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CONTINUED FROM PAGE 58

(5) The key to the world food situation dur-
ing the next few decades is . . .

(a) the rate of fertilizer production.

(b) the weather.

(c) the extension of modern agricultural

technologies to poor farmers in less-

developed countries.

(d) the development of more and better

high-yielding crop strains.

(e) the stabilization of food prices—es-

pecially grains.

(f) establishing of afood-reserve system.
Answer: This question differs from the
others in that all of the above answers are
correct. Each of these factors will play a
key role in determining future food sup-
plies. Unfortunately, not all are within
human control, but in no area is intelligent
political decision-making more important
for our future.

Insufficient fertilizer supplies, (a), was a
significant factor in generating the food
shortages of 1972 and especially of 1974.
Not only was production capacity inade-
guate, but also prices, boosted by the
1973 “energy crisis,” put manufactured fer-
tilizer imports beyond the means of many
less-developed nations and of individual
farmers. Production capacity has been
expanding rapidly, and it is expected that
it will be sufficient to meet demand for the
restofthe decade, but high costs are likely
to continue to be a serious problem.
Greater use should be encouraged of po-
tential organic-fertilizer sources (now
often a source of pollution in developed
countries or consumed for fuel, fodder, or
other uses in LDCs), such as manure, sew-
age, and agricultural wastes. Organic fer-
tilizers are beneficial to soil; use of these
materials also prevents poliution prob-
lems; and as fossil fuel costs rise, they will
become relatively economical. Further,
they help to conserve, rather than waste,
the valuabie nutrients that are derived from
the soil.

As humanity draws closer to the limits of
agricultural production, the weather, (b),
looms larger and larger in the food picture.
Contrary to myths promoted by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, modern agri-
cultural technology has not divorced food
production from such mundane things as
the need for enough (but not too much!)
rainfall. On the contrary, contemporary
grain varieties are far more dependent on
reliable weather than are traditional ones.
For most of the world, the period from 1930
to 1960 was one of extraordinarily consis-
tent good weather and concomitant high
food production (and rapid population
growth). There is every reason to be con-
cerned that the world may now be entering
a period of more “normal” weather. We
must therefore expect greater weather
variability and realize that such variability
may have catastrophic effects on the nutri-
tion of a population that has doubled in
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size since 1930. The first half ofthe 1970s,
in which two out of five years produced
disastrously poor crops in widely scat-
tered parts of the globe, may be a far more
accurate portent of future weather patterns
than the previous forty years have been.
Even if it isn't, some bad years can be
counted on to occur, and humanity will
need to be prepared for them. Because the
world population is currently expanding
by almost 2 percent per year, food produc-
tion must also expand at least that rapidly
if mass starvation is to be avoided. Be-
cause hundreds of millions of human be-
ings are living on the edge of starvation
and because others are demanding (and
can buy) more and better foods each year,
food production should increase at an
even faster rate.

It is not widely understood by the Ameri-
can public that significant expansion of
food production in the United States and in
most other developed countries has prob-
ably come to an end; we've had our Green
Revolution. (We could, of course, feed a
great many more people by feeding some
of our grains and legumes to them rather
than to farm animals. When grain is pro-
cessed through livestock, 50 to 90 percent
ofthe food energy is lost. But that's another
story.) Hence, most of the remaining po-
tential for raising world food production
lies in the poor countries, (c). Many LDCs
in past years have neglected agricuitural
development in favor of all-out industriali-
zation, secure in the knowledge that the
United States, Canada, Australia, and New
Zealand had plenty of extra grain to sell
cheaply or give away. But in 1972 the
cheap grain suddenly tripled in price, and
the giveaways (mainly American) dried
up. One reason was that the Nixon ad-
ministration had unilaterally decided to
get out of the grain-reserve business (and
Eart Butz has remained adamantly op-
posed to reestablishing it). Another reason
was a series of crop failures around the
world in 1972 and huge purchases of grain
from the U.S. by the U.S.S.R. Although the
blame for high and subsequently wildly
fluctuating food prices has been pinned
on the Soviets, the disappearance of ade-
quate food reserves is probably the pri-
mary cause.

The sudden appearance of declines in
world food production in 1972 and 1974
(for the first time in twenty years) naturally
stimulated a renewed interest in rural and
agricultural development in LDCs (even
as it inspired a concern for seif-sufficiency
in several European countries, which are
heavy food importers). Heretofore, the
Green Revolution in LDCs has mainly
been limited to a minority of relatively
well-off farmers who could afford the
necessary inputs: seed, fertilizer, irriga-
tion water, pesticides, and so on. Further
expansion of food production will require,
among other things, the provision of
know-how, inputs, and supporting facili-
ties, such as roads, markets, transporta-
tion, capital, and credit to the poor majority

of farmers. Whether the requisite effort will
be put forth remains to be seen, although
the U.S.A.1.D., the World Bank, and other
assisting agencies have established rural
development as a primary goal. In part,
success will depend on political deci-
sions in the United States concerning the
amounts and types of agricultural assis-
tance to be given.

Whether agricultural development in
LDCs will be carried out with care to avoid
severe environmental consequences in
the long or short run through misuse of
Green Revolution technology also remains
to be seen.

If such development is not undertaken,
the outcome may include: deforestation,
causing aggravation of floods and droughts;
soil depletion through use of insufficient
fertilizer or too much artificial fertilizer
without restoring humus; large-scale crop
failures brought about by pest or plant-
disease attacks, which vast monocultures
and overuse of chemical pesticides in-
vited (see next question); and serious
human-health problems and ecocatastro-
phes that have resulted from abuse of farm
chemicals.

Expansion of future food supplies will
also depend in large part on results of
agricultural research, (d). More crops with
high yields must be developed. As for
those crops of which high-yield varieties
already exist, new varieties must be con-
stantly developed in order to meet the
challenge of pests, which are constantly
evolving new ways to attack crops; last
year's pest-resistant strain may be vulner-
able this year. New varieties must also be
bred to meet new and changing weather
conditions. It is vitally important that
politicians be aware of this fact. A related
problem is that in crops there is an unhap-
py trend toward a uniformity that is rapidly
reducing the store of genetic variability
essential to selecting new strains and thus
maintaining high-yield agriculture. No
other environmental probiem is more criti-
cal, and no other has been so badly ig-
nored by governments. Any politician
showing an awareness of the evolutionary
aspects of agriculture—and especially of
the problem of the decay of genetic vari-
ability—should be given our most earnest
support.

More research is also needed to perfect
Green Revolution technology: to learn how
to achieve the highest dependable yields
with the least environmental damage
under various conditions of soil, climate,
and social organization. These are no
small tasks, and we guestion whether cur-
rent and planned efforts are commensu-
rate with the dimensions of the problems to
be solved.

Essential as agricultural development
and research are to future food supplies,
however, economic factors and govern-
mental policies will continue to be impor-
tant determinants as well—at least while
food trade operates under “free market”

rules. In particular, until a world system of
CONTINUED ON PAGE 200
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< FIRST AMENDMENT 2

Congress shall make nolaw respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof; or abridging the freedom of
speech, orof the press; or the right of the
people peaceably to assemble, and topetition the
government for a redress of grievances.

C2NE=T0O

sovereigns. Yet freedom of speech has never been entirely cur-
tailed for long, thanks to that sublime afterthought to the Constitu-
tion, the Bill of Rights, whose First Amendment states, without
ambiguity: “Congress shall make no law . . . abridging the free-
dom of speech, or of the press.”

A Virginian named George Mason was responsible for the
beautiful clarity of this amendment. A principal author of Vir-
ginia's Declaration of Rights, Mason believed that “the freedom of
the press is one of the greatest bulwarks of liberty.” He incorpo-
rated this conviction into the First Amendment. Over the years our
rulers have done everything possible to abridge or nuilify the First
Amendment. Happily, to date, they have failed.

The late Justice Hugo Black used to say that the First Amend-
ment means exactly what it says and that no power inthe land may
stop a citizen from saying or writing or publishing his opinions.
But even Justice Black agreed that it would be a criminal act to
publish troop movements in time of war, while Justice Oliver
Wendell Holmes doubted that it was a good idea if any nut who
wanted to yell fire in a crowded theater where there was no fire
were allowed to do so. Except for these sensible limitations, we
are—in theory—free to say or write or publish whatever we want
to. In practice, however, this freedom is constantly threatened.
Ourrulers are nothing ifnot ingenious. After all, they ask, justwhat
is a time of war?

According to the Constitution a time of war is that period be-
tween Congress's declaration and the subsequent peace. In 1941
Congress declared war on the Axis powers. Now, thirty-five years
later, we are still at war more or less openly with this power or that
power. Why? Because the war/defense industries made so much
money during the Second World War that they could not face
peacetime and its discontents. After all, the one thing that Ameri-
can capitalism cannot bear is competition in the open market-
place. Recognizing this, gallant Harry Truman helped launch the
Cold War. Only by frightening the citizens with the specter of
monolithic international communism could he justify the mainte-
nance of a huge army and the expenditure of billions of dollars for
armaments.‘One does not need to be a philosopher to come to the
conclusion that a permanent garrison state is not a healthy place
for civil liberties.

The ultimate assault on the First Amendment occurred during
the Nixon administration when government mistakes or crimes
were routinely labeled “Secret” in the “national interest,” thereby
making a criminal of anyone who tried to expose the government’s
incompetencies. Happily, the Supreme Court has been moving
toward a strict interpretation of the First Amendment since 1951,
when the Court hit rock bottom by upholding a lower court's
conviction of a number of American Communists who were sup-
posed, somehow, to be overthrowing the government. Since that
nadir, the Court has come more and more to accept the position
that ideas must be freely traded in, as Justice Holmes put it. Even
the Nixon justice Lewis Powell takes a strict view of freedom of
speech. In 1974 he wrote: “Under the First Amendment there is no
such thing as a false idea. However pernicious an opinion may
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seem, we depend for its correction not on the conscience of
judges and juries but on the competition of other ideas.” This
observation is worthy of Thomas Jefferson, Esq., though it is at
variance with the practices of President Jefferson.

The Court has also begun to face the fact that obscenity is not
an absolute concept. As Justice John Harlan put it: “One man's
vulgarity is another's lyric.” This is not, alas, a majority view of the
present Court. Although even the most repressive of the justices
favors free political debate, a majority still accept the Mosaic-
Pauline belief that the nation is a family whose father is rep-
resented by a court that thinks it has every right to determine what
the children may or may not do in bed with one another, what they
may eat, drink, sniff, and mainline. The law’s constant intervention
in the private lives of the citizens is perfectly opposed to the spirit
and, sometimes, to the letter of the Constitution. Yet the Burger
Court blithely behaves as if a secular government had a divine
right to implement, through law, the superstitions of the various
decaying religions. Worse, the Court believes that certain ar-
rangements of words on a page or of images on celluloid can
somehow subvert the authority of that ruling class the Court un-
guestioningly serves; as a result, those words, those images,
must be banned.

In recent months the Ford administration has emerged as a
resolute enemy of the First Amendment. Disturbed that an influen-
tial minority inthe Congress and in the media (to use that unlovely
neologism) have found alarming the way the CIA has spied on
Americans, plotted murders, and generally behaved like an
organ of the Third Reich, Mr. Ford has come up with an extraor-
dinary series of proposals whose object is not to curb the CIA but
to silence (in the national interest, of course) its critics. For in-
stance, anyone who discloses an official “secret” would be guilty
of a crime. Since every mistake or illegality perpetrated by our
rulers is promptly classified secret, the government would be, in
theory as it now is pretty much in practice, absolutely unaccount-
able. Best of all, from Ford's point of view, investigative critics
could be put in jail. Yet, as Anthony Lewis points out,."there are
very few real secrets, and attempts to define them have been
grossly abused.”

The Ford administration’s proposals appear to be gaining sup-
portinthe present Congress. Certainly, there was very little outcry
when Daniel Schorr was suspended from CBS because he had
given the Village Voice a congressional report. Yet Mr. Schorr's
fate is of interest to every one, for if he is found to be in contempt of
Congress (that universal emotion one must not express in words)
“then,” as he put it, “they can get any reporter next week.”

Is next week at hand? Tune in during the Bicentennial season
and watch the continuing battle between those who uphold
George Mason’s beautiful invention and the bad guys who mean
to destroy it. Bear in mind, also, Mason's inspiration as published
in Dixon and Hunter's Gazette for May 18, 1776: “The use of
speech is a natural right. . .. Printing is a more extensive and
improved kind of speech.” Whoever would limit this right does so

at his own peril. O+


























































































Third World

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 92

surprising is that North Korea, long a rigid

Communist state, aiso decided to declare”

titself. nonaligned. Cuba has an organic
economic link with the Moscow-led East-
ern European common market, but she in-
sisfs on an identification with the Third
"World and nonalignment. All this may be a
case of wanting the best of both worlds, a
situation from which the United States
could conceivably profit through subtle
and imaginative policies. -

Right now in the Third World however,
there are intense peer pressures to main-
tain a united front of solidarity against the

West and, especially, the United States.

This is why such feudal monarchies as
Saudi Arabia and imperial Iran sit side by
side with such radical regimes as Algeria,
Libya, and Iraq in the powerful Organiza-
tion of Petroleum-Exporting Countries
(OPEC), a bloc the United States has not
been able to break. Andall of them, ideol-
ogy and social and political systems not-
withstanding, regard themselves as part of
the Third World.

Paradoxically, some Third World coun-
tries have become oil billionaires while

- other countries wallow in the most abject
poverty: forty-eight nations, such as Ban-
gladesh and much of Africa, are in the
basket-case category, which is beginning
to be known as the “Fourth World."” in this
new intemational language, the term re-
fers to the conglomeration of human be-
ings who live in utter destitution, some-
times in countries that have relatively high

- overall incomes. This is true of parts of
India and Pakistan, Brazil (its huge north-
eastern region), Zaire, Peru—to name a
few. The World Bank estimates that there
are 1 billion Fourth World people founder-

- ing in misery and disease. Thirty percent
of Third and Fourth World people live on
annual incomes less than fifty dollars.

The essentially anti-Westem solidarity
of these governments leads them to a vari-
ety of political gestures. In 1971 the Third
World-Nonaligned-Communist coalition
{plus quite a few Western European coun-
tries) seated Peking in the United Nations
over intense United States opposition. A
great many coalition members voted in the
United Nations General Assembly last
year for the resolution declaring Zionism to
be racism, which possibly marked a turn-
ing point in American attitudes toward the
world organization.

The United States was unable to stem
the tide: the new coalition supported the
Arabs in their struggle with israel, and not
many countries dared go against it even
though they realized the dangerous ab-
surdity of the vote. A leading Asian
statesman, whose country voted for the
resolution, explained to me that he per-
sonally opposed it but could not afford to
have his delegation abstain—let alone
cast a "no” ballot: “i can help the West
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through private diplomacy, but l cannot go
publicly against so many of our friends.”

Before very long the United States may
become involved in a major crisis with the
Third World and its usual allies over the
Panama Canal issue. Because of domes-
tic political pressures in this election year,
the Ford administration, for all practical
purposes, has postponed until 1977 the
long-drawn-out negotiations over a new
Canal treaty. But the Panamanians, led by
Gen. Omar Torrijos, the country's strong
man, may be unwitling to wait that long.
The present confusion surrounding Amer-
ican foreign policy may:-well lead Torrijos
to exploit this situation and push for a con-
frontation during 1976. In the past the
question of sovereignty over the Canalwas
strictly a matter between Panama, with
tepid Latin American support, and the U.S.
But Torrijos is now moving toward interna-
tionalizing the issue with what may even-
tually have disastrous political conse-
quences for Washington.

Several years ago Torrijos succeeded in
promoting a debate on the Canal at a spe-

- cial meeting of the United Nations Security

®

Between Mexico, in
the south, and Canada,
in the north,
we are becoming isolated on
our own continent.

®

L

Council held in Panama. At that time he
gained only symbolic support for his
cause. Now, however, with the Third World
so highly organized diplomatically, he is
in a position to trigger a serious crisis. He
knows that he will have across-the-board
support from the grand coalition. Earlier
this year he visited Havana in order to seek
support from Castro (who had wamed him
against going too far in provoking Wash-
ington); in March, Yugosiavia’s President
Tito stopped in Panama to offer his back-
ing in the Canal stalemate with the Ameri-
cans.

Because Americans seem to have such
difficulty in understanding the Third Worid
phenomenon, i recently requested a defi-
nition from Pakistan's Prime Minister Zul-
fikar Ali Bhutto, basically a pro-American
statesman but also a Third World leader.
He said: “In the broad outlines of the Third
World are those ceuntries which have
been under classical colonialism and im-
perialism, and those countries which have
not been [physically] under classical impe-
rialism and colonialism but nevertheless
have been exploited in the same manner.

For instance, parts of China were oc-
cupied, but the whole of China was not
occupied, and nevertheless China was
exploited as a colony. . . . In Third World
[countries] independence was not genux
ine, and their economies were still con-
trolled to an extent. If their economies are
controlled, their politics are also con-
trolled. Some countries thought they could
get out of the talons of this control through
nonalignment; others thought they could
get out of it through alignment—but basi-
cally their economic and social conditions
remained the same. So they were still
members of the same family. . . . Today. . .
we are going to basics. . . the questions of
economic development, economic eman-
cipation, economic progress. ... The
main concern is with the new economic
order.”

This “New International Economic Or-
der” is amajor point of contention between
the industrialized world and the Third
World. It has been precisely defined in the
“Charter-of Economic Rights and Obtiga-
tions of States” that the United Nations
General Assembly approved by an over-
whelming majority in December 1974. The
charter was supported by 120 countries
and opposed by 6: the United States,
Britain, West Germany, Belgium, Den-
mark, and Luxembourg. There were ten
abstentions, including Japan, italy, Israel,
France, the Netheriands, and Canada. The
magnitude of this vote shows the degree of
isolation of the industrialized countries in
the world.

The United States and the others found it
impossible to go along with the charter
because of its heavy political content and
restrictions on their worldwide economic
freedoms. The charter, which is not bind-
ing; provides, for example, for “the repara-
tion of injustices that have been imposed
by force and that deprive a nation from
natural resources necessary for its normal
development” and for a series of limita-
tions on investments.

To Washington the charter obviously
loomed as a harbinger of conflict: it would
reopen old grievances going back many
decades, it would precipitate uncontested
nationalizations of American investments,
and it would affect our trade-and-pricing
commitments to the Third World.

But this offensive by the Third World co-
alition also led the United States to bieak

conclusions about what might develop if

the United Nations majority had its way.
They were expressed by Secretary of State
Kissinger, who until not teo long ago
tended to ignore the Third World. The
speech that was read to the General As-
sembly in his name by Daniel P. Moynihan,
then chief American delegate to the United
Nations, on September 1, 1975, included in
part: “The economic issues have already
become the subject of mounting confron-
tations—embargoes, carels, seizures,
countermeasures, and bitter rhetoric. Over
the remainder of this century, should the
trend continue, the division of the planet
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