- 
buting to taste changes favouring imported 
products should be explored. 

4. Experience of American Grain Power 
The structural possibility of applying food 
as a weapon is at hand either through mar- 
ket mechanisms or government interference. 
It is now necessary to study the actual appli- 
cation of food power by the United States. 
Here the emphasis is on government and on 
PL 480. Initially, let us review the objectives 
behind the aid program and forms of in- 
fluence and then proceed to an analysis of 
some historical applications of this weapon. 

4.1 Objectives and Forms of Power 
In section 3 one economic motive behind US 
international grain trade in general and food 
aid in particular has been discussed. How- 
ever, there are additional motives determin- 
ing American grain policy. These general in- 
terests seem to be of a lasting nature as ref- 
erences to them consistently emerge in Con- 
gress or mass-media debates on food aid 
and international grain deals. The following 
three basic objectives can be found: 

(1) An economic interest in disposing of 
agricultural surpluses. 
The American farmers and the big grain 
companies have an interest, first, in 
disposing of their surplus outside the in- 
tra-United States market, and second, 
in achieving as high a price as possible 
for their commodities. This gives both 
a short-run interest in grain deals and 
aid programs as well as a long-run in- 
terest in developing overseas markets 
for American grain. 

(2) A strategic interest in 'containing Com- 
munism'. 

Containment policy has been a basic 
element in American foreign policy 
since 1947 and it continues to be of sig- 
nificance. The policy is directed to mili- 
tary and foreign affairs as well as in- 
ternational trade. It imposes restrictions 
as well as directions on where and how 
grain surpluses should be disposed. The 
anti-Communist doctrine is based par- 
ticularly on military, strategic, and in- 
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telligence-oriented sections of U.S. Ad- 
ministration, but continues to be ac- 
cepted by large sections to the public. 

(3) A humanitarian concern in abolishing 
poverty. 
The significance of various Church 

groups should not be underestimated 
both in supporting 'food aid' and in 
directing it towards certain goals. The 
humanitarian concern figures promi- 
nently in declarations, and was influen- 
tial in formulating PL 480 in 1954 as 
well as in decisions on foreign aid in 
1974 and 1975. 

These three interests have their back- 

ground in three different views of American 
politics and they lare founded in different 
interest groups. This does not mean that 

they are necessarily in conflict with each 
other nor does it mean that they have equal 
weight. As a matter of fact we can find a 
certain logic among them. The first, the eco- 
nomic interest in disposing of surpluses, 
combines easily with anti-Socialist senti- 
ments which prefer international aid in- 
stead of internal welfare programs. Thus, the 
bridge to the second interest is easily made. 
At the same time, this anti-Communist mo- 
tive combines neatly with the market devel- 
opment objective: dependence on American 
supplies decreases the range of alternatives 
open to foreign governments. The third, the 
humanitarian interest, primarily aims to di- 
rect aid to the most needy countries. In 
terms of power logic this 'concern plays the 
least significant role in the whole decision- 
making process. To this could be added the 
'material' character of the two first types of 
interests, making it difficult for the third to 
red'irect or come to grips with the whole 
idea of disposing surpluses internationally. 
Thus the humanitarian concern expresses it- 
self more in imposing restriction on the 
over-all policy than in formulating the fun- 
daments of that policy.27 

The three interests come into play in the 
formulation of food aid. The strength of 
each one will depend on 'the forces inside 

the Administration, in Congress and in lob- 
bying. The purpose is not here to determine 
the significance of each one of them upon 
each decision 'that has been made. Rather, the 
focus is here on the implication of each in- 
terest for the use of international power. 
Thus, attention is directed to the forms of 
power that are consonant with these inter- 
ests. 

In section 1 it was indicated that the 
theory of influence basically distinguishes 
between two main types of usage of a weap- 
on: punishments and rewards, i.e. with- 
drawal or extension of value. It is almost 
obvious that we could also find a third form 
consisting of punishment and reward ap- 
proaches being utilized together. The follow- 
ing examples help to illustrate this terminol- 
ogy: 

Punishment actions: 
(1) Terminate shipments after expiration of agree- 

ment 
(2) Stop shipments before agreement expires 
(3) Delay or obstruct agreed shipments 

Mixed approach 
(4) Threats or promises (with or without execu- 

tion) during negotiation procedures 

Reward approach 
(5) Initiate shipments with much publicity 

('emergency aid') 
(6) Increase shipments above earlier agreed levels 

The approach chosen, of course, also re- 
flects an objective, where punishment ac- 
tions underline the sender's criticism or dis- 
satisfaction and rewards illustrate or dram- 
atize praise or satisfaction with receiver be- 
haviour. Punishment actions, in a certain 
way, try to utilize the dependence of the re- 
ceiver country: the disruption is expected to 
create increasing difficulties for the receiver 
government, through repercussions in the 
economy of the country. The reward actions, 
however, also play on dependence as they 
contribute to the construction of sender 
'bridgeheads' (i.e. sender-positive groups) in 
the receiver. 

Which form of power will most easily cor- 
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Table VII. Grain Power: Forms, Objectives, Gains and Losses. 
X- Advantage/disadvantage in relation to given objective. 

ObjectivesM-~~~~~ ^Forms Objectives Punishment Reward 

(1) Surplus disposal - Loss of market + Market development 
(2) Containment + Clear declaration + Bridgehead 

- Risk of building 
pushing - Intra-US 
receiver into criticism 
opposite camp of 'helping 

enemy 
(3) Abolition of - 'Hits the +- 'Helps the 

poverty already poor' poor' 

respond to which type of objective? Table 
VII presents some attempts to estimate - in 

general terms - the advantages/disadvan- 
tages accruing to each type of interest if a 

punishment or reward approach is utilized 

by the US Government vis-a-vis a given 
country. 

From the point of view of agricultural in- 
terests and Christian groups, the reward pat- 
tern is preferred. For both these objectives 
significant disadvantages emerge if a con- 
sistent punishment approach is applied: mar- 
kets would be lost and the poor might be hit 
hardest. If a consistent reward approach is 
utilized, however, markets would immedi- 

ately appear together with a feeling of help- 
ing the poor. From the point of view of 
these objectives, sections of American public 
opinion would thus favor food aid. It is in- 
deed striking that the support for PL 480 
has continously been very strong, while 
other types of foreign aid have been much 
more controversial. The alliance of farming 
interests and Christians has managed to 
maintain the PL 480 through a period of 
more than 20 years.28 Still, there are ex- 

amples of conflicts within this alliance. 
Thus, the agricultural preference to commer- 
cial sales in the early 1970's contradicted a 
humanitarian desire for increased food aid. 
In short term, the former had the upper 
hand, but the alliance appeared to have been 
restored by the mid-70's. The gains and los- 
ses presented in Table VII should be re- 
garded as examples. They refer to a long- 

term perspective. They do not exclude that 
in a given crisis, also a farmer or a grain 
company could prefer a punishment ap- 
proach, for instance, as a means to increase 
future access to a certain market. The hu- 
manitarian objective is, in principle, contra- 
dictory to such short-term punishment ap- 
proach. However, at times leading politicians 
have voiced their preferences for condition- 
ing food aid, e.g. tying it to population con- 
trol or agricultural development programs. 

The reward approach is in accordance 
with all three objectives - generally speak- 
ing. Thus, it becomes necessary first to focus 
the extension of aid and to investigate which 
countries tend to be preferred as recipients. 
The punishment approach is then returned to, 
particularly from a strategic perspective. In 
the following, grain politics are linked to 
the U.S. government, thus no examples of 
the behaviour of individual firms (which of 
course also might utilize punishments or re- 
wards) are given. 

4.2 The Reward Approach 
The two objectives of surplus disposal and 
poverty abolition unite into one ambition: to 
have a large volume of food aid. Perhaps 
there is also a convergence in one more am- 
bition: to direct this aid to poor countries 
which are thought to be in greatest need of 
help and thereby avoid competition with the 
commercial exports. 

The containment objective tends to direct 
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food aid to countries which supposedly are 
'under Communist pressure' in official U.S. 
terminology. Food aid consequently becomes 
a mean's to support regimes fighting internal 
revolutions or being neighbours to Socialist 
or Communist countries (particularly allies 
of the Soviet Union or China). To extend aid 
to poor countries with Socialist or Commu- 
nist governments in inconsistent with the 
containment dbjective. 

Bring these objectives together and a pat- 
tern of US food aid can be hypothesized. 
The following types of countries will be the 
receivers of US food aid: 

(a) countries which are of little immediate com- 
mercial interest, ibut with prospects for devel- 
oping into consumers of US grain 

(b) countries with starvation or poverty 
(c) countries with anti-Communist regimes, parti- 

cularly those facing internal revolt or bor- 
dering on Communist countries. 

These propositions relate to extensions of 
food aid, particularly to the PL 480 program. 
If we instead discuss commercial trade, it is 
clear that (a) and (b) simply can be negated: 
the consumers tend to be rich countries 
which are not only markets for American 
grain. 

Let us now attempt to relate these hypo- 
theses to Ithe application of the American 
food weapon. Which countries are the re- 
ceivers/consumers of American food? Table 
VIII provides a break-down of total Ameri- 
can food exports in 1973:29 

Table VIII confirms several of the hypoth- 
eses raised. First, commercial export mostly 
goes to the rich or the medium group of 
countries. These countries are able to pay 
for themselves. They constitute a sizeable 
market for American food exports. As ex- 
pected, government aid programs are di- 
rected to the poor group, which due to lack 
of monetary purchasing power tend to be 
uninteresting from a commercial point of 
view. Rather, this group appeals to the hu- 
manitarian concern of many American polit- 
ical leaders. However, it is obvious that the 
aid programme consistently gives preference 
to countries which are militarily tied to the 

Table VIII. Receivers of American Food Exports, 
1973 (million US dollars). 

Type of Receiver/ 
Consumer Type of Food Exports 
(Number of Countries 
in Parenthesis) Commercial Aid programs 

Rich, allied 
countries (12) 6,966 50 
Rich, non-allied 
countries (4) 1,146 - 

Middle group, 
allied (8) 1,276 216 
Middle group, 
non-allied (17) 1,349 27 
Poor, allied (6) 207 428 
Poor, non-allied (3) 295 122 
Total (50 countries) 11,240 843 

Source: Agricultural Statistics, US Dept of Agri- 
culture, 1974, p 583, allied country = country 
with military relationship to the United States. 

United States. Thus, among all rich coun- 
tries only one received US agricultural aid, 
namely Israel. In the medium group the 

eight allied countries received on average 
US$27 million, which is equal to the total 
sum given to non-allied countries in the 
same group. The main beneficiary was, how- 
ever, South Korea. In the poor group, final- 
ly, the pattern repeats itself, the allied coun- 
tries receiving on average US$71 million, 
close to double the amount given to non- 
allied countries in the same group. It can 
hardly be maintained that the allies in any 
significant respects were worse off than the 
non-allied countries, as the comparison is 
made within approximately similar groups. 
The pattern is thus one of rewarding Ameri- 
can allies rather than distributing aid accord- 
ing to, for instance, a criterion of human 
need. Table IX dramatizes this pattern of 
preference still further. 

Table IX uses the same information as 
supplied in Table VIII adding the size of 
population. Table VIII made clear the ori- 
entation of commercial exports to rich coun- 
tries. It is then more interesting to analyse 
the remaining countries. Out of the 50 re- 
ceivers of American food in 1973, 16 have 
been defined as belonging to the group of 
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Table IX. American Food Exports to the Poor 
and Medium Group of Countries, 1973. Shares of 
total Exports Going to These Two Groups of 
Countries. 

Share of Share of 
Share of US 

Toal US US oa Commercial Government 
Population Exports Programs 

Allied 
countries (14) 23 47 81 
Non-allied 
countries (20) 77 53 19 

Source: See Table VII. Size of population is taken 
from Statesman's Yearbook 1974/75. 

'rich' countries, that is West European coun- 
tries, Japan, and the Soviet Union. The 
'middle' group of countries includes Eastern 
and South European countries, Central Ame- 
rican and East and West Asian countries. 

Finally, 'poor' countries are, for instance, 
India, Pakistan, Indonesia, and China. 

Table IX shows first that the most popu- 
lous countries are not allies of the US (i.e. 
China and India). Second, given a U.S. gov- 
ernmental distribution of food that takes 
into account needs (in terms of human popu- 
lation) the pattern would be very different 
from the actual 1973 one. Third, the present 
American policy has favoured the extension 
of aid particularly to countries allied with 
the United States, their number and their 
population being comparatively small. In a 
way, we here find a double strategy work- 
ing: allied countries and governments are 
relieved of the need to buy food for their 
scarce dollar resources, while non-allied 
countries are exposed to the necessity of pay- 
ing expensively for their food imports. Pos- 
sibly the expectation is that they should 
'over-strain' their balance of payments as 
well as not being able to meet popular food 
demands. In this way, commercial exports 
become an indirect tool of American for- 
eign policy, favouring the same aims as the 
direct tool. 

The aim of the reward pattern discern- 
ible in the 1973 figures of US foreign food 
trade has been in line with the hypotheses 

made: the development of markets, construc- 
tion of bridgeheads, and some poverty re- 
lief. The rewards were directed to govern- 
ments of strongly anti-Communist colour. 
With American food imports they tried to 
portray themselves as interested in the de- 
velopment of the population at large in 
order to increase their legitimacy. In socie- 
ties of great polarization the infusion of 
American food has often been regarded as 
beneficial for a pro-American government. 
Is this theory consonant with actual develop- 
ments? A tentative study of the development 
in countries which in 1973 were consumers 
of food aid could provide some insights. 

In 1973, 22 countries received food aid 
from the United States. In absolute number 
the quantities were small (valued less than 
US$50 million) in 15 cases. Commercial im- 
port of food was significantly greater than 
food aid in three additional cases. Thus, 
only in four cases could it be argued that 
the food aid was of such a magnitude that 
it could have an impact on the regime's 
stability or legitimacy on a national level: 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Pakistan, and South 
Vietnam. The regimes that were to be saved 
in Bangladesh and South Vietnam were both 
overthrown in 1975. The Indonesian and 
Pakistani regimes might be able to bolster 
their positions with the use of food aid, but 
here the direct military links with the United 
States should also be observed. Particularly 
in the Indonesian case, the regime cannot 
sustain itself without resorting to compre- 
hensive repression. 

The three cases where aid was large in 
absolute numbers but small compared to 
commercial trade were India, Israel, and 
South Korea. The two latter were closely 
linked to the United States. In the case of 
Korea the polarization of the society was 
very strong and also here the regime tried 
and continues to try to keep power through 
repression. 

In two additional cases, food aid was rel- 
atively big compared to commercial trade, 
although the quantities involved were small: 
the Philippines and Portugal. Both countries 
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were closely linked to the United States. In 
one, the Fascist dictatorship was over- 
thrown, and in the other opposition remains 
great. 

Thus, out of the nine recipients where 
food aid might have had some influence, 
seven were allied to the United States. 

Among the latter, two regimes were over- 
thrown within two years and two others re- 
mained weak. Although the United States 
has tried to use food aid as a means of 

stabilizing its alliances and winning legi- 
timacy for regimes the United States prefer- 
red, historical evidence does not point in the 
direction of a generally successful policy. 

The three objectives of American food as- 
sistance policy have converged in supporting 
a program directed at rewarding poor coun- 
tries with anti-Communist regimes in the 
Third World. If starvation or famine has 
been present together with a threat from 
radical opposition, American food aid has 
often been stepped up. The emphasis has 

been, however, on extending aid rather than 

inflicting punishment. This is of course a 

logical development: it is through the re- 
wards that dependencies are created. Once a 

country has become dependent on American 
aid, punishment strategies gain in signifi- 
cance. 

4.3 The Punishment Approach 
Punishment, i.e. reduction of foreign aid in- 

cluding food aid, has been a frequently em- 

ployed weapon in American foreign policy. 
In the literature a great number of cases of 
US reductions of foreign aid are described. 
It appears, furthermore, that a dominant 

purpose is found within the containment ob- 

jective rather than the market development 
or humanitarian objectives. The following 
are some recorded examples of American 

punishments mainly executed during the 
1960's. 

Table X includes twenty-one examples of 
American punishments of other countries 
where foreign aid has been used as a tool. 
Most of the examples are drawn from the 

Table X. Examples of American Foreign Aid 
Punishments. 

I. Mainly Related to the Containment Objective 

1. No aid to Communist countries: Exclu- 
sion of Cuba and North Vietnam from 
fodd aid, according to Food and Peace 
Act, 1966 (Nelson, p. 25). 

2. No aid to Socialist countries: reduction of 
aid to Goulart regime in Brazil (Magdoff, 
p. 137 f) and Allende regime in Chile 
(NACLA, p. 14). 

3. No aid to countries positive to radical re- 
gimes in other countries; Suspension of 
food shipments to UAR in 1954 (Thorp, 
p. 136), in 1965 (Nelson, p. 119, Thorp, 
p. 136) and in 1966 (Nelson, p. 119). 

4. No aid to regimes too undemocratic to be 
effectively anti-Communist: Suspension of 
commercial imports to South Vietnam, 
1963 (Nelson, p. 101), suspension of aid 
to a number of military juntas in Latin 
America immediately after take-over, 
1962-1966 (Argentina, Peru, Guatemala, 
Dominican Republic, Honduras, Bolivia, 
see Nelson, p. 99). 

5. No aid to countries at war with one an- 
other instead of 'fighting Communism': 
reduction of food aid to Indonesia, 1963- 
1965 to stop confrontation with Malaysia 
(Nelson, p. 26, p. 117, Thorp, p. 136) sus- 
pension of aid to India and Pakistan, 1965- 
1966 (Nelson, p. 26, p. 117, Thorp, p. 137). 

6. No aid to regimes unwilling to accept US 
agreements on its behalf: Suspension of 
aid to Conservatives to make them ac- 
cept a coalition government, Laos, 1962 
(Nelson, p. 102). 

II. Mainly Related to the Market Maintenance/ 
Development Objective 

1. No aid to countries trying to nationalize 
property of US companies: Honduras try- 
ing to expropriate United Fruit properties 
(Barnet, p. 155), Ceylon trying to nation- 
alize Esso and Caltex gas stations, 1963- 
1965 (Nelson, p. 25, p. 109). 

2. No aid to countries who want to take 
over functions held by US companies: 
India trying to handle fertilizer distribu- 
tion itself, thus replacing a US company 
(Magdoff, p. 128). 

3. No aid to countries trying to initiate na- 
tionalistic economic policies: cf. 1.2 above. 

Sources: 
Nelson, J. M., Aid, Influence and Foreign Policy, 

New York, 1968 
Magdoff, H., The Age of Imperialism, New York, 

1969 
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NACLA, Latin America & Empire Report, Oc- 
tober 1975 

Thorp, W. L., The Reality of Foreign Aid, New 
York, 1971 

Barnet, R. J., Roots of War, New York, 1972 

period 1962 to 1966. Thus, Table X does not 
provide an overall picture of American uses 
of foreign aid as a power instrument. Further 
studies on American recent history can ob- 
viously lead to a significant enlargement of 
such a list. Furthermore, most examples in 
Table X relate to the containment objective. 
This aspect has been central in American 
debate, thus leading to more extensive ana- 
lysis. Examples of punishments related to 
market objectives for individual firms are 
few, probably because studies on this prob- 
lem are few. Table X gives only a very 
rough indication of the uses of foreign aid. 
Further investigations are necessary in or- 
der to draw more solid conclusions. Never- 
theless some comments can be made. 

First, the anti-Communist objective is pro- 
nounced in the punishment as well as in the 
reward approach. By using both the stick 
and the carrot, the American leadership 
evidently expects to steer countries in the 
directions desired by it. Foreign aid is only 
one of many tools utilized for the purpose. 

Second, the punishments listed refer to 
foreign aid in general. Thus the list does not 
contain punishments where only food has 
been concerned. It remains to be disentan- 
gled whether food aid has been reduced to- 
gether with other aid or not. For instance, 
in 1965 foreign aid was withdrawn from 
Peru in a dispute on tax concessions to the 
US company IPC. In this case food aid was 
not affected, although other types of aid 
were reduced.30 In the case of the fertilizer 
distribution dispute with India, however, 
only food shipments were used as a tool.31 

Third, the objective of market mainten- 
ance and/or development has mostly been 
used for the purposes of other American en- 
terprises than those engaged in grain trade. 
Thus, foreign aid was reduced to further the 
interests of United Fruit, Esso, and Caltex,32 
but not the grain companies. This points to 

an interesting aspect of internal American 
politics where certain companies tend to be 
more influential (particularly the Oil compa- 
nies) than others. 

Fourth, there is not necessarily a conflict 
between the two objectives given in Table X. 
To 'contain Communism' could at the same 
time mean the development of markets for 
American trade. Thus, the goal of over- 
throwing Goulart and Allende was shared 
both by economic and strategic circles in the 
United States. 

Fifth, the list includes no punishment re- 
lated to the humanitarian objective. The 
idea of conditioning food aid with, for in- 
stance, population control programs has fre- 
quently been voiced, but is in principle dif- 
ficult to reconcile with humanitarian con- 
cerns. 

Sixth, the twenty-one examples in Table X 
are concentrated to a few regions in the 
world. Ten examples refer to Latin America 
and an additional eight to South and South- 
East Asia. The Latin American region con- 
stitutes economically as well as strategically 
an area under U.S. dominance. The inter- 
ruption of foreign aid here has been one of 
many other forms of influence exerted by 
the United States. South and South-East Asia 
are areas of less direct economic significance, 
but they have had a crucial role to play in 
American global strategy. Also in this area, 
foreign aid manipulation has been only one 
of several different forms of American in- 
fluence. 

Seventh, American punishments appear - 

although the basis for this comment is some- 
what weak - to be graded according to the 
size of the receiver. Thus, India has been a 
relatively large receiver of food aid. In this 
case, the U.S. Government preferred not to 
reduce or stop shipments of food, but rather 
placed them on a month-to-month basis. In 
this way, pressure was maintained without 
disrupting the total aid program. In other 
cases, however, disruption has been more 
sudden, as, for instance, against some of the 
Latin American juntas, but this has con- 
cerned countries receiving relatively small 
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amounts of aid. The policy of gradual reduc- 
tion was also utilized against the Goulart 
and Allende regimes. Probably the expecta- 
tion is that difficulties will accumulate for 
the regimes, without making the U.S. contri- 
bution to such a development too obvious. 
Simultaneously, it gives time to find alterna- 
tive markets for American food affected by 
the actions. 

Eight, it is difficult to evaluate the degree 
of American goal achievement. The regimes 
in Cuba and North Vietnam were not shaken 

by the American punishments (rather the op- 
posite occurred). UAR made some conces- 
sions to the American government, but only 
temporarily. Indonesia did not stop its con- 
frontation with Malaysia. On the other hand, 
the reduction of American foreign aid served 
as signals for anti-governmental groups to 
overthrow regimes undesired by the United 
States. This was the effect of the punish- 
ments of the Diem regime in South Vietnam 
in 1963 as well as the Goulart and Allende 
regimes. In these cases, the American gov- 
ernment initiated covert action to stimulate 
the desired coup. The utility of the punish- 
ments consequently will depend on factors 
such as whether they are part of a mobiliza- 
tion of forces against the government in 
office. 

Ninth, there are always possibilities for 
governments exposed to American punish- 
ments to take counter-actions. Theoretically, 
a government can seek alternative suppliers, 
adjust internal consumption to lower levels 
(rationing being one way of distributing ef- 
fects equally in society), or (in a long-term 
perspective) try to stimulate internal pro- 
duction. The success of a government in 
carrying out such policies depends ultimately 
on its popularity, legitimacy, and control 
over crucial power organs. 

4.4 The Use of American Grain Power 
Both the reward approach and the punish- 
ment approach have been frequently em- 
ployed by the United States Government. 
Most frequently we find the dominant ob- 
jective to be either strategic (i.e. anti-Com- 

munist) or economic (i.e. market develop- 
ment). The two approaches do not exclude 
each other, as punishments mostly cannot be 
inflicted unless rewards have been given 
before. 

The limits of grain power are seen in the 
context of polarized countries. The United 
States has tried to support regimes exposed 
to strong internal opposition by extending 
food aid (as well as other types of aid). 
There exists no clearcut example of such a 
policy being particularly successful. Rather, 
unstable regimes remain unstable or are 
overthrown. Thus, often American attempts 
have proved futile. On the other hand, food 
aid has been interrupted (often gradually) 
to countries with regimes 'based on popular 
support and ideologies unacceptable to the 
United States. In cases where such regimes 
have had strong internal control, very little 
impact can be seen. However, in cases of 
strong internal polarization, the American 
actions have stimulated opposition 'to carry 
out coups, with direct or indirect American 
support. Such coups have not stabilized the 
situation, but rather lead to strong repres- 
sion, elitism, militarism, and further polari- 
zation of society. The American uses of 
food power have consequently been directed 
against popular forces trying to articulate 
hopes of the bottom layers of society. For a 
period, such aspirations may be halted, but 
in the long run, the ground is prepared for 
fundamental changes. 

5. Remedies for American Grain Power 
The United States plays a crucial role in 
world grain trade. The scarcity of grain, the 
limited number of suppliers, dispersed de- 
mands and the relative American indepen- 
dence of action are factors which contribute 
to a political use of food. Predictions for the 
future seem often to expect little change in 
any of these variables. That assumes, how- 
ever, that there is no interest in bringing 
about changes. The four variables which ex- 
plain the American power position can also 
be used to change this very position. The 
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rest of the world does not need to be subject 
to American dominance if it consciously 
wants to avoid it. The following are some 
examples of possible alternatives. 

1. Reduction of Scarcity 
Global scarcity can be reduced in two 
ways, either through increased production or 

through decreased consumption. The long- 
term goal must be the achievement of self- 

sufficiency in the Third World (regionally, 
nationally, or locally). In many cases, this 
makes necessary very fundamental changes 
in social structure, e.g. exchanging reliance 
on luxury exports for internal orientation. 
Given, for the nearest period of time, in- 
creasing demand from the Third World for 
imports of grain, scarcity remains an acute 
problem and luxury exports the only solu- 
tion to it. Scarcity can, however, be reduced 
by decreasing demand for grain in the rich 
countries. Presently, the direction of devel- 
opment is the opposite one so that increasing 
meat consumption in rich countries increases 
scarcity more rapidly than does the popula- 
tion growth in poor countries. Thus, by de- 
creasing the grain consumption of the rich, 
more is available for the poor. Global prices 
would thereby be prevented from increasing- 
ly leaving resources for internal agricultur- 
al development in the Third World. 

2. Reduction of Supply Concentration 
A number of countries have resources to be- 
come permanent exporters of grain. Some 
are found in the rich, Capitalist world, e.g. 
Sweden. By entering the world market, such 
producers could affect present scarcity as 
well as provide competition to the United 
States. Particularly, this would open alterna- 
tive supply to governments exposed to U.S. 
use of grain power. 

3. Reduction of Demand Dispersion 
A great number of countries are now com- 
peting to receive and/or buy the scarce 
amounts of grain available on the world 
market. This provides an ideal situation for 
the use of grain as a weapon. Instead of 

fighting internally, the consumers could 
unite into an international consumer's asso- 
ciation. Thereby they will gain bargaining 
power, and thus be able to reduce the eco- 
nomic and political costs of buying grain 
from the United States and other rich coun- 
tries. Recently, grain deals between the 
United States and three other countries (the 
Soviet Union, Poland, and Japan33) have in- 
cluded stable prices, longer periods of con- 
tracts and, thus, stable shipments. Such agree- 
ments should preferably be made on a global 
scale, not between individual countries. 

4. Reduction of American Action Indepen- 
dence 
Two possibilities exist. American uses of 
food power can be restricted either through 
internal or through external barriers. U.S. 
Congress decided in December 1975 on a 
number of regulations.34 It remains to be 
seen whether the decisions will have an im- 
pact. Most likely, such actions have to be sup- 
plemented with the construction of interna- 
tional constraints. These can take very dif- 
ferent forms, for instance, the formation of 
meat exporters cartels (i.e. reversed food 
power) or international control over grain 
trade. 

A number of alternatives are open to the 
international community to handle the prob- 
lem of American grain power. Certainly, the 
United States has formidable weapons in its 
hand and is increasingly adding new ones, 
for instance, the satellite surveillance system 
for crop estimation.35 The international dis- 
unity of the rest of the world and the internal 
fragility of many countries, particularly in 
the Third World, remain fundamental con- 
ditions for American dominance. Without 
popular support, control over military forces, 
and an economic policy favouring the broad 
masses, Third World governments will be 
weak also in the future, giving little ground 
for influencing the general pattern of dom- 
inance in the international system. This is 
perhaps the most crucial challenge of Ameri- 
can food power. 
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NOTES 
1. Quoted in The Guardian, January 4, 1976. 

2. Helge Hveem presents eighteen points which 
are necessary in order to make a producers' cartel 
possible. Among these points, the variable of 
scarcity is included, although it is not given a 
prominent position in Hveem's paradigm. The 
variable of supply concentration appears in dif- 
ferent shapes among Hveem's points, however, 
and corresponds roughly to points 5, 6, and 7. 
See Hveem, H., The Political Economy of Raw 
Materials and the Conditions for their 'Opeciza- 
tion' March 1975, mimeo. A revised version of 
this paper and another report by Hveem, Produ- 
cer Associations, is forthcoming in the Journal of 
Peace Research. The list of variables has been 
presented in Hveem's 'Les matieres premieres, 
les accords multilateraux et la structure du pouv- 
oir economique'. Revue Tiers Monde, april-juin, 
1976. 

3. Several of Hveem's points deal with this as- 
pect, notably points 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 18. See 
Hveem, op.cit. 

4. Hveem, op.cit., seems to emphasize the pro- 
duction aspect more strongly than the market as- 
pect. The case of food, however, illuminates that 
the crucial aspect is the surplus that is brought to 
the market, not the production in itself for using 
a certain commodity politically. 

5. This is the argument behind the creation of 
the 'oil consumers' club', IEA, in 1974 as well as 
intra-national consumer associations. Hveem, op. 
cit. also includes this aspect, particularly in his 
points 3 and 17. 

6. In the concept of 'structure' this aspect has 
been central. It appears, however, that not only 
is the 'net flow' of capital or of benefits impor- 
tant, but a much more vague notion of 'control', 
where 'control' is not instrumental but ap- 
proaches a value in itself. See Wallensteen, P., 
Structure and War: On International Relations, 
1920-1968, Stockholm, 1973, p. 32-34, 79-82. 

7. In Hveem, op.cit., this aspect is strongly em- 
phasized and treated in points 1, 2, 8, 9 and 15. 
The degree of action independence ought to be 
the fundamental question in research on depen- 
dency and imperialism. 

8. See Business Week, December 15, 1975 p. 56 
for the negotiations between the Soviet Union 
and the United States on the conditions of the 
long-term grain agreement. 

9. Brown, L., The World Food Prospects, Sci- 
ence, Dec. 12, 1975 contains a calculation by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture on world grain 

reserves. NACLA's Latin American & Empire Re- 
port, October 15, 1975, p. 6-7 gives some details 
on the policy of depleting the grain stocks. How- 
ever, the costs of grain storing largely appears to 
have been the burden of the government, not the 
big grain corporations. See The Guardian, Feb- 
ruary 8, 1976. 

10. International Economic Report of the Presi- 
dent, March 1975, p. 133, 142. 

11. The farmers of course constitute a sizeable 
voting group. However, farming is becoming in- 
creasingly attractive, particularly with recent 
levels of profitability, to big conglomerates, for 
instance, ITT, Boeing, Greyhound, John Hancock. 
See Hargraves, R., Superpower. America in the 
1970's, London 1973, p. 76f. 

12. The definition is given in Agricultural Sta- 
tistics, 1974, US Department of Agriculture, 
p. 584. 

13. GATT, Trends in United States Merchan- 
dise Trade, 1953-1970, Gatt, 1972, p. 7-10. 

14. Both these embargos were only temporary 
but had important effects in regulating trade. Ap- 

parently, they were motivated from fear of inter- 
nal shortages, price increases and consumer pro- 
tests. See Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Re- 

port, September 20, 1975, p. 2008f. Grain corpora- 
tions evaded the embargo on Soviet trade by sel- 
ling from other grain-producing countries, see 
The Guardian, January 25, 1976, p. 17. Thus, it 
is not evident that the corporations suffered from 
the embargo, rather it might well have been pro- 
fitable for them as well as for President Ford, 
who appeared to be 'firm'. 

15. Global Commodity Giants under Scrutiny, 
The Guardian, January 25, 1976, p. 17. 

16. NACLA, op.cit., p. 20. 

17. The Guardian, loc.cit. 

18.NACLA, op.cit., p. 3-11. 

19. International Development and Food Assist- 
ance Act of 1975 (HR 9005), Report on the Com- 
mittee of International Relations, House of Re- 

presentatives, August 1, 1975, p. 16. Some histori- 
cal developments of the PL 480 are told in 
Gustafsson, M., U.S. Food Aid Policy, Paper to 
the seminar on the Political Economy of Food, 
Tampere, April 1976. 

20. Food Problems of Developing Countries: Im- 
plications for US Policy, Hearings before the Sub- 
committee on International Resources, Food and 

Energy of the Committee on International Rela- 
tions, House of Representatives, May-June 1975, 
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p. 155. In the early years PL 480 accounted for 
one third of U.S. agricultural exports, ibid. p. 44. 
Examples from the 1960's are given in Tuomi, H., 
Food Power, Instant Research on Peace and 
Violence, 1975: 3, p. 128. 

21. Statement by K. S. Bittermann, Office of 
Food and Peace, May 21, 1975, Food Problems of 
Developing Countries, op.cit., p. 7. 

22. Bard, R. L., Food Aid and International 
Agricultural Trade, Toronto, 1972, p. 49-50 does 
not regard this as a possible solution (without giv- 
ing very detailed arguments, however). 

23. This was part of the work by the Select 
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, U.S. 
Senate. It prepared several documents of interest, 
see, for instance, Towards A National Nutrition 
Policy, May 1975. 

24. International Development and Food Assist- 
ance Act of 1975 (HR 9005), op.cit., p. 17. 

25. Bard, op.cit., p. 47. On the other hand, 
Richard E. Bell, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture stated in a Congressional hearing, 
June 3, 1975: 'Public Law 480, designed by Con- 
gress to increase the consumption of U.S. agricul- 
tural commodities in foreign countries, has been 
an important part of the Department of Agricul- 
ture's efforts to promote U.S. farm exports', Food 
Problems of Developing Countries, op.cit., p. 44. 
In 1972, the six biggest grain corporations 'col- 
lected $166 million' from PL 480 rules, The 
Guardian, February 8, 1976, p. 17. 

The point here is not that food aid is 'harm- 
less', only that it is difficult to distinguish the ef- 
fects of food aid from the impact of general 
economic dependence. 

26. See Yost, I., The Food for Peace Arsenal, 
in Weissman, S. (ed.), The Trojan Horse. A Radi- 
cal Look at Foreign Aid, San Francisco 1974, 
p. 162-167. 

27. The fact that PL 480 has to respond to many 
concerns apart from the humanitarian one was 
emphasized by K. S. Bittermann from AID's Of- 
fice of Food for Peace in a Congressional hearing 
on May 21, 1975: 'Our Public Law 480 program 
serves many objectives: Humanitarian, political 
economic development, and market develop- 
ment .. . For this reason, we reject the notion that 
Public Law 480 programs are either political or 
humanitarian', Food Problems of Developing 
Countries, op.cit., p. 7, p. 26. Thus, PL 480 had 
historically been a compromise between different 
interests, which raises important questions as to 
how this aggregation of interests was carried out 
and which interests had most weight. 

28. The humanitarian concern might be the in- 
terest most widely supported in American public 
opinion, as the other types appeal only to narrow, 
although powerful, groupings. Also, for instance, 
Cold War rationales for foreign aid appear in- 
creasingly to be losing in credibility. For some 
information on public opinion views, see Sewell, 
J. W. and Paolillo, C., Public Opinion and Gov- 
ernment Policy, in Howe, J. W. (ed), The U.S. 
and the Developing World, New York, 1974, 
p. 125-127. 

29. The following categorization of countries 
has been applied: 
Rich, allied countries: Australia, Belgium-Luxem- 
burg, Canada, Denmark, Federal Republic of 
Germany, France, Israel(a), Italy, Japan, Nether- 
lands, New Zealand and the United Kingdom. 
Rich, non-allied countries: Czechoslovakia, Swe- 
den, Switzerland, U.S.S.R. 
Middle group, allied countries: Brazil(a), Greece, 
Iran(a), Portugal(a), Republic of Korea(a), Saudi 
Arabia, Spain, Taiwan(a). 
Middle group, non-allied countries: Algeria(a), 
Bahamas, Chile(a), Colombia(a), Egypt(a), Hong- 
kong, Ireland, Jamaica(a), Morocco(a), Mexico, 
Peru(a), Poland, Romania, Singapore(a), South 
Africa, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. 
Poor, allied countries: Dominican Republic(a), 
Indonesia(a), Pakistan(a), Philippines(a), Republic 
of Vietnam(a), Thailand(a). 
Poor, non-allied countries: Bangladesh(a), China, 
India(a). 
Criteria for classification: 
The rich/medium/poor dimension consists of a 
weighing of GNP, GNP/capita, rate of growth 
and industrialization without strictly applying 
quantitative methods. 
The allied/non-allied dimension consists of mili- 
tary relationship with the United States expressed 
alliance relationship or in the construction of 
bridgeheads through American intervention. The 
classification of Brazil, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and 
South Africa could be debated, but their posi- 
tions do not affect the main argument as all four 
were very small consumers of American agricul- 
tural products and received little food aid from 
the United States in 1973. 
All countries listed above received agricultural 
exports from the United States. Countries marked 
(a) also received foreign aid. 

30. Nelson, J. M., Aid, Influence and Foreign 
Policy, New York, 1968, p. 110. 

31.Magdoff, H., The Age of Imperialism, New 
York 1969, p. 128. 

32. Loc.cit. 

33. Business Week, December 15, 1975, p. 55-56. 
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34. Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Reports, 
Dec 13, 1975, p. 2705ff. 

35. This programme was initiated in the sum- 
mer of 1975, see R. E. Bell, Department of Agri- 
culture, Congressional hearing, June 3, 1975, Food 
Problems of Developing Countries, op.cit., p. 52. 

SUMMARY 
Economic commodities rapidly gain in importance 
as political weapons, both by nations who cannot 
use military means as the latter tend to be too 
destructive and by nations who lack military 
means. The examples of oil and food indicate 
such a new era. Commodities gain political value 
when they are scarce, when the suppliers are few, 
the consumers many and the suppliers have 
enough self-control to pursue independent action. 
Mostly, the attention has focused on exports but 
there are examples also of how imports can be 
used for political purposes. 

The article applies these ideas to the world 
food market. The United States, as the main 
supplier of grain, has a position which it can ex- 
ploit politically particularly in relationships with 

countries of marginal economic importance to US 
grain trade. Furthermore, with the concentration 
of grain trade into the hands of some few grain 
companies and with the powers given to the Ame- 
rican President, for instance, by the food aid pro- 
gram, capabilities are available for the utilization 
of grain as a weapon. Historically, three interests 
have determined American policy in grain trade 
and food aid; the need to dispose of grain sur- 
pluses, the policy of containment, and the hu- 
manitarian concern in abolishing poverty. To- 
gether, these interests tend to favour a reward 
approach, i.e. and extension of aid, the opening up 
of markets and support of anti-Communist gov- 
ernments. The general success of this policy is 
questioned. Also, however, there are a great num- 
ber of examples of punishments, where aid has 
been closed for countries predominantly not allied 
to the United States. The success of this policy 
is also questioned. The utilization of grain as a 
political weapon is a real possibility and there are 
already a number of historical examples. This 
consequently makes necessary a discussion on pos- 
sible counter-measures. Some suggestions are 
raised, for instance, consumer cartels and interna- 
tional control. 
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