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The World Food Problem 

The President: This discussion on the current world food problem was called 
because: 1. The war on hunger is as important as any national security problem 
we face; 2 . The size and urgency of the p roblem requires us to move rapidly to 
organize a worldwide attack on hunger; and 3 . U .S. public opinion polls show a 
resistance to our assisting foreign countries in the fields of health, weliare, 
education, and food. 

Secretary Rusk: The Development Assistance Committee is meeting in Washing­
ton this week. We plan to alert those who are assisting foreign countries to the 
urgency of the food problem. Up to now, the food producing countries have been 
looked to to solve the serious world food problem. However, the fight on hunger 
must include nations other than tbe food producin g nations. We must work out a 
combination of means to fight hunger. We are disappointed in what the developing 
states have done to increase their food production. We have also been disappointed 
by what the donor states in DAG have done in providing food aid. 

AID Director Bell: Summarized the AID piper (copy attached). He used the 
charts attached to the paper to illustrate the magnitude of the problem and to 
emphasize that an agricultural program must be integrated into the national 
economy of every developing country. 

Secretary Freeman: India is doing what it said it would do in improving seed, 
developing water resources, and increasing the use and production of fertilizer . 
Famine is not likely now in India but we must get tough with the Indians to ensure 
that they achieve a five percent agricultural growth rate. 

As to U. S. domestic production, we should return additional U . S . acreage to 
food production. We need enough food to ensure that famine will not occur in the 
future . The Indians have lived up to their commitments and we must live up to 
ours . (Secretary Freeman's paper and tables referred to are attached. ) 

The Vice President : We should increase the amount of wheat car ried over into 
the nex-1: year in order to block the speculators and to use it as a means of holding 
down inflation. 

Secretary Freeman: A final decision on the increase in U.S. acreage must be 
taken no later than Labor Day. 
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The President: Every official taking part in the Development Assistance 
Committee meetin g this week (the Vice President, Secretary Rusk, Secretary 
Freeman, Ambassador Bell) should make clear that the United States is deadly 
serious about a worldwide effort to fight hunger and that it is in the interests of 
all advanced countries to help to the fullest extent that they can . 

Secretary Rusk should prepare plans for a State - AID- Agriculture- BOB effort 
to prepare studies and recommendations as to the ne>..1: steps to be taken in the 
war on hung e r . 

A major objective of this Administration is the export 0£ food, health, and 
education. Top priority must be given to getting Congress to authorize adequate 
resources for this purpose . 

Secretary Fowler: The export of U. S . goods and services is desirable if it is 
done in such ways as to avoid displacing commercial markets . The export of 
cash is not. We 1nust get on a burden- sharing basis with other countries because 
of the effect on our balance of payments position of the m .ovement abroad of U . S . 
resources . We must insist that international organizations find ways to transfer 
abroad our resources with the least effect on our balance of payments. 

"h,~ .o . ~ ~ 
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THE WORLD FOOD PROBLE:·I 

Discussion PaJer for NSC Meeting on July 19, 1966 

I . Backgr ou.."ld 

· A. I ndicators of the Proble.'!l 

1. About three in five of the world's people are chronically 
underfed . Diet deficit areas include all of Asia, except Japan and Israel; 
almost all of Central America and the Caribbean; all Africa but the 
southern tip , and all South America except the three southern countries . 
Aver age consu.~ption in these countries stands substantially below 2,400 
calories per day e.n.d 6o grams of total protein, the.·united Nations' mini ­
mum standard . 

Of the 700 million children under 14 y ear s of age in the free 
world LDC ' s ; over two- thirds are malnourished . Mor e than half the deaths 
in LDC ' s are a~ong pre- school children - - a mortality r ate 6o tL~es that 
in developed regions . In Ecuador , the number of children who die of 
l!leasles each year is 325 times that in the U. S., because of chronic ~al­
nourishrr.ent . In Libya, a mother must have five children to have a good 
chance t~at one will l ive to 15 yea~s . In Vietnam, 4o percent of the 
children die of disease by the age of four . 

2. After a decade of gradual progress in LDC food supplies per 
capi ta, further progress stopped in the l ate 50 ' s , and even turned down 
f or a l arge pE.rt of the LDC population . · Between 1961 and 1964, depend­
ence on concess:onal grain imports increasec by 17 percent. Despite U. S. 
f ood aid ~ou..~ti~g to $1.6 billion per yea:r, consumption per capita 
'barely stayed le·rel in so?Ce LDC ' s , and in other:; even slipped . · 

B. Some Costs 

1. For t he U. S., hunger is the greatest single proble:n in the 
devel oping world. 

As humanitar ians we cannot stand by a~id i ncreasing misery . 

Food shortages can lead to sudden cr ises of confidence in 
peaceful change , to viol ence , to pol itical instabi lity, and 
t o r eceptivity to ideological pan~ceas. 
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Hunger bas become a focus of deep concern in the United Nations 
where the small number of r ich North P..1\ericans a.11d ~~estern 
Etl.ropea.~s are freque~tly belabored by the poor coW1tries of 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America . 

The failure of the LDC ' s to increase their production atrd thus 
r educe their de?endence on gifts or concessional sales, deepl y 
affects our own do::lestic policies. The food needs of India 
have already caused us to call for more whe~t land to be put 
under cultivation, and to increase the real resources the nation 
i s currently devoting to raising food. This means that the flow 
of American resource s devoted to aid will i ncrease, even if t he 
added appropriations show up under Agriculture rather than AID. 

2 . For the LDC ' s, domestic food supply is both insufficient 
and precarious . The immedi a te effects are bad nutrition and ill-health. 
Further, output in the food sector is not growing fast enough . This 
mea.~s that scarce foreign exchange must be used for food Lmports and 
t hat the agricultural sector is not able to constitttte a marke t for the 
products of other sectors, or to increase its own inco:!!e e.nd sa·rings. 

Further , because of the size of the agricultural sector (50 to 
8o perce~t of the population), ar.d its potential as a source of do~estic 
savings, its perfor!!lance is crucial in determining the pace of econo~ic 

developr.:ent . 

II. What is Being Done 

The U.S. a.~d other nations have been support:~g the efforts of 
the LDC ' s in three ways - - (1) helping LDC ' s to i~crease f ood procucti on; 
(2) assisting progra~s to control population; and (3) ma2~ing food ship­
men t s to the LDC's . 

A. Food Production 

The U.S. , other aid-giving western coun~r1es, e..~d the multi ­
lat eral a~encies com:"'.'titted more than $1 . 5 billion to progra:1s t o improve 
l ocal agricultural development during 1962-1964. The U.S. ~rovided about 
one- third of this economic assistance to agriculture wnile the World Ba..n..k. 
f amily provided a~out one- fifth . Du.ring 1964, there were 7,500 people 
f'rom western countries providing technical assistance to agriculture in 
t he LDC ' s. The U. S. provided about 15 percent of these ?eople w!"lile the 
FAO provided about 3C percent . 
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Ta.~en together, the Soviet Union, Eastern ~urope and Cor:!!:lunist 
China ccr:!!!l.itted an annual average of something over $100 oillion in 
r ecent years . They had over 3, 000 technicians in the field in 1964-1965. 

During tae coming fiscal year , AID proposes to increase its 
invest~ent in aBriculture by nearly one -third over fiscal year 1966 and 
by more than hal~ over fiscal year 1965, to a total of $512 million . 
These fLL'1ds will mobilize greater U. s . technology and resources by 
financi..rlg f er!;ilize!' imports frora. tl::e U.S ., transferr:L11g American fa!'!:l ­
i ng t ech..'1iques and equi~ment to the developing cou::itries , construct:L~g 

f ertilizer plants , estaoli3hing more extension services , cooperatives, 
and credit facilities , and financing rese~rch for better and more nutri­
t ious crops . Country per.:'or:r.;.nce in developin5 food resources will be a 
priority self-help condition for AID assistance . 

In concert ¥ith these efforts , the President has proposed a 
new Fooci. for Freedom program, which will be closely integrated with U.S. 
econor:>ic ass i sta:lce efforts . The new progra.r:i proposes increased f ood e.id 
shipaents to fill the food gap while local output is bei.ng expa.11ded . Part 
of t he local cu.rre~cy generated under food sales will be re-L1vested :L11 
country agricultur3.l develo~::ent and food processing inC.ustries . Tbe i'ocd 
su~plied in ~~!'lJ cases ~ill be used as part vages in rural devclo~~~t 
progra=:s to pro~ote self-hel? • In dete!"r.'!L<ations of f ood aid , e~?h~sis 
will be given to each cou_~try's ef:orts to develop its own food ca;ia.­
bilities - - either through egricul~ural develop=ent or il:!?roved ca~acity 
t o b uy i.!l. world markets. 

B. Populatio~ Control 

The U. S. i s respo~di.1g positively to =esuests f or advisory 
services , teaching ~..ateris.ls , trai.1ing, trans~crt a.1d equip~ect -- for 
any useful assista~ce exce?t providing AID fu_~ds for the supply o: 
contraceptives. For exa.~ple, AID has provided support for health ani 
f amily pla.."'lni.~g cl1~ics in South Kor ea and T~i~-a.n ; jee?s f or f~,i ly 
planning 'lOrkers in Tu:-key; tecb.nical assistance and other support f or 
f amily pla.:ining in Pakistan, Honduras , and Tunisia . other co1.:.11tries , 
notably t he Un~ted ~..i.ngdc~ a.~d Sweden, are also conducting fani..ly pl2.!'.nL~g 
prograrn5 in a nU!:lber of Lrc' s . 

C. · Food Shipr:ients 

The value of U.S . food aid going to LI:C's now runs r oughly 
at the level of $1.5 billion annually . Only a fe·,r other countries have 
r egular food e.ss~stance progra::is although a nu::iber are r::.aking s~cial 

http:respo~di.1g
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contributions to India . The next largest food donor is Ca.riadaJ whose 
commit::ients are now about $66 million of g:ra."lt food for the cur1·ent 
f iscal year . 

For 1966 through 1968, effective pledges to date t o the 
i nternatioP.G'.l World Food P~·cgram are $151+ ::niJlion, of which the U .s . 
share is $74 million . The CO!Th7.0dity co~onent of the U. S. contribution 
i s about $50 million ; tais is matcced by comraodity pleeges 1"".rora other 
countries . 

III . Current Prospects f or the Short Tern (FY 1967 and FY 1968) and 
Implicationa for U.S . Polic7 

A. Short Ter:n Prospects 

1. ~spite t~e efforts described above) a.Tld asstr:li::'lg nor~al 
cr ops , there will be no radical shift for t he better in the basic shape 
of the world :'cod problen over the next two years . Popu.latio~ growth i.1 
tae LI:c' s will continue at least to ma.tea food :;?roductic::'lJ and :people in 
t he LI:c ' s will contimte to live under low nutritional standar ds . 

2 . On the food shipoent side , the situati on ~ill bea= close 
watcbin5 t o ensure taat t he LI:c food position do~s not actually deteriorate 
f urtaer. 

(a) For FY 1967, t here i s already a shortfall of 6.8 
million t ons betwee~ estL-::=.ted LLC require~ents for cc~cessional U.S. 
wheat (18 .O million to:is) a:i.d our ava:.labilities (11.2 ""'illion to~s ). 
We plan t o ~eet t his s~o=t~~ 11 by su?plyi~; on a concessional ba3is such 
substitutes as co=n and sorghQ~ , a..~d by encour:!.ging other su~pliers (e . g . 
Fra..~ce , Canada, a.~1 possibly Australia ) t o supply concessior12.l w~eat t o tee 
Lrc' s . To the exte:it ta.e.t the minL'!!u:n r equire:::er.: s of the Lrc ' s are not 
f illed by concessional sales or do:i.ationsJ the=e ar e two alternatives . 
Either the nutrition~l stand~rd s in}.:s lo...-er , or LLC's have t o divert 
scarce f oreign exc~a:i.;e fro~ develo~~ent pll.!'poses to r ood pll.!'c~ase s . 
In either case, econonic growth :L~ the Lrc's will be slowed . 

(b) As for FY 1968 , even t hough we have ex~nded the 
acreage allotcent a."ld are scooting f or a wheat crop ne:r.t SU!!!I!':er of 
42 million t ons , t he situation is not secure : 
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Continued adverse weather conditions in the U. S. could re:iuce 
t he crop substantially beloH the 42 million ton projection . 

A poor crop year- in the So·riet Union comparable to 1963 and 
1965 could r educe o·rerall ·,;orld wheat availabili-ties by 10 
million tons . 

.~~other poor monsoon in India could push Indian concessional 
import needs above the 8 million tons now included in our 
estimates . 

B. 	 Imulications for U. S. Policy 

1. There is little more we can do about the ·..tteat situation 
f or FY 1967 - - except to encourage the LDC ' s to accept U.S. concessional 
substitutes sue~ as corn and sorghu.'11, to urge other donor nations to 
meet the balance of the shortfall by additional concessional r esource 
transfers, ar-.d to m~ke sure that our own distributions go wher e they are 
needed nost . In both economic and political situations , Hhere the 
specific need for food is not well established, we should consider sub ­
stituting other forms of aid. 

2. As for FY 1963, we should consider taking out insura."'!.ce 
e.gainst the possiole world catastrophe of poor U.S . , SoV:.et, and Indian 
harvests next year . AsstL~ing that such action ma.~es se~se domestica:..ly, 
one way to do the job would be to a..L.~ounce later this month a further 
i ncrease in the wheat acreage allot:;i.:nt . _ _ _ _ _ fuch action could 
presu.~ably be used to spur other DAC ~eillbers to be more forthco~ing 
about providing concessional aid to the LDC's during FY 1967 and FY 196a . 

'TV . 	 Curre:it Pros!_)ects :'or the Lon.g Ter:n ( now to 1955) a.ad b9lications 
f or U.S . Policy 

A. Long-Term Pros?ects 

While the present prospects for the long- te!"1:1 need not be hopeless , 
they a!'e cer tainly not now very bright. 

1. Food output in the LDC ' s is r ising -- but not as fast as 
f ood de."::a-"1d. With populations increasing at a rate of 2~ - 3 percent 
a year, food output per person has barely been able to kee~ ~ace, and 
i n some countries it has actually declined . Moreover, food de::and is 

http:insura."'!.ce
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r ising because personal incomes are i ncreasing for many in t~e LL'C 's . 
People who have long lived on subsistence diets are S?e::1ding thei:' 
added incone on more and better quality f ood . 

2. While the following nunbers clear ly ha-,,.-~ a me.r5in of e::-ror 
if food output continues to increase at the present rate , if population 
grows at the rate projected by the UN, and if the::-e is only a modest 
increase in food consll!:rotion over uresent mi.!1.i":lLm levels - .:. t:ie:1 t he orese;:it 
f ood deficit of 18 ~illfon tons will grov-to 42 million-to~s by 1975 a~d 
to 88 raillio::1 tons by 1985 . 42 million tons i s larger tca::i t he e!'ltire 
curre:-it U. S. wheJ.t crop and 88 million tons would exceed by 12 million 
t ons , total U. S . production capacity even ii' all rese1-<1e acres were 
brought back into production a:ld if there were cont inuing technological 
improve:nents. 

3. At t he same time , the U. S. supply situation is caa3ging 
r adically . We are fast running out of sur?lus ~rains and ar e j ust now 
r eaching the stage when ve must deliberately ex:;:end acreage f or the pro­
duction of f ood for aid. 

B. Im1)lications for U. S. Policy 

1. At the outset , it might be well to indicate wi:lat we ca!'_riot 
do and, at tee sa::i.e t L~e , solve t he long-ter~ food proble~. 

(a ) We ca!"!...·10t tapeJ: off f ood aid and let the LI'C' s su.b ­
sist on wh~t tney can produce , on what they ca~ get concessio~ally froo 
others , a~d/or on what they can buy COr::l!:lercially . 

The LI:C's would not be able to get concessional help f':ron othe::-s, 
vho are liJ:ely to act f avorably in this ares. only if we act . 

The LL'C ' s would have t o spend a cri?plingly large part of thei~ 
scarce f creig:i exchan5e resources on essential food i-;i:iorts . 
This ;.rould CZ.astically Lmder:ni:-ie and in some cases re·ve::-se the~ -r 

current rate of develo~~e:lt . 

The LIX! 1 s would suffer severe f ood shorta3es with accoz:rpan.ying 
malnutr ition, misery, a nd violence . 

(b) We cannot fill the widening gap er;.tirely throtl8h 
~ood aid frou t he U. S. 
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Even with a maximum co:ltribution from other donors , by 1975, 
t he U.S ., through ex-pc.nded. food production, would hs.ve to 
i n.crease its food aid progra:n .from the present level of about 
$1 .5 billion to over $3 billion annually . Most importantly, 
by 1985 , even this effort would probably not be sufficient to 
meet the world ' s demand for food . 

An alx:ost impossible increase in shipping, port , and food 
distribution ca::;iacity would. be r equired . 

The progress of the LDC' s toward self- support ·.,•ould be und.er ­
mined . LDC' s would become desperately dependent on food aid, 
a. situation which ·,.;ould put an intolerable moral respon.sibility 
on supplier nations . 

2 . About the only thing we can do is to use our food and other 
econo:.~c assista~ce to stimulate a.~ increase in food production within 
the LDC ' s the;:iselves . Hope:'ully, this approach, which would reo_u:.re an 
increase in technical and capital assistance and a temporary increase 
in food aid, would ultime.tely result in a decline in LDC dependence on 
handouts , a ~ore r apid rate of econor.ric growth , an increase in U.S. 
com,~ercial exports and an assurance of an adequate long- run food supyly 
for mankind . 

3. The tas}: be.:"ore us is enormously complicated and irr.po:rta.ri.t . 
To do something about i t, we must focus our efforts in at least four 
areas ~ 

· (a) First, we must try· harder to get i~creased food 
productio~ fron the LDC ' s . By and l arge , the increase will have to 
come ~rom i:l?roved yields on existing farms; L~volve far - r eaching 
policy changes by the LDC ' s; a.1d require large inputs of r esources 
from the de·relo;:ed count:::-ies . While the needs vary widely from LDC ;;o 
LDC, a number of bottl enecks , co:n.~on to almost all of them, will have 
to be a~d.ress~d ~ore energetically . 

Something will have to be done to give t he farmers more 
incentives to produce - - e . g ., f avorable and econonica_ly 
sound price relationships ; protection from disas~ers a.1d 
other sources of uncertainty ; favorable land tenure syste~s . 
These policy cna~ges are not necessarily expensive in ~oney 
t erms . The principal require~znts are analysis , persuasion , 
good will and ~ine . Willingness to undertake these ha.rd , 
but necessary, policy reforms must be a prime conditioa o~ both 
non- f ood and food aid . 

http:reo_u:.re


- 8 ­

Something will he.ve to be done to strengthen the institutional 
i'ramework -- e . g . , r esearch facilities ; f arm credit inst:.tutions; 
education and exte:1sion services ; and distribution facilities . 
The creation of these institutions is the job of the poor 
countries the."Uselves, but they ca..rinot do the job without l arge 
a~ounts of technical advice and economic assistance . The U. S. 
and other developed free ;;urld nations ;.;ill have to increase 
substantially the numbers of agricultural technicians presently 
serving in the LDC ' s. 

Substantially more external funds will have to be provided to 
make more of the necessary ma.te!'ials available to the LDC's -­
e . g . , ir.1proved seed; feytilizer ; pesticides; earth-moving 
machinery for the construction of i~arm -to -market roads and irri ­
gation works~ ma-terials and equipme:-it for the construction of 
f ertilizer factories a_qd storage facilities . A key t o this 
effort, when co~bined w~th adequate water, suitable seed ar.d 
improved practices, is ferti l izer . $1 million of fertil i zer 
can yield enough grain t0 f eed 200,000 people for a year ; 
$1 million of wheat will feed only 70,000 people for a year . 

Most importantly, as we look at t he food product i on aspect of 
t he food probl~11 , we will have to be careful not to look at i t in isolation . 
While it is evident that virtually every LDC can a_~d should grow more food 
t han it r.ow does, it is equally clear that every LDC need not be self ­
suffici~~t in food . Each must build the capacity to provide f or itself 
either through dor.iestic production or corr..11ercial purchases on the ·,.;orl<i 
market; a::i each must make i ts decision on the proper bala..'1.ce· bet·,ree:i 
domestic a..'1.d foreig:l supplies in the light of total r esources and 
comparative adva.1tage . Our assistance, in -~1atever f or:n, will have to 
b e used across the board - - to support good policies and t o influence 
gov~r~~e~ts to change bad policies, as well as to i nc r ease resources . 
Just as the problem of development must be solved a s a whole , we must 
use all of our influence a.."ld assistance together . 

(b) Second, we must try harder in the area of population 
control . 

We should respond effectively to r equests f or assistance in 
t his B.!'ea and to stimulate them when this can be done without 
seeming t o impose population control . Our sunoort is r equired 
in the form of advice, training and l ogistic facilities; vehicles 
are most important . (At least judging from the House version of 
the Food for Freedom bill , which mentions population control in 
a number of different places , the Congress may wa_~t to push us 
even f'urther in the area of population contr ol . ) 
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We should encourc..ge major self-help efforts by the LDC's 
themselves - - widespread educational campaigns; the creation 
of a network of clinics and health centers. 

(c) Third, we must be prepared to supply increased 
amounts of food aid for the following purposes: 

To avoid severe hunger and malnutrition in the LDC's. 

To buy time for LDC's to modernize their agriculture. 

To free foreign exchange for the purchase of imports which are 
required for capite.l for.nat ion. This capital is needed, in 
part, to increase agricultural production in the less developed 
coW1tries. 

To secure the necessary policy reform and reallocation of LDC 
r esources. Food aid as a negotiating tool by itself is restricted 
by basic hu..~anitarian considerations which make the threat of 
withholding it less real than the threat of withholding dollar 
aid. However, if food a..."1d dollar aid are carefully tied 
together in a...~ integrated development package, we can probably 
get considerably raore negotiating mileage from it than we can 
get from the dollar portion alone. This will be especially 
true if the ne·" Food for Freedom legislation is passed; it 
will beco~e even more evident to the LDC's that we propose to 
ultimately treat food aid like developiTient loans for non- food 
commodities (i.e., after a transition period there would be 
no more sales for local currency). 

(d) Fourth, we must use our own increased efforts i n the 
above three areas as a spur to get other developed countries to do their 
f air share. In this regard, we should: 

Ta...~e every opportunity, at the DAC High Level Heeting in Washing­
ton on July 20 -21 , and at subsequent international me:etings, to 
emphasize the L~portance which the U.S. attaches to this probla~ 
and the need for richer nations to work together a.~d to 
make available additional resources. In this connection we 
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should view the problem broadly so that each potential donor 

nation can make a contribution , if not in food aid then in 

f ertilizer, technical assistance or other ways . 


Propose an intensive and concerted exa~ination by developed 

countr ies of how best to carry out an expanded collecti\·e 

devel opment effort with emphasis on agriculture , calling upon 


. all concerned governments and international organizations to 
assist in the task . In this r egard, we should not preclude 
an i ncrease in our ovm overall aid effort. This could co:::e 
about, of course , only upon a clear showing of need , of self-help 
efforts on t he part of recipients , and of a willing~ess on the 
part of other developed countries to do their fai r share . 

Approved by: 

JUL J 5 1355Date : 

-CONFIBEN7Ift.L 



Review of the World Food Situation 
and the U.S. Supply Position 

(Statement before the NSC by the Secretary of Agriculture) 

The world food situation has changed dramatically over the past 

5 years, taking an ominous turn. The failure ~o arrest and reverse 

the increasingly adverse food- population trends in the developing 

countries is fraught with danger. 

Thie ominous turn of events abroad is directly refleci;ed in 

changes occurring here in the United States . Until quite recently we 

had in this country the world 's two major reserves in the race between 

food and people. These were (1) the vast quantities of grain we bad 

in storage and (2) the large areas of cropland idled under our f arm 

programs. 

In 1961 the United States had a carryover of ll5 million tone of 

grain -- TI million tone of feed.grains and 38 million tons of wheat . 

Today we have only 61 million tons -- 46 million metric tons of 

coarse grains and 15 million tons of wheat. The 55 million tons of 

excess grain carryover has vanished completely. 

As recently as last year we had 56 million acres of cropland 

diverted to conservation uses. Recent actions taken to increase 

acreage of weat, rice and soybeans, plus a further increase in wheat 

acreage now under consi deration, wil.l bring nearly one-third of this 

i dled cropland back into production this year • Thus within the past 

'• 
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5 years, one of these two gtrategic reserves has disappeared and the 

other is nov being sharply reduced. 

Trends in worldwide reserves c.loael.y parallel 1a those of the 

United States. Cereals, princtpally wheat and rice, make up the 

bulk of diets among the 2 billion people living in the food short 

developing countries. Five yea.rs ago the world carryover of wheat 

was 59 million metric tons. As ot 1966, wheat carryover is only 

30 million tons, and is projected to be even lower a.t this time next 

year. Rice carryover in the major exporting countries totaling 1.8 

million metric tons in 1955, or about one third the level of world 

exports , has now disappeared almost entirely. 

During the tive year period in which these chs.nges hsve occurred 

world population has increased by 315 million. Fully tour fittha ot 

the 315 million have been added in the leas developed countries. 

There are 3 basic benchmarks to which the rate of increase in 

toocl production can be uaetully related. These are (1) the rate ot 

increase needed to keep pace vith poJlUl.ation growth, (2) the rate of 

increase needed to attain target rates ot economic growth while main­

taining stable prices and, (3) the rate needed to eliminate the serious 

mal.Jllltrition common to moat of the developing countries. By all three 

criteria, tbe rate ot increase has been decidedly inadequate. As matter• 

now .tand we are "losing the var on hunger~ 
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Thirty years ago the less developed regions of Asia, Africa and 

.le.tin America were exporting 11 million tons of grain yearly to the 

developed countries, princip:tJ..l.y Western Europe. During the war 

decade of the 1940' s that flow was reversed. This year more than 

30 mill1on tons v1.l.l. move from the ''haven to the ''have not" regions 

of the world. 

The net grain trade position of the less developed world has 

changed by 41 million tons • Even so, effective internal demand for 

food in the developing countries f ar exceeds the available supply 

even with the current massive imports. India, Brazil, Indonesia, 

the UAR and Pakistan are al..l experiencing sharp rises in food prices. 

These sharply rising prices are forcing reductions 1n developnent 

expenditures, thus reducing rates of economic grovth. 

It is clear that sharp and decisive action must be taken to 

mobilize resources if famine is to be avoided in the densely populated 

developing countries . In an age characterized by rising aspirations, 

famine conditions will not be tolerated for long • 

.le.et December this Couneil issued a memorandum stating that we 

ehoul.d make every effort to avoid the famine then pending in India. 

As a result of the actions we have taken combined with the response 

of many other countries it now appears we will avoid famine in India 

this year. This costly effort, requiring nearly one-fourth of our 

. wheat crop and nearly a billion dollars worth of food in total, 

represents the largest rescue effort ever mounted. There is a 11.mit 

to the number of times we can repeat t his performance without 

endangering our own internal reserves. 

SERVILE Sf:T' 
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The strategy to win t :ie war on hunger must be developed in light 

of both short and long term considerations; national and international. 

1mplications, and economic and political considerations. Economic 

and political stability are more dependent on an adequate supply of 

food than any other single factor. 

Strategically we must plan for a more acceptable balance between 

food and people -- one designed to achieve: (1) minimum nutritional 

standards and (2) sustain an acceptable minimum rate of economic 

grovtb. Over the next :fev years this will require significant 

quantities of food if fami.ne is to be averted during the period in 

which the LDC's arrest and reverse recent trends, gradually reducing 

their dependence on concessional food imports. 

The minimum amounts of food necessary will depend on three things: 

(1) hov fast population control advances, (2) hov f'ast f'ood proauction 

increases, and (3) weather. Regardless of hov effective population 

control efforts are, attaining the desired targets by 1975 wil.1. 

require a rate of agricultural grovth in the LDC's of at least 4! per­

cent per year. To meet this target will require greatly i ncreased 

effort by the LDC•s and a significant increase in the production of 

agricultural inputs Yithin the developing countries. 

Tactical..iy ve must be more alert to the use of U.S. food paver 

to reach short term objectives. The ability to deny or make available 
suppl.y 

food to countries in short/ may well be the decisive factor in shaping 

the policies of countries 1n question. Egypt is currently heavily 

SffiVIUESEY 
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dependent on u.s. concessional food shipments. Both India and Pakistan 

are being influenced in their policy formulation by the grim fact 

that the United states is, for all practical purposes, the only 

source of supply. 

Our sharp1y reduced 11'1leat crop dictates a f airly tight rein on 

PL 480 programming for this year and an expansion of production in 

1967 . Wheat is in shorter supply this year than we had hoped (table 1). 

The carryover on July l, 1966 was 280 million bushels less than a 

year earlier. The crop, reduced by drought, is now estimated 150 

million bushels below t he prospects of 3 months ago and almost 90 mil­

1ion bushels below last year's crop. 

At this time, we cannot prudently make available for PL 480 more 

than 413 million bushels. This is 130 million bushels less than 

was shipped last year and certainly is less than the recipient countries 

could use if weat were more abundant . However, essential food needs 

vil.l be met by supplementing wheat vith feedgrains which are in better 

supply. This was accomplished successf'ul..l.y in India last year . 

Even Yith a lower level of PL 480 progrrumning, the carryover 

on July 1 , 1.967 Yill be :further reduced to about 388 m1.l.l.1on bushels. 

Th.is is slightly below the minimum level of 400 million bushels 

which is considered a safeguard for pipel ine stocks and the possibility 

of J?OOr weathe.r again next year. Nor does it give :flexibility for 

meeting exceptional. foreign contingencies vhich might arise. 
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There have been two occasions in the last 10 years when world 

wheat trade rose 27-28 percent. It this should happen again, it wou.ld 

be equival.ent to a sudden increase in world wheat demand of about 

450 mil.lion bushels, roughly halt the wheat stocks in major exporting 

countries. Clearly, some ot tb.8.t increased demand would not be met 

even Yi.th large feed.grain substitution . 

In the very unlikely contingency that there would be sllmtltaneoua 

severe droughts in the three major importing countries -- India, 

Mainland China and the Soviet Union -- the wheat needs of these 

countries could rise as J111cb as 1 billion bushels. This would be 

· equiT&lent to the total wheat stocks in all the major exporting 

count:rie1 ot the world. 

This is not to suggest that the U.S . bold stocks tor 8.11.'f 

contingency that may face the world -- friend or foe. But there ia 

a c1ear need for increasing our own stock level to improve our 

position to deal vith emergency situations that might arise, including 

the poseibility ot poor weather here again next year. 

Two months ago the President announced a 15 percent increase in 

our wheat acreage allotment {49 to 57 million acres). The President 

baa asked me to review, in light ot recent worldwide developments, the 

need for still another increase of sa:y 15 percent. The implications ot 

doing this are spelled out in Table 1. 

Alternative I in the table projects the likely resu1t under 

aTerage weather conditions and the allotment as announced. Thie woW.d 

bring a record production and enable us to provide PL 480 weat at 

SERVICEsa" 
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the level of recent years. It would also modestly increase the 

carryover to the minimum safeguard level . If' weather in 1967 should 

again bring a reduction in yields comparable to this year, we would 

have the main options of reducing PL 480 programming to this year's 

level or reducing stocks to 300 million bushels or less or some of 

both. 

Alternative II considers the probable results of doubling ~he 

increase in the wheat allotment by an additional 8 million acres or 

so over Alternative I. Under normal growing conditions, this acreage 

would allow for an increase in carryover to above 500 million bushel 

or some further increase in PL 480 programning. Again vith weather 

as poor as this year, we could lose about 140 million bushels from 

production and thus f'rom ending stocks July 1 1 1968 or PL 48o programs, 

Because of the turn of events vith drought having reduced the 

current crop much below expectations and with the carryover next 

summer headed somewhat belov minimum safeguard levels, more wheat 

acreage will be needed than the al.l.otment announced so far. We are 

nov con~dering hov much more, and recommendations will be forthcoming 

in a few days. 

JWiCESET 
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Table 1.--Ylheat: Supply-distribution 

196 7-68 
Al ternatives 

1965- 66 1966-67 r l / .rr Y
" Mil:"" bushela Mil. bushels Mil. bushela Mil. ous hela 

Supplv 
Beginning carryover July 1 818 540 38ti .• 388 
Pr ociuction 1.327 1,240 l.540 l,660 
Impor t s 1 1 1 1 

Total supply 2,146 1,781 1,929 2,049.. 

Do~estic disappearance 

Food 525 525 530 530 

Seed 61 75 75 85 

Feed 155 60 80 ....- .. 80 
,. 

I ' Total domestic 741 660 685 695
• I 

. • ! .. .' ' 

B_xport s 

·' · Dollar exports 280 285 245 245
... .. .i·>· Darter 40 35 40 40 

t !· P .L. 480 545 /113 ' . 55 9 . _.5 59 . < 

;·! ·?· • · Total exports 865 733 84/t " 844
:1 .
I : • ...1 

I : 
.; 

I • • 

• :·: . : Total disappearance l,606 l,393 . 1,539 

l:.. .. \ .~ . .. . ; 
' Ending carryover July l 540 388 510 

. ' . ·'. 

I. 
.· 

. . / . 1• 
• • I #'" 1 ~ 

]J Assumes the 1967_ allllounced wheat allotment of 59 .3 million aj:Rs-1 ..':.. :.~ . ... . ..·. .'. _.,,. ' 

. y Assumes the 1967 wheat allotment is increased another 8 milli~ acres to 
'.:. 

67.3 million acres. - . ," .. .. ., . ..
• 
 J ... , • . 
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THE CHANGING PATTERN OF WORLD GRAIN TRADE 


Over the pas t 25-30 yea.rs the world grain trade pattern has changed dramatic ­
ally. During the late 1930' s the three dominant grai.n exporting regions were 
North Ameri ca , Latin America and Eastern Europe (including the Soviet Union). 
At that time Latin America was the leading grain exporter. 

Latin America, plagued wit h runaway rates of popilation growth, has lost its 
large net export surplus of grain and is today scarcely self sufficient . 
Impor ts into Brazil and other smaller countries largely offset exports from 
Argentina. Eastern Europe, once the breadbasket for all of Europe, now has 
a large import deficit . 

North America, exporting 5 million tons of grain yearly i n the late 1930's, is 
expected to export 60 million tons of grain this year. Even more significant 
North America could export consistently 100 million tons of grain anmially 
if the world market were large enough. Three basic fa.ctors underlie these 
dramatic changes in the pattern of world grain trade: the agricultural revo­
lution in North America, runaway population growth rates in the developing 
countries, and the near universal failure of the Socialist (Bloc) countries 
to develop viable agricultural sectors. 

North America today has a near monopoly on the world's exportable supplies of 
food . The worldwide political implications of this fact ought not to be lost~ 

World Gr ain Tr ade by Major Geographic Regions {net trade) 

EstimatedRegion 1934- 38 1960 1966 

- Million metric tons 

North America +5 +39 ~o 

Latin Amer ica. +9 0 +2 

Western Europe - 24 -25 -23 

E. Europe (incl. USSR) +5 0 -14 

Africa +1 -2 -3 

Oceania (Austr al.) +3 +6 +8 

Asia +2 -16 - 30 

2P1us net exports; mimls =net imports. 
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SOORCES OF GROWTH IN THE WORLD WHEAT MARKET 


The world wheat lD&l'ket can, for analytical. purposes, be divided into 3 markets. 
These are the Free World or traditional commercial market, the Bloc commercial 
market and the concessional market. The Free World conmercial ma.rket consist ­
ing or such traditional whe&t importers as the United Kingdom, West Germany 
and Japan has been remarkably stable over the past 15 yea.rs. 

The Bloc commercial market, qnite small through 1960, began to increase 
markedly in the early 1960' s as Mainland China lost its position as a net 
grain exporter and became one of the world's leading importers. The Soviet 
Union, a. ranking exporter in the la.te 1950's and early 1960's, became a luge 
net importer in 1964. Since then it haa been the world's lea.ding importer 
of wheat. In 1964 more than one- third of all the wheat entering world trade 
channels was imported by Bloc COU!ltries on a commercial basis. 

The concessional wheat market, consistently accounting for one-fourth to one­
third of all wheat imports is supplied a.l.Jnost entirely by the United States. 
Tvo-fi:fths of the U.s . wheat crop moves abroad under Public Law 480. Virtually 
al1 of the growth in the world wheat market over the past 10-15 years is 
accounted for by the developnent of the Bloc commercial. market and the conces­
sional market . 

World wheat and wheat flour exports by market, 
1951-52/1965-66 

: :Commercial market .... ConcessionalYear TotalFree Sino-Soviet market .. 
World Bl.cc y .. 

- - - - - - - - - - - Million Metric Tons 

1951- 52 24.o o.6 4.5 29.0 
1952-53 24 .8 0.9 1.2 26.9 
1953-54 20.6 0 .5 2.9 23.9 
1954-55 21.0 1.1 4.3 26.4 
1955- 56 20.5 1.3 6.5 28.3 
1956-57 21.8 4 .1 l0.3 36.2 
1957-58 20. 9 3.9 7.6 32.4 
1958-59 22.2 5.0 8.7 36.0 
1959- 60 21.0 4.7 10.4 36.1 
1960-61 23.0 6.1 12.7 41.8 
1961-62 24 .4 9.2 13.5 47.1 
1962-63 20.5 9.0 13.2 42 .8 
1963-64 23.4 18.9 13.9 56.2 
1964-65 23.7 11.7 15.8 51.2 
1965-66 26.7 17.8 16.7 61.2 

Y Excludes Poland, ~goslavia and CU'ba, which are in concessional.. 
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DIVERGING TRENDS IN WORLD WHEAT CARRYOVER AND EXPORTS 


While ca.rryover stocks in major exporting countries have been declining, 
falling from a high of 59 million metric tons in 1961 to 31 million tons this 
year, the level of world wheat exports has been trending sharply upward, more 
than doubling over the past 10 yea.rs. A decade ago the level of carryover 
reserves was al.most double the level of exports. Today they a.re little more 
than half as large. 

Twice within the past decade, 1957 and again in 1964, world wheat imports 
jumped by more than one-fourth above those of the preceding year. If a 
percentage increase of this magnitude should occur again at the present levels 
of trade, an abrupt increase of 15 million tons (550 million bushels) of 
exports would be needed. At present low levels of world reserves this would 
present some serious problems . 

Another factor arguing for a higher level of world wheat reserves is the 
growing dependence of all the world's importing countries on one region, 
North America. Crops in both the United States and Canada a.re influenced by 
the same weather cycles. 

Carryover stocks in major wheat exporting countries and level of 
world wheat trade, 1953-67 

Ca.rryov~r stocks World Ratio of carry-

Year of wheat in 
major exporti,ng 

count-ries y 
wheat 

exoorts y 
over stocks to 

exports 
(Col. 1 ~ Col. 2) 

- - ­ - - Million Metric !2!!!. - - - - Ratio 

1953 31.7 23 .9 1.33 
1954 48.2 26 .4 1.83 
1955 49,8 28.3 l-76 
1956 49.4 36.2 1.36 
1957 49.4 32.4 1.52 
1958 45.6 36.0 1.27 
1959 55.2 36.1 1.53 
1960 56.9 41.8 1.36 
1961 58.8 4·r.2 1.25 
1962 49.6 42.8 1.16 
1963 .. 50.3 56.2 .90 
1964 42.2 51.2 .83 
1965 42.3 61.2 .69 
1966 31 
1967 31 

30.9 
25.2 

53.7 .58 

jJ Carryover stocks measured at beginnillg of new crop year in each country • 
Includes United States , Canada , Australia, Argentina and France. y For fiscal 
year beginning in year showu. ~ Prelimin.a.ry. 
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TRENDS IN U.S • CARRYOVER OF WHEAT AND FEEDGRAINS 


Both wheat and feedgrain ca.rryaver are down sharply from the highs reached in 
1961. Wheat carryaver ha.a been cut by more than half. Feedgrain carryover 
has been cut by just over a thi rd. Total stocks of wheat and feedgrains 
combined have dropped from ll5 million tons in 1961 to 61 million tons in 1966. 

As of 1966 wheat carryover, at 550 million bushels or 15 million tons, is 
about 10 percent below the desirable level of 600 million bushels . Feedgrain 
carryaver at 51 million short tons is about 10 percent above the desirable 
level of 45 mill.ion tons. Feedgra.in ca.rryaver presently consists largely of 
corn and grain sorghum, both of which a.re consumed as food in each of the 
major less- developed regions. 

u. s. Wheat and Feedgrain Carryover, 1955-66 

Yea.r Wheat Feedgrains y Total 

- - - ­ -- ­ - Million Metric Tona - - - - ­ - - - -
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 .. 

28.2 
28.1 
24.7 
24.0 

35.5 
39 .2 
44.3 
53.5 

63.7 
67.3 
69.0 
77.5 

1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 

35.2 
35.8 
38.4 
36 .0 

61.2 
68 .6 
76 .8 
65.1 

96.4 
104.4 
115 .2 
101. l 

1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 

32 .5 
24.5 
22 .3 
15.1 

58.0 
62.3 
49.3 

(46.3) 

90.5 
86.8 
71.6 
61.4 

]} Nov consists largely of corn and grain sorghum. 
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WHEAT CARRYOVER IN MAJOR EXPORTING 
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TRENDS IN WORLD WHFAT CARRYOVER 


'Nearly all of the world ' s wheat reserves are held by the major exporting 
countries, Carryover stocks of wheat in these countries r eached an alltime 
high of 59 million tons in 1961. This year they are expected to be down to 
31 million tons, scarcel y half the level of 5 years ago. At this time next 
year they are projected to be even lower, likely about 25 million tons. 

Most of the drawdown has been concentrated in the United States and, to a 
lesser extent, Canada . Canada 'W'ith 13 million tons and France with 2 million 
now have a combined carryover equal to that of the United States. Carryover 
stocks in Australia and Argentina are negligible. 

Carryover stocks of wheat in major exporting countries, 
1953-67 y 

United
Year Canada : Australia: Argentina: France TotalStates 

- - - - - - Million Metri c Tons 

1953 16.5 10.4 1.0 2.0 2/ l.8 31.7 
1954 25 .4 16.8 2.6 1.6 y 1.8 48 .2 
1955 28 .2 14.6 2.6 2.4 2.0 49 .8 
1956 28 .1 15.8 2.4 1.5 1.6 49 .4 

1957 24 .7 20 .0 1.2 1.9 1.6 49 .4 
1958 24.o 17 .4 0.5 1.9 1.8 45 .6 
1959 35,3 14.9 1.8 1.6 1.6 55.2 
1960 35,8 16.3 1.7 1.2 1.9 56.9 

1961 38 .4 16.5 o.8 o.8 2.3 58.8 
1962 36.0 10.6 o.6 0.7 LT 49.6 
1963 32 .5 13.3 0.7 o.6 3.2 50 .3 
1964 24 .5 12. 5 0.7 2.2 2.3 42 .2 

1965 22.3 14.o 0.7 3,3 2.0 42 .3 
1966 'JI. 15.l 12 .7 o.6 0.3 2.2 30.9 
1967 J/ 10.9 10.8 0.7 o.6 2.2 25.2 

y Carryover at beginning of new crop year : July 1 in the United States 
and Fr ance , August 1 in Canada, and December 1 in Australia and Argentina. 

Estimates.?:/ 
l/ Preliminary . 
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REOOCTION m ESTIMATES OF 1966 U. S ....iFAT CROP 

Throughout the early months of this year all. reports in the princi:f8,l wheat 
growing States indicated an excellent, near record wheat crop in prospect. 
The crop had wintered well and moisture conditions were good to excellent. 
Over the past two months, however, conditions have changed markedly. Several 
consecutive weeks with little or no rain in parts of Kansas, Colorado and 
Oklahoma, combined with a late May freeze in Southwest Kansas have seriously 
reduced prospects for a good crop. 

The crop estimate based on conditions as of June l showed a decline of 
137 million bushels or 10 percent from that of just one month earlier. 
total decline from April l to June 1 totaled 156 million bushels-­ more 

The 
than 

one-fourth of our total PL 480 shipnents. The 156 million bushel decline 
during the weeks immediately preceding harvest is one of the sharpest on 
record . 

U .s. Wheat Crop : Preliminary Estimates for 1966 

Change in
Crop r eport as of Crop estimate 

crop estimate 

(mil. bu.) (mi l. bu.) (percent) 

Apr i l l 1 , 391 

- 19 -1.4 

May l 1,372 

-137 -10.0 

June 1 1,235 

Tot al change - 156 -11.2 

Note : The 1960-64 average was 1,223 million bushels . 
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SUr-.t1ARY OF THE CURRENT SITUATION 

The Crop Report released on June 10 . based on conditions as of June 1, 
i ndica t e s a decline in the U. s. wheat crop of 137 million bushels or about 
10 percent from the estima.te of a month earlier . Th.is sizable drop, coming 
as it does at a time when both India and the Soviet Union are requiring large 
imports of wheatJ has caused considerable concern. 

This has been interpreted as mea ning that our wheat carryover, currently 
estimated at 550 million bushels for this July 1, will be down to 250 million 
bushels or lower by July l a year from now . Although we do expect a further 
reduction in our carryover during the next year due largely to heavy export 
demand we do not expect it to drop anywhere near the 250 million bushel level 
as some have anticipated. others have interpreted this recent reduction in 
the U.s, wheat crop as meaning there will be a worldwide shortage of food. 
Such is cl.early not the case. 

Our wheat carryover, now down to 550 million bushels or about 15 million 
metric tons, is backed by a carryover of 51 mil.lion short tons of other grains 
(1.7 billion bushels in wheat equiv . ), principally corn and grain sorghum. 
We can supplement our concessional vheat exports, which normally take tvo­
fif'ths or more of our total harvest, with concessional. exports of corn or grain 
sorghum, depending on the preference of the food aid recipient country. Both 
of these grains are substaples in the diets of Asia and Africa . Corn is 
consumed throughout much of .Is.tin America . 

Canada and France this year have a combined carryover of wheat totaling 
550 million bushels-- exactly the same as ours •. This too can be used to 
supplement our own concessional wheat shipnents. Canada has already agreed to 
supply India, on concessional terms, just over a million tons of wheat (about 
40 million bushels) during the coming year. 

We have a responsibility to maintain adequate wheat supplies for domestic 
use and also a resp:>nsibili ty as the world's lea.ding supplier of food. Under 
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 we have a great deal of flexibility in 
adjusting both the level and patt ern of food production to meet worldwide needs. 

In early May Presi dent Johnson announced a 15 percent increase in the 
wheat acreage allotment f or next year's crop. As things now stand the acreage 
a llotment for the crop we will begin planting in September for harvest next 
summer is 59 million acres, up 8 million acres from the allotment for the 
current crop. With normal weather this will give us a crop of about 1, 555 
million bushels, the largest crop ever harvested. Last week the President 
asked me to review carefully the wheat situation at home and abroad over the 
next few weeks deciding whether we might need to expand the acreage allotment 
further. 

We are now awaiting the Crop Report to be released in early July, which 
will give us a better a sses sment of our wheat crop. By that time we will 
also have a better reading on this year's wheat crop in the Soviet Union, a 
preliminar y indication of the monsoon in India and crop prospects in other 
countries. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE H .... J SE 
.,, 

W:ASHIHGTON 

Wednesday, July 18, 1966 

Mr. President: 

'· 


a. 	 I have called this meeting on food because: 

( 1) 	 the war on hunger is as important as any national 
security problem we face; 

(2) 	· the size and urgency of the food problem requires us 
to move rapidly along the lines of my message on food 
by organizing a world-wide attack on hunger. 

2. C:~1lr:o;:',$"~ci~~e.f?."7:~t~ .t1:1~1:;.i to speak about how he plans to get the 
aid donor countries engaged in the war on hunger as part of the De- . 
v.elopment Assistance Comm,ittee meeting opening Wednesday, July 20, 

3. 	 C;.;!r o'tr ·AID·A~u:i$t!"c.t:::ir Bcll ·to summarize the :'.~c.'tl .'l~·cc?.;~of··---·--......,..._ :....;:·.··· . ...._:.:... ._ ··-· ·-.;.......·~~·-·- -.....- .~. · -· •"•'·" ..... ...... 	 . . 


foreign nations this Y.ear and in future years. 

4. CP..ll::.i.?.Q:.~§ct~~~:!::Y.>~~t-e·e!'f'ato_"to summarize the short term and 
the long term outlook for u~·.:: s.: :. fouci ·.piq.4.B.~!X9 ~.i'.J (Note: Secretary 
Freeman is just back from South Asia and will be ready to report ·on 
the food situation in India.) 

·1 

I a. Every official participating in the Development Assistance ' 
\ Committee meeting this week (the Vice President, Secre­

tary Rusk,· Secretary Freeman, Administrator B ell) should 
make clear that the G.: -S:.~t:~~g.f&~W.i:J.:..@lPp;r.:,_~J;i§j:i'[~;.:~y§.';J4~ 
ffe.i.mL1£.ffil:E~Jig1W?.1.~~~E~ and that it fs in the interests of 
all advanced countries to .Pit.ch in to the fullest extent they 
can·afford. 

b. ~-g.:::.~·eu~f'\f:'~\)£;1j·:should send to me how he plans. to g'et his 
~-	 - --- · "'.....~.. a.. 

Department, AID, Secretary Freeman1 s Department and 
the Bureau of the Budget, working jointly on the ~~\;:.s~~"~ 

sti1ai:C:..s.\ and the -::.~xi: --::::t~j~-:f~ he wants me to take in the war on · 
... . . • 4 ' • u......:..-.- : . ... ,.. ..~ ..--.....: 

hunger. 

· ~ 
11)~;.V. Rostow 

§RVICESET 

. 
I 
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LIST OF A TTENDEES, NSC MEETlliG 


Tuesday, J uly 19, 1966 ; 11:30 A . M . 


Vice President Humph r ey 

Secretary of Defense McNamara 

Sec retary of Stat e Rusk 
Under Secretary of State Ball 
Special Assistant to the Secretary R ichard W . R euter 

CIA Director Helms 

J CS Acting Chairman Admir a l M c Donald 

Secreta ry of the Treasury Fowler 

S ecreta ry of Agr iculture Freeman 

USIA Director Ma r k s 

OEP Director Brya nt 

AI D Administrator Bell 
D eputy Admini strator Ga ud 

Walt R ostow 
R obert K intner 
B romley Smith 
Francis Bator 
Edward H amilton 


