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PREFACE

HIS report has been prepared to assist the delegates at the First Session of the

Conference of the Food and Agriculture Organization in the general discussion
of the work of the organization and to inform the public regarding its purposes and
policies. '

Five documents may be regarded as marking the principal stages in the develop-
ment of FAO up to the time of the first conference: (1) The Final Act and Section
Reports of the United Nations Conference on Food and Agriculture, held at Hot
Springs, Virginia, U. S. A, in 1943, contained the recommendations of the delegates
and the reports of the principal committees. (2) The First Report to the Govern-
ments of the United Nations by the Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture
contained the draft Constitution of the proposed Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations, together with an explanatory discussion. (3) The Second
Report to Governments recommended that the International Institute of Agriculture
be merged with FAO. (4) Forestry and forest products were not considered at
the Hot Springs Conference; hence a Third Report to Governments has been pre-
pared which deals with this subject. (5) The present general report, The Work
of FAO, presented by the Interim Commission to the First Session of the Con-
ference, is the outcome of the preparations made for the Conference.

These preparations included studies and recommendations made by five Technical
Committees—on Nutrition, Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, and Statistics—whose
work was coordinated by a Reviewing Panel. Each committee prepared a report
of its own, and these reports have been combined in a single volume and will also
be available to the Conference as separate publications. Drawing on the reports of
the Technical Committees as well as other documents prepared for the Interim Com-
mission, the Reviewing Panel in turn prepared this general report on the work
of FAO.

As will be noted from the list following this preface, the Reviewing Panel
and the Technical Committees included in their membership persons from various
- countries who generously contributed their time and labor to the work, as did others
who, while not members, were asked to prepare special reports. To them, and to
the governmental and other organizations who generously loaned their services
in spite of the pressure of wartime demands on personnel, the Interim Commission
acknowledges a profound debt of gratitude. The Commission feels, indeed, that
the interest and support given to this work, and the cooperative spirit in which it
has been conducted, are the best augury for the success of FAO, which will need
the same kind of cooperation on a far greater scale.

L. B. PEARSON,

Chairman, United Nations Interim
Commission on Food and Agriculture
Washington, D. C.

August 1, 1045
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PART I. PROBLEMS

1. Freedom from Want

HE FOOD and Agriculture Organization is born out of the idea of freedom

from want. This is not one man’s fortunate phrase; it expresses an aspiration
as old as mankind. Whenever primitive men tried to imagine paradise in concrete
terms, they pictured it as a place where food was plentiful and want no longer
existed. Every utopia man has conceived has been such a place. But in this genera-
tion freedom from want has come to have a different meaning. It has been taken
out of the realm of utopian ideas. The conviction has spread that it can be achieved;
indeed, this is one of the convictions most characteristic of the thinking and the
mood of this generation, and it is held by hard-headed businessmen and skeptical
scientists no less than by the dreamers and idealists.

2. What is the genesis of this belief? It has come gradually out of the progress
of modern science and technology. There is no need to review this many-sided
progress here. Everyone is familiar with the spectacular forward surge typified by
the radio, the airplane, the automobile. They are only one aspect of the profound
revolution wrought by modern production machinery and mass production tech-
niques, the transformation of raw materials by chemistry, the new management of
life processes in agriculture, and, in a different field, the advances in medicine and
physiology, including nutrition, which give human beings a new control over their
lives. Whatever may be said about man’s moral or spiritual progress, science has
given him 2 new understanding of material things and a power to develop the
resources of the earth which open up possibilities for immense advances in the well-
being, health, and productive ability of human beings the world over. Nor is the
knowledge on which these possibilities are based by any means complete. There
is every reason to believe that it is only at its beginning, and progress far beyond
anything now known is a reasonable expectation.

3. There may be differences of opinion about details, but this is the broad picture,
amply proved by what has been accomplished in various parts of the world.

4. Freedom from want, it should be noted here, means the conquest of hunger
and the attainment of the ordinary needs of a decent, self-respecting life. It is not
to be expected that human beings who have reached this goal will be free from
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desire for the other good things of life. Indeed, the dynamic force that makes an
expanding economy possible is the desire for continued betterment—including leisure
to enrich the mind and renew the spirit—which grows as elementary needs are
satisfied.

5. This generation goes beyond the conviction that freedom from want can be
achieved and believes that the effort to achieve it has become imperative. The
profound depression in which much of the world sank during the inter-war period;
the spectacle of millions of unemployed, of ruined farmers, and of hungry people
contrasted with the known potentials of modern production; and finally the rise
of ugly theories of world conquest and the use of armed aggression as a way out
of hard problems, ending in the cataclysm of a second world war—these events have
convinced men that the world’s resources must be better used for human welfare
and that nations must work together rather than at cross purposes, or our civilization
may go down to destruction. The high levels of production and the coordinated
international planning attained for the purposes of war have strengthened the con-
viction that as much and more can be done for peace.

6. Thus the Food and Agricultural Organization is born out of the need for
peace as well as the need for freedom from want. The two are interdependent.
Peace is essential if there is to be progress toward freedom from want, for the
insatiable demands of modern war on a world scale will in the end take all men
can produce. Progress toward freedom from want is essential to lasting peace; for
it is a condition of freedom from the tensions, arising out of economic maladjustment,
profound discontent, and a sense of injustice, which are so-dangerous in the close
community of modern nations.

7. By it.self the Food and Agriculture Organization could make only a limited
contribution to progress toward peace and freedom from want. But it begins its
work in an atmosphere of much wider international effort, and it must be viewed
in this setting. It will be associated with the Economic and Social Council, which
in turn is part of the general international organization, to be -known as the
United Nations; and as working partners it will have coordinate bodies concerned
with the international problems of labor, credit, monetary stabilization, commerce
and trade, health, education, and other matters vital to the welfare of nations. In
everything that follows in this report, it is taken for granted that the work of FAO
in furthering increased agricultural production, better distribution, improved nutri-
tion, and the welfare of rural populations depends for its success on such con-
comitant efforts as those looking toward international security, on expanding world
economy, full employment, adequate buying power, and international trade free
of hampering restrictions.

8. Within this complex of efforts, calling for an immense amount of coordinated
work, a great deal of which will be new exploration, FAO is concerned with that
large sector represented by the world’s farms, forests, and fisheries, and by the needs
of human beings for their products. Its work is thus associated in a singularly true
sense with the fundamental well-being of nations, and of people as both producers
and consumers. For the crops that grow in the soil and come out of the sea are
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man’s food, and they make his clothing and other textiles, and his houses, and furnish
no small amount of his fuel, besides supplying the raw materials for an increasing
range of ‘manufactured articles. If everyone had enough of these products of the
soil and the sea to meet his needs, nations would indeed have gone a long way
toward freedom from want. Not only hunger but many of the other hardships and
handicaps of poverty would have disappeared.

9. If there is any one fundamental principle on which FAO is based, it is that
the welfare of producers and the welfare of consumers are in the final analysis
identical. For a vast majority of the world’s people, this is self-evident; they are the
farmers, hundreds of millions of them, outnumbering all the other people on earth,
who produce the food they themselves consume and little or nothing besides. But in
the case of the two other great groups—the consumers who live in towns and work
in industry and trade, and the farmers who sell a sizable proportion of their produce
to this group—the identity of producer welfare and consumer welfare is by ne means
always self-evident. On the contrary, the interests of the two often apparently
conflict. But the conflict is only apparent. The exploitation of producers as a group
will not in the long run benefit consumers, nor, in the long run, will it benefit
producers if consumers as a group are put at a disadvantage. Wherever the con-
trary seems to be true, it is because all of the factors have not been taken into account,
including the risk of social upheavals and wars. There is always a larger frame-
work in which producer and consumer interests are seen to be the same. It will be
the business of FAO to seek and to emphasize this larger framework, this whole
view, as a basis for the reconciliation of differences and for progress toward freedom
from want and higher levels of living for all.

10. For in world councils and international affairs, FAO speaks both for those
who produce—the farmers, the forest producers, the fishermen—and for those who
consume. In this, as well as in the fact that it includes so wide a range of produc-
tion, it is different from any other international organization in its field. FAO is
predicated in the whole view as against the partial or fragmented view. On one
side are the great, unsatisfied needs of people as consumers; on the other, the great,
untapped possibilities of improving and increasing production. FAO is founded on
the belief that the needs and the production capacity must be brought together as
directly as possible, one being integrated constantly with the other, and that if this
can be done within and among nations by their separate and collective action, some
of the world’s worst economic ills, including the hunger and extreme poverty that
attend great masses of mankind, will be on the way to extinction.

11. These generalities give no conception of the nature and difficulties of the
task. It is not possible to wave a scientific wand and make production efficient and
people healthy and well-nourished. Knowledge about better production methods,
better processing and distribution, and better use of foods is available and can be
spread fairly readily. How to get it put into practice on the necessary scale is the
preblem. Even in the most highly developed countries, where the best farming is
a model of efficiency and the general level of nutrition is relatively high, great numbers
of farmers are far behind the times in their practices, and as many as a third of the
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population fails to reach the level of health that good nutrition would make possible;
and at the same time there is room for great improvements in housing and in the
general standards of living of rural people. In some of the less developed countries,
the conditions of life in vast areas are appalling. The barriers that stand in the
way of the needed improvements are many and difficult: deep-rooted customs and
traditions, lack of education, rigid economic and social institutions, vested interests,
lack of money, lack of international collaboration. To surmount these difficulties
will call for all the wisdom and will that nations, acting by themselves as well as
through FAO and other international organizations, can muster. It is not a short
or simple task.

12. Fortunately, there is no need to think in terms of the millennium—that is,
in terms of achieving freedom from want everywhere equally and quickly. In the
opinion of experts in nutrition, for example, it is possible even in poor areas and
at existing economic levels to bring about a fairly rapid improvement in the health
of immense numbers of people by using present food supplies to better advantage.
This is also true of production; even half a dozen more eggs each week from a
flock of a dozen hens amounts to some 300 eggs in a year, which can mean a great
deal to a small farmer. The arithmetic of progress is like the arithmetic of mass
merchandising: a small profit per customer multiplied by a sufficient number of
customers gives a large total. If every man in need of a shirt could get one, growers
of cotton would be considerably better off; likewise growers of timber if hovels could
be exchanged for houses worthy to be called homes.

13. If FAO views its work in such terms, it need never be discouraged. Each
advance can be counted a real gain as well as being a steppingstone to the next
advance. : :

14. It is a large order nevertheless. But so is the carrying out of any great
conception of the human mind and spirit. In spite of the magnitude of the under-
taking, the nations associated together in FAO may approach it with confidence.
They have shown their determination to get together around common council tables
to work out their problems, and the best wisdom and experience of many countries
will be mobilized for the task. Under these conditions, the outlook is propitious.
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2. International Coordination

THE PROBLEM

ARMERS in the more highly developed countries are inclined to view proposals

for expansion of production after the war with some skepticism. Not that they
do not want to expand; on the contrary, it is inherent in farming to want to produce
as much as possible. Farmers are craftsmen, and a good harvest is evidence of good
craftsmanship. But they have had too recent and too bitter-an experience of what
happens when production runs ahead of effective demand to accept proposals for
expansion on faith. To understand this realistic and justifiable caution, it is necessary
to look briefly at past history.

16. Surpluses were the nightmare of most of the hxghly developed countries
during the inter-war depression. The word surplus bit deep into the consciousness
of farmers in particular. They still have a wholesome dread of it, knowing that if
the same forces are again allowed to operate, agricultural producers may again come
uncomfortably near to fulfilling Shakespeare’s prediction about the farmer who
hanged himself in the expectation of plenty. In other words, an ill-considered
expansion, particularly in the case of such products as sugar, wheat, and cotton,
could result in the same kind of situation that brought so many farmers so near the
verge of ruin in the depression period.

17. It is now a truism, however, that the surpluses were surplus only in relation
to purchasing power—effective demand—and not in relation to the needs of human
beings. For while prices were depressed so that farmers could not make ends meet
and farm products were rotting for lack of markets, great numbers of families even
in the surplus-producing countries lacked the food they needed for health, the
clothes for warmth and self-respect, and the other necessities and comforts that go
with decent living. Yet these people were luxuriously supplied compared with the
far greater numbers of the illfed in the less developed countries.

" 18. This is not the place to attempt to unravel the complex adjustments by which
governments tried to solve the problem of surpluses. Each did what was thought
to be best for the interests of its own people, but with the exception of a few inter-
national commodity arrangements each generally acted alone, so that what was
done in one couatry often made effective action more difficult in some other country.
Many devices were tried, one leading to another. When prices were supported to
enable farmers to stay in business, it became necessary to restrict production; if it
was not restricted, the higher prices brought greater production, which resulted
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in larger surpluses, which then had to be destroyed or distributed free or at a lower
price, the government taking the loss. Tariff barriers were raised to keep foreign
products out of the home market while export subsidies were granted to dump
products in someone else’s home market. Financial inducements were offered for
producing less of certain commodities in countries that could produce them eco-
nomically, and for producing more of the same commodities in countries where
production was essentially uneconomic; in either case consumers had to pay more
or buy less. There were export and import quotas, two-way barter agreements,
preference systems for favored countries, and so on.

19. In other words, infinite ingenuity was spent on devising indirect or round-
about ways to overcome the agricultural depression. Then suddenly war swept
it away by the direct method, namely, providing markets, full employment, pur-
chasing power, and international collaboration. The same countries that shortly
before had been burdened with surpluses now found themselves hard put to produce
enough, though they strained every sinew and used all their inventive ability.

20. How will FAO be able to encourage expanding production without at the
same time running the risk of creating disastrous surpluses? The question goes to
the heart of the FAO program, and in the long run the success of the organization
is likely to depend to a considerable extent on the success with which it meets this
challenge.

2. In the inter-war depression, effective demand was relatively static or in
some countries even receded while potential production steadily increased through
scientific advances. Except for some food distribution for relief and in other special
ways, attention was centered largely on restricting production to fit the effective
demand. If the same course is followed in the future, the restrictions will have to
be progressively more drastic, since potential production will unquestionably continue
to increase. But the world is sick of this negative approach to the problem, which
so signally failed, and FAO has been created in part because of the revulsion against
it. The only possible basis for a program of expanding production is to enlarge
effective demand so that it will equal and even outstrip production, and organizations
concerned with international economic problems, including FAO, will be expected
to work toward this end. The possibilities for enlarging effective demand by building
up and maintaining full employment and high purchasing power are enormous, for
it could be made coextensive with human needs, which themselves enlarge as the
more elementary ones are satisfied.

22. From the standpoint of agriculture at least three principles may be discerned
as basic to an expanding world economy.

23. International collaboration. An expanding world economy will depend ‘most
on what nations do themselves, but it is vitally important that they act together. No
government in isolation could provide remedies for such a situation as that in which
so many countries found themselves during the inter-war period; indeed, isolated
action worsens the difficulties. FAO, together with its counterparts in other economic
fields, is being set up so that nations can act effectively together.
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