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Executive Summary

Purpose

Some foreign competitors, particularly in the European Community,
have highly developed marketing networks in place, which have con-
tributed to an expanded share of the lucrative high value agricultural
product market. Because information about foreign competitors’ market
development programs is limited, the Chairmen of the Senate Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry and the House Committee on
Agriculture asked GAO to obtain information about foreign market devel-
opment programs, including the roles of the public and private sectors,
and to compare foreign and U.S. high value agricultural market
development.

Background

High value agricultural products include semiprocessed products (e.g,
coffee and cocoa), highly processed, consumer-oriented products (e.g.,
milk and chocolate), and unprocessed horticultural products (e.g., fresh
fruits and nuts). During the 1970s and the early 1980s, world trade in
high value products was the fastest growing component of agricultural
trade, and high value export growth is expected to continue. While high
value trade accounted for 66 percent of world agricultural trade value
in 1987, U.S. high value exports accounted for about 48 percent of U.S.
agricultural exports.

Results in Brief

Although we found that most foreign competitors we reviewed spend
less on high value market development than the United States, some
spend their funds in a highly targeted manner, using an integrated mar-
keting approach, which starts with identifying customer needs and
moves to the producer who strives to satisfy that need. The Department
of Agriculture has invested large sums in foreign market development in
recent years but the primary responsibility for conducting foreign mar-
ket development activities remains with selected private sector
associations.

Based on our review of the marketing activities in 12 foreign countries,
representing 65 percent of worldwide high value exports, we found that
foreign competitors conduct market development through centralized
marketing organizations, independent marketing boards, and various
combinations of public and private sector institutions. Countries with
“independent” marketing organizations which are funded by statutory
levies reflect a national commitment to export marketing. Close coopera-
tion between the public and private sectors is evident in the manage-
ment and funding of some marketing organizations. For some countries,
the line between public and private sectors is barely visible.
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GAO’s Analysis

Some competitor marketing organizations promote virtually all agricul-
tural products in both domestic and foreign markets while others
promote products of a specific sector. A few foreign competitors conduct
market research to determine the appropriate markets and products and
work with producers to solve supply and distribution problems, includ-
ing issues related to quality control. Trade show participation and retail
and consumer promotion are integral to their marketing strategy. They
generally evaluate performance informally; when circumstances war-
rant, they conduct or contract for formal evaluations to guide planning.

Foreign competitors generally differ from the United States in the close-
ness between the public and private sectors and do not have the same
type of oversight by government agencies that is typical in the United
States. Moreover, foreign governments play a larger role both in manag-
ing and funding market development organizations. The U.S. govern-
ment works with nonprofit private sector trade associations in designing
and implementing marketing plans. It shares costs with those firms,
gathers information, and evaluates market development activities. Addi-
tional oversight is provided by the Congress.

Some foreign competitors have a long history of exporting and have
developed significant expertise in market development activities. Differ-
ent forms of institutions—some managed by a combination of public
and private representatives and drawing funds wholly or partially from
the public sector—have evolved in those countries.

Most countries whose activities we reviewed have either centralized
marketing organizations or independent marketing boards; some are
managed by public officials while others have a combination of public
and private management. For example, West Germany’s central market-
ing board is guided indirectly by a council composed of both government
and private sector representatives (with a government majority) and is
funded by production levies funneled through the Ministry of Agricul-
ture. Funding levels and sources also vary. In 1987-1988, Canada spent
about $3.2 million while Australian marketing boards and government
combined spent at least $130 million on high value agricultural export
promotion.

The relationship between the private and public sectors is more distant
in the United States. Many private U.S. firms conduct market develop-
ment with no U.S. government involvement. Some U.S. government offi-
cials believe that private sector managers are in the best position to
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erator market development programs and funds U.S. market
development jointly with the designated associations. In 1988, it spent

$97.7 million in high value market development funds.

The specific marketing activities undertaken—trade show participation,
market research, product development, consumer promotion, retail and
consumer advertising, and evaluation—are similar in the majority of
U.S. and competitor programs. However, some competitors develop inte-
grated marketing strategies; they coordinate market research with pro-
duction and distribution capability to meet consumer demand, and they
work with producers to develop or adapt products to meet those identi-
fied conditions. For example, France's SOPEXA discovered that British
consumers preferred smaller and greener apples than those usually
grown by French producers. Based on SOPEXA’s research and guidance,
French producers picked their apples earlier and, according to SOPEXA
representatives, increased their share of the market.

For many reasons, U.S. producers do not coordinate marketing activities

with other nrndlxnom or marketing nrdgnv)ahnne and fhov do not tardet
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markets as do some compet1tors. They tend to take their product(s) asa
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marketing plan in consultation with the Department of Agriculture,
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development.

Moreover, the Department of Agriculture’s high value foreign market
development activities reflect a different role of government in foreign
market development than in competitor countries. The Foreign Agricul-
tural Service High Value Products Division focuses on export services to
all agricultural producers and is essentially a clearinghouse for informa-
tion. The Department of Agriculture overall remains bulk commodity-
oriented despite the increasing high value product share of total world
agricultural exports and the anticipated growth in high value exports
over the coming decade.

As stated in GAO’s October 1989 report, no Department of Agriculture

agency has taken the lead in developing a Department-wide marketing
approach to assist U.S. producers to be more marketing-oriented.
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international trade programs, its programs do not comprise the Depart-
ment-wide initiative necessary to lead agribusiness under an integrated
marketing strategy. Issues that need to be addressed in developing a
Department-wide marketing approach include determining the role of
government in foreign market development, including its role in encour-
aging producers to become more export-oriented, and the appropriate
coordination among Department of Agriculture agencies of market
development functions.

. h‘ : . .
Recommendations This report contains no recommendations

mm GAO did not obtain official agency comments on this report but discussed

Agency Co ents the report with the Director of the High Value Products Division at the
Foreign Agricultural Service, and technical comments have been incor-
porated where appropriate.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Background

Two distinct markets for agricultural products emerged in the 1970s—a
market for bulk commodities and a market for high value products. Bulk
commodities include such products as wheat, corn, and soybeans; little
value is added during their processing, and they are shipped to buyers
in large quantities.

High value products (HVPs) include highly processed, consumer-oriented
products (e.g., prepared and preserved meats, milk, butter, cheese, choc-
olate, spices, and cigarettes); semiprocessed products (e.g., fresh, chilled
and frozen meat, refined sugar, coffee, cocoa, tea, and animal fats); and
unprocessed products (e.g., eggs, fresh fruits and nuts, and fresh vegeta-
bles). Unlike bulk commodities, HVPs require care in packing and ship-
ping, and these costs contribute significantly to HvPs’ total value. HVP
marketing requires sophisticated storage, processing, transportation,
and distribution networks.

During the 1970s and early 1980s, world trade in high value agricultural
products was the fastest growing component of international agricul-
tural trade, and HVP export growth is expected to continue. Foreign com-
petition is strong in HVP markets. The European Community (EC) and
several other developed nations captured a large share of the expanding
HVP market in the 1970s and 1980s due, in part, to their sizable process-
ing infrastructure, excess capacity, and available subsidies. European
countries tend to have highly developed trading systems in place and
are known for their sophisticated marketing networks. It should be
noted that the preponderance of all EC trade is intra-EcC trade.

The share of HVP exports in total U.S. agricultural exports increased
from about 30 percent in the late 1970s to about 44 percent ($15.7 bil-
lion) in 1988. However, the HvP share of total world agricultural exports
in 1987' was about 66 percent. Figures 1.1 and 1.2 show the relative
trade values for agricultural bulk commodities and HvPs.

'World agricultural export data for 1988 are not yet available.
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Figure 1.1: Worldwide, EC-12, and U.S. |
Bulk Agricultural Exports, 1980-1987
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Source: United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization.
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Figure 1.2: Worldwide, EC-12, and U.S.
HVP Agricuitural Exports, 1980-1987
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Source: United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization.

By 1987, both the Netherlands and France outranked the United States
in HVP market share, with 11.3 percent and 10 percent, respectively,
compared to 9.1 percent for the United States. Moreover, the U.S. 1987
average price per ton was $232.80 compared with $637.30 for EC-122
exports. The lower value per ton of U.S. exports results from a higher
volume of bulk commodities in total U.S. exports and different areas of
HVP concentration; the EC-12 HVP exports are primarily consumer-ori-
ented, and U.S. HVP exports are primarily semi-processed HvPs. (See app.
I for list of HVP exports and world market shares for competitors and the
United States.

This comparison illustrates the increasing importance of HvP trade to the
United States. Compared to an equivalent volume of bulk exports, HVP
exports are associated with higher levels of employment, gross economic
output, personal income, and government tax revenues. Because high

%Includes Belgium, Luxembourg, France, West Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom,
Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Spain and Portugal.
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Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

value exports involve selling both the agricultural product and the value
added to turn it into a more valuable processed item, the concentration
of U.S. agricultural exports in bulk and semi-processed products gener-
ates less economic value than would a mix with more semi-processed,
and highly processed products.

In view of the changing world market and the importance of U.S. com-
petitiveness in agricultural trade, Congress has become increasingly
interested in the potential for expanding HVP exports and in how the role
of marketing in U.S. agricultural trade policy must change to address
the structural changes in world demand for agricultural products. Thus,
the market development practices of U.S. competitors in HVP products
may provide examples to guide agricultural marketing decisions in the
United States.

The Chairmen of the Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry and the House Committee on Agriculture asked us to review
the market development and promotion activities of the major U.S. com-
petitors for HVP exports, specifically (1) product development and pro-
motion, (2) the means for identifying developing markets for HvPs, (3)
the effectiveness of present methods of disseminating market informa-
tion to producers, and (4) the roles for the federal government and the
private sector in market development and promotion. Subsequent to the
original request, we were asked to compare these activities with those of
the United States.

To obtain information on U.S. competitors’ HvP marketing activities, we
interviewed representatives of 12 foreign governments that the U.S.
Department of Agriculture ranked among the top HVP exporters—the
United Kingdom, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Denmark, Spain, West
Germany, Israel,? Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and Brazil. Taken
together, these 12 countries represented more than 65 percent of world-
wide HVP exports in 1987. We interviewed foreign government and other
marketing organizations’ representatives posted at foreign consulates
(including the United States); for 9 of the 12 countries, we interviewed
officials at headquarters locations. To see first-hand the broad spectrum
of competitor products at a single trade exhibition, we attended the
international food show, SIAL, in Paris in October 1988. We gathered
available literature on the HVP marketing activities of competitor coun-
tries, including information collected by U.S. agricultural attaches and

3Israel is not a major U.S. competitor; however, we included it in our review because its marketing
practices are noteworthy.
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trade officers posted in the countries in our review and filed with the
Foreign Agricultural Service at the Department of Agriculture. We
report U.N. export data. Although reliable data on foreign governments’
market development expenditures were difficuit to obtain, the available
data is presented in chapter 2. However, comparing data across coun-
tries should be done cautiously due to varying years for which data is
reported and varying data sources. We also compared competitor HVP
marketing activities in Japan, whose agricultural export market is sec-
ond only to that of the United States; a separate report describing those
activities is forthcoming.

We focused solely on market development and promotion activities--con-
sumer promotion, technical assistance, and trade servicing—and
excluded consideration of subsidy practices, food aid programs, and
market access barriers (such as quotas, non-tariff barriers, and tariffs),
all of which have some impact on market development. We recognize
that direct comparisons between U.S. and EC marketing strategies are
affected by the EC’s status as a customs union, i.e. a group of nations
that have eliminated trade barriers among themselves and imposed a
common tariff on all goods imported from all other countries.

To compare competitor HvP marketing activities with those of the
United States, we examined documents collected during our previous
work on U.S. HVP marketing programs.* We also met with Department of
Agriculture officials responsible for HvVP promotion and consulted pri-
vate, nonprofit marketing organizations in the United States to broaden
our base of information about certain aspects of U.S. marketing activi-
ties. During the fall of 1988, we attended the U.S. Agricultural Export
Development Council/Foreign Agricultural Service annual workshop in
Washington, D.C., and conference in Richmond, Virginia; we also
attended a marketing seminar sponsored by the Eastern U.S. Agriculture
and Food Export Council in Portland, Maine, in December 1988 and a
trade show sponsored by the National Association of State Departments
of Agriculture in Boston, Massachusetts, in May 1989.

In this report, we do not generalize about marketing practices of a par-
ticular country since the national government as well as producer
boards conduct marketing activities. Although some countries (e.g.,

4See AGRICULTURE TRADE: Review of Targeted Export Assistance Program (GAO/NSIAD 88-183)
May 1 and INTERNATIONAL TRADE: Review of Effectiveness of FAS Cooperator Market Devel-

opment Program (GAO/NSIAD 87-89) Mar. 1987.
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France and West Germany) have single marketing organizations, we
specify those by name to remain consistent.

Our fieldwork was conducted between September 1988 and September
1989 according to generally accepted government auditing standards.
Due to the nature of our assignment, we did not test for compliance with
legal and regulatory requirements or the adequacy of internal controls.
As requested, we did not seek official agency comments. However,
responsible officials at the Foreign Agricultural Service made technical
comments on this report and we incorporated those comments where
appropriate.
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Chapter 2

Structure and Funding of Agricultural
Marketing Organizations in the Twelve
Countries Reviewed

Major Competitor
Countries

Various public-private partnerships characterize the marketing organi-
zations that promote high value agricultural products in the 12 foreign
countries we reviewed. These organizations use both public and private
resources in varying combinations. In some countries, organizations
managed by both public and private sector representatives conduct vir-
tually all market development and promotion activities; in others, dif-
ferent marketing organizations operated separately by industry and
government each conduct promotions. (See app. II for description of
competitor market research practices and app. III for description of
competitor promotional activities.) Some marketing organizations derive
funds from legislated levies, some operate solely with government
funds, while others are funded by a combination of public and private
monies. Funding levels varied considerably, with 1987-1988 expendi-
tures ranging from $3.2 million (Canada) to at least $130 million
(Australia).

France

The Societe pour I'Expansion des Ventes des Produits Agricoles et Ali-

mentaires (SOPEXA) operates 23 offices in 15 foreign countries. Accord-

ing to a U.S. Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) representative in Paris,

SOPEXA gets about 35 to 40 percent of its total budget from the Ministry
of Agriculture.

SOPEXA representatives told us that the majority of its promotions are
generic or nationally oriented. SOPEXA typically pays about 50 percent of
promotional costs from its government funds; producers or producer
groups who benefit from the promotions pay the other 50 percent from
product levies collected. In some markets, SOPEXA also promotes specific
brands if its market analysis indicates that generic promotions will not
be effective, and it shares costs with the producers involved.

The Centre Francais du Commerce Exterieur (CFCE) assists SOPEXA and
other government organizations at no charge, but sells its information
and reports to non-government organizations on a subsidized basis. The
Ministry of Agriculture provided CFCE’s Division of Agricultural Prod-
ucts with approximately 30 percent of its 1987 budget with the balance
provided by the Ministries of Trade and Finance and user fees. Accord-
ing to an FAS representative in Paris, CFCE’s target markets are Europe,
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Structure and Funding of Agricultural
Marketing Organizations in the Twelve
Countries Reviewed

Asia, Africa, and the Americas, with research activities increasingly
emphasizing Asia and the Middle East.

Israel

Israel’s government plays a major role in agricultural market develop-
ment and promotions. The two largest export companies—the Agricul-
tural Export Company (AGREXCO) and the Citrus Marketing Board of
Israel (CMBI)-—are nonprofit organizations jointly owned by the govern-
ment and Israeli farmers.

AGREXCO promotes agricultural products under the brand name “Car-
mel,” which is familiar throughout Europe and represents quality to the
trade and consumers. CMBI successfully created a quality image in Euro-
pean markets using the name “Jaffa” for its citrus products. Both com-
panies handle agricultural products from points within Israel through to
delivery and promotions in export markets and deduct their expenses
from sales revenues before they are distributed to Israeli farmers.

The government also contributes funds for other export market develop-
ment activities; for example, its export promotion fund seeks to (1)
encourage new export initiatives for untried products, (2) develop new
methods of packaging to lengthen the storage life of flowers, (3) ensure
a minimum income to farmers willing to experiment with new varieties,
and (4) develop effective quality control techniques.

Italy

The Italian government delegates responsibility for foreign market
development and promotion of all Italian products to the Instituto
Nazionale per il Commercio Estero (ICE), an organization funded by the
Ministries of Foreign Trade and Agriculture. ICE operates 79 offices in 63
foreign countries. “Consorzi” are associations of Italian businesses
organized to carry out varying initiatives, including export promotions
for agricultural products. Consorzi which have at least five member
companies can receive 50 percent of their expenditures during each of
their first 5 operating years from the Ministry of Foreign Trade and 40
percent after 5 years. In 1987 the Ministry of Foreign Trade provided
about $2.3 million to agricultural consorzi for export promotions.

Spain

Spain’s marketing organization, the Instituto de Commercio Exterior
(ICEX), promotes all Spanish exports, and agricultural products com-
prised 47 percent of its planned 1987 promotions. About 70 percent of
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1987 promotions was targeted at Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development countries.! ICEX promotes Spanish products using
a national theme, furthering the country image via the ‘“Spania’’ label
and creating an umbrella under which individual producers can promote
their own products or brands.

ICEX financially assists producers who promote their own products, gen-
erally providing about 50 percent of their promotions costs. However,
ICEX will provide as much as 75 percent of the promotional costs to pro-
ducers beginning to export or to promote in new markets. ICEX generally
reduces its assistance as the producer gains experience and confidence
or the share of the target market grows.

United Kingdom

Food From Britain was formed by the Ministry of Agriculture in the
early 1980s to centralize the United Kingdom’s market development
efforts, similar to those of West Germany and France. It was intended to
be funded by both the private and public sectors but met with resistance
from the private sector. According to a Food From Britain official, pro-
ducers recently have begun to accept the organization and to help fund
its operations. About two-thirds of Food From Britain’s 1989 budget will
be provided by producer groups or individual producers.

West Germany

Legislation enacted in 1969 imposed a compulsory levy on producers
and processors and established the Marketing Fund and the Centrale
Marketinggesellschaft der deutschen Agrarwirtschaft (cMa). The gov-
ernment indirectly guides the Fund through the Administrative Council,
which is composed of both industry and government representatives,
with a government majority. It is governed by a shareholders committee,
a board of directors, a coordination council, and numerous specialized
committees, primarily staffed with industry representatives.

CMA provides national generic promotions for all German agricultural,
forestry, trading, and food manufacturing industries, both in Germany
and abroad. It represents the entire German agricultural economy from
producer to retailer to exporter and, as a result, can work on all levels to

!Principal members are the United States, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, and the nations of
Western Europe.
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achieve its market development and promotional aims. CMA also occa-
sionally finances promotional campaigns jointly with individual indus-
try sectors. Its export promotion activities are guided by offices in seven
foreign markets.

The Netherlands

Although independent commodity boards or industry trade associations
are independent and conduct the majority of Dutch agricultural export
promotions, funding is mandated through government-imposed levies on
producers, wholesalers, processors, and traders. Because the commodity
boards represent all producers of a particular commodity, their export
promotions are generic; for example, the Dutch Dairy Bureau promotes
Dutch gouda cheese rather than any one manufacturer’s brand.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries promotes agricultural prod-
ucts generically. In 1988, almost half its budget was slated for partici-
pating in international trade exhibitions and another 20 percent for
organizing trade contact meetings to bring Dutch exporters and foreign
importers together. The Ministry attempts to coordinate the promotional
activities of commodity boards or industry trade associations with its
activities, but it provides no financial assistance and cannot control
their activities.

Denmark

The Agricultural Marketing Board and several commodity export boards
are the primary promoters of Danish agricultural products. The Agricul-
tural Marketing Board is an arm of the Agricultural Council, a joint
forum for producers, cooperative processing and marketing organiza-
tions, and the Royal Danish Agricultural Society and is funded by a
small percentage of the production levies collected by the Agricultural
Council. It primarily facilitates Danish participation in trade exhibitions,
leasing floor space, designing and constructing the display booths, and
selling space to commodity export boards or individual producers at
reduced rates.

Effective January 1, 1988, new legislation limited Ministry funding of
export market development activities to exports of new products to new
markets. The agricultural sector has been especially affected by this leg-
islation, since most of its export markets (primarily EC countries) are old
and well established, as are the products sold to these markets. Under
the new legislation, the exporter must reimburse a percentage of the
government money, based on the level of export sales.
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Danish marketing boards are involved in research, training, quality
inspection, and promotions. They also coordinate price leveling activi-
ties and sales to countries whose governments control trading. Each
board typically promotes generic products and maintains offices in its
major markets.

Canada

The Department of External Affairs carries out Canadian government
agricultural export promotion activities through the Program for Export
Market Development (PEMD). The PEMD supports generic promotions of
products initiated by either the government or industry and funds trade
fairs and trade missions.

Agriculture Canada, the government agency responsible for technical
assistance to agriculture, provides services for raw commodities, horti-
culture, and special crops. Although the trade offices offer some techni-
cal assistance to exporters, they provide no promotional support.

In addition to promotions supported by the federal government, provin-
cial governments also finance HVP export promotions, which they fund
with taxes. Ontario and Alberta are the most active among the provin-
cial governments. ’

Australia

The Australian government reorganized agencies with market develop-
ment duties in 1985 to form the centralized marketing organization
AUSTRADE, a statutory corporation which is now responsible for
implementing export programs. The close relationship between the pub-
lic and private sectors is illustrated by the management composition of
AUSTRADE, which is managed primarily by private sector representa-
tives. AUSTRADE trade commissioners work in 41 countries in 54
locations.

According to the FAS, Australian government spending on agricultural
export market development and promotion increased about 20 percent
during fiscal years 1987 and 1988. Marketing boards, which also
actively participate in HvP market promotion and research, are required
to report to the Ministry of Primary Industry but they decide their own
policies. Embassies provide information to the boards on the changes in
laws and regulations of foreign governments.

The Australian government reimburses eligible expenses of firms
exporting domestic products. To participate, a firm must make a
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“threshold”” expenditure of just under $8,000 (U.S. dollars); 70 percent
of expenditures above that amount are reimbursed, subject to maximum
payments, which decrease over time. The highest maximum is about
$157,000 (U.S. dollars). After receiving grants for 2 years, payments in
subsequent years are reduced in accordance with a sliding percentage
scale. Grants are not provided to firms whose export earnings in the
grant year exceed about $16 million (U.S. dollars). According to an Aus-
tralian government official, additional compliance requirements have
been added as Australia experiments with the most effective way to
increase exports. -

In addition, the Australian government has also introduced a separate
business development program in which the government shares business
risks, including product research and development, with firms wishing
to enter export markets; if successful, the company pays a 10 percent
royalty fee. Various Australian foreign market development programs
are currently under review.

New Zealand

The New Zealand government began to reform its export policies in
1985, shifting away from subsidies and export incentives to a policy of
market development and promotion. Reforms involved the removal or
phasing out of industry supports, including export incentives, import
licensing, and farm subsidies. Reforms include the implementation of
cost-sharing or charging user fees for government services, as well as
the restructuring of government agencies.

On December 1, 1988, the former Department of Trade and Industry’s
International Trade Relations Division joined with the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs to form the new Ministry of External Relations and Trade.
The New Zealand Trade Development Board, a government agency, was
formed from the New Zealand Market Development Board and the New
Zealand Trade Commission. The Ministry of External Relations and
Trade advises the government and conducts trade negotiations while the
Trade Development Board promotes New Zealand goods principally
through identifying local importers and conducting market research on a
fee basis.

According to the FAS, the producer boards receive approximately one-

third of their budgets from the government, chiefly as grants for
research, and the balance from levies. A government representative sits
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on each of the producer boards; however, the representative serves pri-
marily as an observer, taking little part in the decisionmaking. Market-
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development. Five producer boards and two or three private companies
manage over 70 percent of New Zealand’s agricultural exports.

Brazil

Summary

The highly centralized Brazilian government has a general industrial
policy covering both geographic and product development. The govern-
ment supports products by region, based in part on regional economic
needs. Brazil’s large foreign debt has contributed to its need to export in
order to obtain foreign currency. Brazil has encouraged HVP exports by
taxing exports of unprocessed commodities at a higher rate than those
of processed products.

According to the Brazilian Trade Office in the United States, the Brazil-
ian government has no specific programs for promoting high value agri-
cultural products because its major HvP export, coffee, does not require
promotional activities. The government, however, does operate a system
of computerized trade leads provided by attaches posted in foreign mar-
kets. A Brazilian official states that trade leads are communicated to
interested exporters within 72 hours after they are transmitted to
Brasilia.

The National Agricultural Research System has helped to develop fruit
varieties suitable for export markets. The National Association of Fruit
and Produce Exporters (Hortinexa), a privately funded organization,
was formed in 1979 by producers and exporters of fresh fruit to
promote their products in export markets; it provides mostly promo-
tional and technical services to exporters.

Table 2.1 lists funding, funding sources, and organizations by country.

Competitor marketing organizations reflect varying perspectives on the
public/private sector relationship. In addition, some marketing organiza-
tions promote all products—not just agricultural products—in both
domestic and international markets. Four countries (the Netherlands,
Denmark, Australia, and New Zealand) have “independent” marketing
organizations. However, their funding comes primarily from govern-
ment-impos