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STATUS OF AGRICULTURAL TRADE ISSUES
AND NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE PEOPLE'S
REPUBLIC OF CHINA-AND THE EUROPEAN
UNION

MONDAY, MARCH 15, 1999

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles E.
Grassley (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Baucus, Conrad, and Kerrey.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E.,"GRASBLEY, A U.S,
SENATOR FROM I0OWA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Senator GRASSLEY. I am pleased to welcome everybody to this
hearing. 1 am Senator Chuck Grassley, and this is the Inter-
national Trade Subcommittee. We are going to examine today the
status of agricultural trade issues between the United States and
China, and the United States and the European Union.

When the United States helped create the General Agreement of
Tariffs and Trades in Geneva in 1947, we helped build a world
tradiuﬁ system that has exranded our collective wealth, enhanced
our collective vistas, and helped secure the peace.

It is a sign of how far we have come and how much we have ac-
complished that that original 23 members are now a group of 134
nations, seeking to assure even ater non- discriminatory mar-
kets access and to more effectively settle disputes among nations
in the World Trading Organization.

Now new challenges confront the trading system that I have de-
scribed. Today, we will hear testimony on whether China’s commit-
ment to the &TO principles of free trade and unlimited market ac-
cess, particularly in its agricultural markets, are sufficiently strong
and comprehensive enough to merit their admission.

Our top trade negotiations have put in enormous efforts with
their Chinese counterparts over the past few weeks to see whether
we can resolve outstanding agriculture market access issues be-
%vvv'le‘eon our two nations that will clear the way for China to join the

(1)
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I understand, and have just talked to Peter Scher, sur Chief Ag-
ricultural Trade Negotiator, upon his return from China. We ea-
ge':i‘lg await gour report, Mr. Scher.

e World Trading Organization is the ultimate rule-based trad-
ing system. It is under enormous pressure already because of the
way in which these rules are observed, and, in some instances, not
observed. That is why it is so vitally important that all WT'O mem-
bers have confidence in the commitments made by prospective
members.

Recent developments in China's trade policies have given me
much concern. China has historically protected most of its agri-
culture sector, and especially its domestic meat industry, from im-
port competition. In 1997, China made specific commitments to
permit the importing of meat for its retail market during a 1-year
trial program.

Under this plan, China agreed to allow meat imports into the
general market from selected plants in three countries, including
the United States. Of 36 Chinese companies that were granted per-
mission to import meat under this program, 27 received approval
to import poultry, 4 companies received approval to import beef,
and just 1 was approved to import pork.

en American Embassy staff in Beijing attempted to learn if
there were any quotas on the volume of meat allowed to be im-
ported by this one company. They were told three different stories.

First, they were told, yes, there was a quota. When asked to
specify the amount of the quota, the Chinese said that this was
confidential information. On a third try, our embassy was told the
quota for all 36 companies was more than 125,000 metric tons.

This occurred 6 years after the Chinese agreed to a bilateral
1992 memorandum of understanding on market access with the
United States. The very first article in this agreement was a com-
mitment to provide transparency on all laws and regulations re-
garding the sale, distribution, processing, and other use of imports
or exports.

Now, words alone on market access are not enough. We expect
China to demonstrate its commitment to unlimited and unqualified
market access for American agricultural products.

Now, with regard to Europe, agricultural trade issues have never
been more important and, right now, even more contentious. The
European Union is the second-largest U.S. market for our agricul-
tural products..

Agricultural trade between the European Union and the United
States reached nearly $16 billion last year, but the European
Union's huge direct farm subsidies—which are about 8 times the
amount of U.S. direct subsidies—it sugi)orts and its market-dis-
t,ortingl uotas under the Common Agricultural Policy have made it
very difficult to conduct free trade in many agricultural products.

Just last week, the European Union Farm Ministers announced
so-called reform of the Common Agricultural Policy that will actu-
ally hoost total European Union farm spending by about $4 billion
over the 1999 spen levels, and do that sometime between the
year 2000 and 2006.
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The United States and the European Union are also at odds over
biotechnology food safety requirements that appear to be nothing
more than nontariff barriers and food labeling.

Finally, we have to addrees the unfinished business of the Uru-
guay Round and new multilateral trade negotiations on agri-
culture. The conversion of the quantitative restrictions to tariff rate
quotas left many agricultural products highly protected. Tariffs on
agricultural products worldwide are three to four times higher than
the rates for most industrial products, with some tariffs reaching
200 percent or more.

We cannot resolve all these problems at once, but I hope that the
insight and guidance that we hear from you today will inform our
discussions so that we can find the right answers for our country.

Before 1 recognize my colleagues, I would just like to return a
moment to the issue of China. There has been a great deal of dis-
cussion in recent weeks about what standards ought to be applied
with regard to WTO accession.

I would like to read a portion of a letter that I received recently
on this subject from former President Gerald R. Ford. It states,
partially, “If economic relations are not resolved constructively,”
meaning with China, “there will be adverse develgﬁmenw dip-
lomatically and politically between our two nations. That is why I
strongly believe that China must make more than a down payment
on market access concessions.

“Rather, China should guarantee unconditional and full market
access upon entering into the World Trade Organization, and
should abide by the same trading rules the WTO applies to any
other major industrial nation.

“We have seen too many times over the years when promises of
future concessions to open foreign markets are made, and then the
promised concessions fail to materialize. The stakes this time are
too high to engage China on anything but normal commercial
terms.

I will put that entire letter in the record.

(The letter appears in the a;g»endix.]

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Baucus?

Senator Baucus, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to
the testimony of the witnesses, and I thank you for your statement.

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Conrad?

Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank the wit-
nesses as well.

Let me put up a chart that reflects one of the great frustrations
I have, representing a State that is heavily dependent on agri-
culture, in fact, perhaps no State more heavily dependent on agri-
culture than mine.

Our chief competitors, obviously, are the Europeans. This is what
they are doing in terms of export subsidy a year in the red. The
blue, almost impossible to see, is what we are doing. You can see,
they are over 100 times as much as we are, what they are spending
to promote exports as what we are spending.

gn an overall basis, if we looked at what they are spending to
support their producers versus what we are spending, it would be
about 10 to 1. This creates an impossible situation for our farmers.



I liken it to_telling our farmers, you go out and compete against
the French farmer and the German farmer, and while you are at
it, take on the German Government and the French Government
as well. That is not a fair fight.

Now, some have said, we just ought to go to free markets. Now,
that would be fine if there were free markets in agriculture. Unfor-
tunately, that is not the condition that we face in the world. In-
stead, what we face is our chief competitors heavily subsidizing
their producers, while we are at much lower levels.

Then we come along with the trade agreement and we say, both
sides shall reduce by an equal percentage. Now, that is a good deal
if you are in Europe. It is not such a good deal it you are an Amer-
ican producer. The result is lower prices for our producers and
what amounts, in my State, to a farm depression.

Gus, nobody knows it better than you, because you have been
kind enough to come repeatedly to our major exposition every year,
Marketplace, and have a chance to talk to producers. You, I think,
heard their frustration and their concern.

Mr. Chairman, these are issues that we must respond to. We
cannot be engaged in unilateral disarmament in a trade confronta-
tion. We would never do it in a military confrontation. Why ever .
we would do it in a trade confrontation eludes me.

So, Mr. Chairman, | am very pleased that we are holding this
hearing. I hope that we send a message loud and clear that we can-
not leave our producers at a competitive disadvantage. We cannot
leave them holding the bag. But right now, they are in desperate
circumstances and require a very powerful U.S. response.

I f'ust want to conclude on China. China has been engaged in
really a shell game and a charade with respect to using sanitary
and phytosanitary standards, not based on science, but based on
what is good for their trade position. We have seen them blocking
our exports of U.S. wheat based on erroneous claims of being vul-
nerable to TCK smut. They have no scientific basis for this, but
they use it very cleverly to keep us out of their markets. Mr. Chair-
man, I hope we address these and other issues today. Again, thank
you for holding this hearing.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MONTANA

Senator BAucUs. Mr. Chairman, might I just follow on? I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of my friend from North Dakota. I
see Mr. Eizenstat here, Deputy Secretary of State. It is very impor-
tant that he is here because, ve?' often, we have Trade Ministers
at USTR and agriculture and so forth, and a lot of these issues are
glependent upon our foreign policy issues, our National security
issues.

Very frankly, I think that too often when we are discussing these
roblems, these trade problems and trade barriers, that we are just
ind of just talking. The reason we are just talking, is because we

do not have the right f;r)eo le in front of us.

The right people, frankly, are in the White House, are in the
State Department, are in the Pentagon, in addition to—in fact, in
many cases even more important than, with no disrespect to our
panelists right here—some other people than we have up here.
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For example, TCK smut. That has been a problem for 25 years.
Beef hormone in Europe, 10, 12 years, at least. Years. And we just
talk. All we do is just talk. And we mean well here. We mean very
well here, and I know you do, Mr. Chairman. I know that my good
friend from North Dakota does. :

In fact, no one fights harder for agriculture than the Senator
from North Dakota. But I am sure he Joins in with me in his frus-
tration that, veﬁ' vetlgr often, all of our discussions here are
trumped by the éC. e¥) are trumped by the State Department,
they are trumped by the Pentagon, they are just trumped by oth-
ers,

We are going to talk about WTO accession with Ambassador
Barshefsky, the committee is, later sometime this week. She's a
wonderful woman. She fights hard. But she takes her marching or-
ders from others.

I would just say, Mr. Chairman, if we are going to be effective
and not just talk around here, I suggest that we call the right peo-
ple up here and figure out some way to address these issues di-
rectly and frontally, not just peripherally and around the margins.
Thank you.

Senator GRASSLEY. It seems to me, Senator Baucus, that we have
that opportunity now, as there is a question about China's entry
into the World Trading Organization. If there is any time for Con-
gress to show its concern and exercise its constitutional power over
international trade issues, now is that ogﬁortunity.

Senator BAUCUS. That is right. We talk about it. But, again, the -
WTO question is going to be decided, not by Ambassador
Barshefsky, believe me.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. Now, we go to three distinguished wit-
nesses we have. Stu Eizenstat, Undersecretary for Economic, Busi-
ness, and Agricultural Affairs, U.S. Department of State, and also
has worked in previous positions with the European Union very
clozi?l . So, we welcome him and his background that he brings
with him.

Then Hon. Peter L. Scher, U.S. Trade Negotiator, U.S. Trade
Representative. Then the Honorable Gus Schumacher, Undersecre-
tary for Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services, U.S. Department
of Agriculture, and a person who is present at every major world
trading discussion that involves agriculture.

Now, if any of you are under any particular time constraints, let
me know ahead of time. Otherwise, we will just go with Stu, then
Peter, then Gus, in that order, and then we will ask you questions
accordingly afterwards.

STATEMENT OF HON. STUART E. EIZENSTAT, UNDERSECRE-
TARY FOR ECONOMIC, BUSINESS, AND AGRICULTURAL AF-
FAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. EiZENSTAT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be
here. I have had the privilege and honor of working with all three
of you in many capacities. I would say, Senator Baucus, I have not
found in my years with her that Charlene Barshefsky takes orders
from anybody, except the President. . . ‘

Senator BAUCUS, Well, to make a point, she is not calling the
shots. I understand about Ms. Barsheisky. She is very, very tough,

A O it W e W, T P b * . e — i . -
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and she is very, very good as a negotiator. But we are talking
about policy here. Policy is determined by many others in addition
to her, in addition not only to the President, but many others in
the executive branch that basically she has to listen to and defer

to. ¢
Mr. EIZENSTAT. Let me start by saying that agriculture is in m
title, and I have taken that seriously. I meet regularly with agricuf:
tur giroups and feel very strongly that the continued liberalization
of world markets and the resulting expansion in trade holds par-
ticular promise and vitality for our farm sector, and, indeed, ex-
portig are absolutely crucial to the livelihood of America's farm
workers.

This promise of continued trade expansion is not something that
is going to happen of its own accord. ]t requires U.S, leadership.
One of the best ways to show this is to affirm a set of basic trade
principles underpinning the growth of world trade since 1945.

These include the importance of respecting trade commitments,
establishing a clear, transparent, and predictable process to govern
the regulation of trade, and, crucially, the affirmation of decisions
:;\ the environment, health and safety be based on scientific cri-

ria.

These principles have direct relevance to the set of issues we now
face in China and Europe. I know that Peter Scher will cover Chi-
na’s WTO accession and related issues in more detail.

Suffice it to say from my standpoint that it is crucially important

" that China join the WTO on commercially meaningful terms and

fully respect the rules of the system.

Principles regarding transparency and the use of scientific-based
decisionmaking—precisely what Senator Conrad was saying—have
direct relevance to some of the ongoing disputes we had with China
over wheat, beef, and citrus.

I would like to spend the bulk of my time talking about Europe,
where I spent a great deal of my efforts and tenure in this adminis-
tration. It is worth remembering that we often let the immediac
of our trade disputes blind us to the real benefits that we eac
enjoy from access to each other’s markets.

o-way trade and investment flows account for more than $1
trillion annualéy. One in 12 industrial jobs in the United States
comes from a European-owned factory, and the Europeans are the
biggest foreign investors in 41 of our 50 States.

is is also reflected in our bilateral agricultural flows. From
1991 through 1997, U.S. agricultural exports to the EU rose from
$7 billion to over $8.5 billion, and we have, during that period, con-
sistently run an agricultural trade surplus of $2-$3 billion. But
there are challenges in front of us and we are now entering a cru-
cial period in our economic and agricultural relationship with Eu-

rope.

E‘he EU is engaged in a politically difficult process of reforming
its Common Agricultural Policy, with very large implications for
the types of subsidies our own farmers will have to compete against
in the future. We are also facing a tough set of trade issues on ba-
nanas, beef hormones, and in more general areas of biotech.

Although I am sure Peter and Gus will talk about this in more
detail in terms of bananas and beef, these issues have broader
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ramifications for the future of the WTO dispute resolution system
than the products themselves. EU actions undercut critically need-
ed support in Congress and in the agricultural community for the

The need for a clear and rational trading set of principles is
atest in the area of biotechnology. As U.S. agricultural and re-
ated products, everything ranging from tomato paste to vegetable
oil, increasing involve biotech.
) This issue is one o‘f"vfrowing importance to our competitiveness
in the 21st century. Within a few years, virtually 100 percent of
U.S. agricultural commodity exports will be genetically modified or
mixed with GMO products. I have long personal experience with
this issue from my time as U.S. ambassador to the EU, with scars
to show for it from round-up ready soybeans to BT corn. .

We, of course, res&ect the EU’s right to have a system of govern-
ment oversight of GMOs. No government can advocate its responsi-
bility to have in place a system to ensure that the safeﬁr of food,
feed, and the environment is in place. But that system, Mr. Chair-
man and members of the committee, must be predictable, trans-

arent, efficient, and scientifically based. In the case of the EU, it
18 none of the above.

GMOs in the U.S. go through the same rigorous examination
grocess for safety that all of our food and feed ;ln'oducts go through.

ince 1994, 20 fenetically modified agricultural products have suc-
cessfully moved through our regulatory system toward commer-
cialization and marketing. The transparency and predictability of
our process goes a long way to explain why these products have
largely enjoyed general consumer acceptance in the U.S.

ut it is different in Europe. Because there is no scientifically-
based government system to approve GMO products, the European
ublic 18 susceptible to ill-informed scare tactics. Public opinion in
Uué'ope is, therefore, far more emotional on this issue than in the

The EU approval process for GMOs is—and let me be very
clear—non-transparent, unpredictable, not based on scientific prin-
ciples, and all too susceptible to political interference.

The EUs weak decisionmaking machinery in this area is also
partly to blame, as it often allows a single member state to throw
up road blocks and stall progress for reasons unrelated to scientif-
ically-based concern for health, safety, or the environment. We saw
this most recently in the summer of 1998 with France, blocking
something that was scientifically proven to be safe, and we lost a
significant part of a tender we were owed.

he process in Europe is further complicated by the huge amount
of misinformation about GMOs in the media. This is so slanted, the
European public’s views on the issue, that governments are reluc-
tant to undertake perfectly appropriate, but politically difficult,
regulatory decisions.

owhere is this more evident than in the U.K., where virulent
attacks on GMOs in the press, both tabloid and mainstream, have
made it difficult to hold a rational debate about the benefits of
biotech farm products. )

The problems caused by lack of transparency and predictably are
most apparent in the beef hormone case. As is the case with bio-
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technology, political opinion portrays this as a health and safety
issue, despite the broad scientific evidence to the contrary.

In response to the WTO ruling against its ban, the European
Commission has initiated 17 ?:eagarate risk assessment studies on
hormones, none of which were called for in the WTO finding.

We have so far been unable to get any information about these
studies from EU authorities. We do not know who is conducting
them, how the people conducting them were chosen, what evidence
they are looking for, what procedures are being followed. The EU
cannot be permitted to endlessly use the excuse of needing to con-
duct just one more study.

We have also been working to break this émttem of confrontation
by trying to improve coordination between EU and U.S. GMO regu-
latory processes and thereby reestablish the importance of the prin-
ciples regarding transparency, predictability, and scientific-based
decision making.

Under our Transatlantic Partnership, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, we and the EU have set tg: a biotech work-
ing group to address bilateral issues related to GMOs. They have
already met in Washington.

We have proposed a pilot ar&iect designed to better coordinate
our regulatory processes for Os on both sides of the Atlantic.
We are also using this forum to raise our concerns about the inad-
?quac{ of the EU’s current GMO regulatory system and how to re-
orm it.

We have also been exploring ways to address the public percep-
tion problem in the EU regarding biotech agricultural products.
The State Department and other agencies have developed a public
diplomacy campaign on the beef hormone issue to make sure the
European public understands the facts regarding the scientific
studies that have failed to find any harmful effects from U.S. beef.

This kind of campaign should, and can be, broadened to include
information about biotechnology, stressing the safety of marketed
products and the importance of an o en, transparent regulatory
system, and, indeed, the benefits biotechnology can bring.

Biobechnoiogy and its related issues are not just a U.S.-EU prob-
lem. We faced similar problems just a few weeks ago in the difficult
negotiations on the biosafety negotiations in Cartegena.

e and a number of other nations recognize that certain pro-
posals would have created disguised barriers to agricultural trade,
would not have improved or protected the environment, and, prac-
tically speaking, would have resulted in a protocol incapable of
being implemented. This would have led to unnecessary trade re-
strictions on the world's food supply and limited the ability of other
nations to enjoy the benefits of modern biotechnology.

In our view, havin%‘no agreement was better than a bad agree-
ment that could not have been implemented. One of the greatest
concerns of the Cartegena talks was the d%g'ree to which many de-
veloping countries, many of whom would be the largest bene-
ficiaries of biotech’s promise of greater yields and reduced environ-
mental damage, sided with those who would have used the protocol
to restrict trade in food products. In the run-up to the next negoti-
ating session, we will continue to work internationally to bridge
these differences.
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Before I close, I want to touch on one additional aspect that you,
Mr. Chairman, mentioned. That is, the reform of the EU’s agricul-
tural policy. This, of course, is an internal EU process, but it is one
that has important implications for our interests.

Though the CAP reforms have not yet received final approval, we
are able to offer some initial assessments from the package ap-
proved ll_)‘y the EU Agricultural Ministers. They took a partial step
in the right direction b modifyinﬁ the CAP, cutting guaranteed
prices on cereals, on beef, and on milk.

But the Ministers failed to adopt the commmission’s proposal to re-
duce direct payments to large farmers. Overall spending cuts were
adopted. That is a critically important step, since CAP spending
has grown almost continually since 1962. But they did not decouple
internal subsidies from production.

We, of course, welcome any movement toward agricultural reform
of the EU, particularly to the extent that they will reduce the use
of trade-distorting export and other subsidies that Senator Conrad
emphasized.

hat said, however, the reforms e}pproved by the Agricultural
Ministers did not appear to us to go far enough in terms of reduc-
ing the CAP’s distorting effects on the world trading system.

e have consistently urged the EU to go further, and made clear
our intentions in the next round to limit and/or climinate those
types of farm policies that impose costs on others.

n conclusion, we must continue to advance the basic principles
of reaxl)ecting trade commitments establishing transparent and pre-
dictable regulatory processes and using scientific-based decision
making on environmental, health, and safety issues.

In the end, we fully realize that our trade agenda has to rest on
the solid foundation of public support. If we cannot show Ameri-
cans that the trade system works for them, that we can avoid these
unnecessary hurdles that the Europeans and others are trying to
impose on agricultural access, then we will not be able to sustain
our policies in the international arena. Thank you.

Senator GRASSLFY. Thank you, Secretary Eizenstat.

[The prepared statement of Undersecretary Eizenstat appears in
the appendix.]-

Senator GRASSLEY. Mr. Scher?

STATEMENT OF HON. PETER L. SCHER, U.S. SPECIAL TRADE
NEGOTIATOR, U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, WASHINGTON,
DC

Mr. SCHER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Baucus, Senator Conrad, it
is a pleasure to appear before you this morning, with Undersecre-
tary Schumacher and Undersecretary Eizenstat.

Let me also say, because I think Senator Baucus referred to it
in his opening statement, some of the various players that are in-
volved in our trade policy formulation.

I will say, I have had the opportunity to work with Stu Eizenstat
gince he has been an ambassador in Brussels, and more recently
m Undersecretary. We have received unprecedented support from

In fact, when I was in China last week, my counterpart noted
that he had met with Stu a few weeks ago in Washington. and St
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made clear to him that we could not complete a WTQ deal without
agriculture. It is that type of reinforcement that helps our efforts.
So, I am pleased that he is here, and for all of the support that
he has provided.

I am also pleased to have the opportunity to discuss the adminis-
tration’s efforts to provide greater access, both in China and in the
European Union.

As you mentioned, Senator Grassley, I returned over the week-
end from China. In fact, this was my second trip in the last 3
weeks. I did not bring back a deal, I brougl.- back a chest cold. So,
I apologize for my—

enator BAucus. I thought that was from yellinf at the Chinese.

Mr. SCHER. Well, ‘ is both. We have some geop e who were here
with me, so they can attest to that. We have been involved in very
intensive negotiations with China, including negotiations over the
agricultural portion of China’s effort to join the World Trade Orga-
nization. I am pleased to have an opportunity to update you on
those negotiations, as well as our efforts with the EU.

First, on China. Mr. Chairman, I believe most of us would agree
that a China that is a full commercial member of the international
trading community will mean a market of greater opportunity for
1J.S. agriculture.

Today, we see very high, both formal and informal, trade barriers
which have kept China outside of the world trading system. Chi-
na's membership in the WTO on commercially meaningfui terms,
as President Ford said, is in our interest, and it is in China's.

Broadly speaking, the principles which underlie the WT'O—trans-
Earency, openness, public and enforceable commitments—will help

hina's government as it tries to strengthen its economy and create
sustainable long-term growth,

The specific market access and other reforms which are required
for WTO accession are no less for China than the¥ are for other
members, including, I should say, many of the least-developed
countries. Many of those countries have already accomplished those
reforms,

I should say, we are beginning to see some progress in ourego-
tiations on O accession, inc uding progress in the agriculture
sector. Two weeks ago, Ambassador Barshefsky met with the Chi-
nese senior leadership and those responsible for WT'O's accession.

During those meetings, China, I think—some may say for the
first time—demonstrated a much greater appreciation of what con-
stitutes a commercially meaningful agreement for the United
States, and in particular for our agriculture sector. This is some-
thing we have not seen to date.

ile I do not want to get into the specific details of the negotia-
tions, and as you mentioned, Senator Baucus, Ambassador
Barshefsky, I think, will be meeting with the committee in execu-
tive session later this week. I think it is fair to say that China now
understands that market access for agriculture is essential for any
WTO accession—~— ,

There is much more that remains to be accomplished in agri-
culture and, frankly, for industrial products and in services. We are
now engaged in a substantial negotiation where, frankly, the de-
tails have been, and will be, critical.
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Mr. Chairman, as you said in your opening statement, words
alone are not enough. We need to assure ourselves that the details
are there so that any agreement we reach is not an agreement in
principle, but agreement in fact, and it will mean real access.

Our goals in the agriculturai negotiations continue to be, first,
substantial reductions in tariffs. China's offers range anywhere
from 20 percent to 66 percent. These are much too high. We need
to bring the tariffs down.

We need to liberalize state-traded commodities through the es-
tablishment of a system of tarifl rate quotas for many of the bulk
commaodities.

We need specific commitments to limit China’s domestic and ex-
port subsidy practices to ensure that, as China becomes a bigger
producer, it does not become a menace on the world agricultural
trading scene.

Finally, we need resolution of the outstanding bilateral sanitary
and phytosanitary agreement issues. As (Yart. of these negotiations,
my meetings last week in China focused on how to resolve these
longstanding bilateral sanitary and phytosanitary issues, in par-
ticular those which affect our wheat, as Senator Conrad mentioned,
our meat exports, which, Senator Grassleg, you have talked about
férequently, as well as our citrus exports from a number of critical

tates.

I had the benefit of having a number of key agricultural industry
leaders with me in China who were a big benefit to us in lookin
at the details of China's proposals and helping us sort throug
what was commercially meaningful and what was not.

As all of you know, we have been trying to resolve these par-
ticular issues for many years and we have repeatedly emphasized,
and I know each of you, separately, have emphasized to the Chi-
nese ambassador and to other leaders that we cannot conclude a
WTO accession package without resolution of these specific barriers
to our exports.

At the end of the day, achieving market access and reduction in
tariffs and expansion of TRQs will be meaningless if we cannot
eliminate unjustified scientific restrictions.

Again, while we have not sufficiently resolved these issues, it is
fair to say that we have made more progress in the last few weeks
than we have in several years. But we are still far from reaching
what you, and I think our agricultural groups, would consider an
adequate agreement.

For example, for wheat, the current ban on imports-from the Pa-
cific northwest must be fully removed so that we can ship wheat
from that region to China. We need to ensure, again, the details,
that we know exactly how China plans to remove the ban.

For citrus, we have to work out detailed protocols and work plans
so that we can legally ship citrus into China. For meat, as you
mentioned, Senator Grassley, in your statement, last year the Chi-
nese proposed expanding allowing meat from certain facilities to
export to China, which simply is not workable.

e have one of the best meat inspection systems in the world
which is recognized by over 134 nations. That has to be the basis
for which China allows the importation of U.S. meat from all of our
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producers who all meet the same standards. That is beef, pork, and
poultry that we are talking about.

We are continuing to work to resolve these issues. In fact, several
people remained in China over the weekend to try to flesh out
some more of the details. But, frankly, the ball is in China’s court
and they will have to make the decision that their interest in join-
ing the WTO will provide-the momentum necessary to eliminate
these barriers.

Mr. Chairman, let me just briefly touch on the European Union.
As you know, we have been involved in very intensive efforts to en-
force WT'O decisions on both beef and bananas. We have also been
very carefully watching the efforts to reform the Common icul-
tural Policy which Senator Conrad talked about, and I think Un-
dersecretary Eizenstat addressed. .

Let me just say, as to the WTO issues, because I think these are
in many ways the forefront of our efforts with the EU, we have
specific rights that were negotiated as part of the Uruguay Round
and that were approved by Congress in 1994. We have been clear
to the EU in no uncertain terms that we have absolutely no inten-
tion of abrogating those rights. That was the basis for which Con-
gress approved our entry into the WTO.

he message is clear, that Europe has a very fundamental choice
here. Either it complies with these rulings, as we have done, or it
pays the price for it. That is the basic choice. I think the actions
that we took several weeks ago in the Banana case were an indica-
tion that we will protect our rights, as we will in Beef.

As to biotechnology, let me just say very briefly, as the United
States has already recognized, many of our other trading partners
have also recognized the tremendous benefits of biotechnology, not
on%y to farmers, frankly, to consumers and to the environment.

or all of our problems with Canada, we are, in fact, developing
close ties with Canada on biotechnology, which I think was very
helpful during the biosafety negotiations that Undersecretary
Eizenstat talked about.

We face two very compelling and complicated problems in Europe
as to biotechnology. First, I think we have seen 1n many ways what
is the effective collapse of the EU’s regulatory review process for
new genetically-engineered plants. At the same time, we are wres-
tling with an incomplete and unworkable labeling regulation for
foods containing genetically modified corn and soybeans.

Our goal, I think, as Undersecretary Eizenstat said, is not to set
the rules for the EU, but rather to insist on a process that is time-
}‘y, that is transparent, and one that is based on science. We must
ocfus on scientific principles as the guidepost in guaranteeing food
safety.

Frankly, I would say, to the extent that these problems with the
EU emanate from the lack of consumer confidence in food safety
from the mad cow scare and others, I think the best way for Eu-
rope to rebuild consunmer confidence is, frankly, to get the politics
out of food safety, to design a system that is transparent, that has
specific rules, that is based only on health concerns, not on protec-
tionism and fear.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by simsply saying that these are
two of the many challenges that face U.S. agriculture as we begin
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preparations for a new round of multilateral negotiations which are
scheduled to begin later this year.

As we work to enforce existing agreements, to open new markets,
to create new opportunities for our producers, it is clear that Amer-
ican agriculture must have access to world markets in order to sur-
vive.

We continue to look forward to working with you and members

of this committee as we aggressively pursue that goal. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Ambassador Scher.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Scher ap?ears in the appendix.)
Senator GRASSLEY. Secretary Schumacher :

STATEMENT OF HON. AUGUST SCHUMACHER, JR., UNDERSEC-
RETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERV-

g}CES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, WASHINGTON,

Mr. SCHUMACHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am glad to be
here with my distinguished colleagues, Ambassador Scher and Un-
dersecretary Eizenstat. I just want to commend Stu and Peter.
Peter, for his extraordinary work overall, and particularly on
China. Jim Schroeder, who is sitting behind me, our Deputy Un-
dersecretary, was with him in China over the last couple of weeks.
It is coming along.

With Stu, I think one of the things on which I should commend
him is the barley issue. The State Department was really mus-
cular, if I may use that term, last year when that subsidy on barley
was going to turn up in California.

I just want to publicly commend Stu on his leadership. Certainly,
there have been no further barley shipments of that type into the
United States. I think a lot of that had to do with Secretary
Albright and Stu Eizenstat, so I want to commend him for that.
Also, the work that he is leading on sanctions, which we can maybe
come back to in the question period.

I want to be very, very brief and just focus on two issues. I think
Peter and Stu have covered many of the issues that we will be dis-
cussing. One, is on Agenda 2000. We are very disappointed in the
progress made to date. Finance Ministers are now meeting on that.

e Secretary last week, March 11, put out a statement in which
he indicated that “the Minister on Agriculture had an opportunity
in the EU to make the much-needed reforms to their farm policy.”

Failing to do so by the Agricultural Ministers makes it even more
important that we strive for genuine reform in the upcoming next
round starting in November/December under the 0. We were
very disappointed.

I will give a couple of examples, from monitoring this pret?{ care-
fully. For example, let us take the question of the big subsidies for
the larger farmers. We thought there would be some change in
what is technically known as degressivity in terms of the big pay-
ments.

That would have certainly reduced subsidy payments and we
thought those would be going down by 3 percent a year for the
larger farmers. But the EU has chosen not to implement this con-
cept, and that is very disappointing.
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The second issue, is dairy. They certainly put that way on the
back burner in the EU. There does not appear to have been any
reform in dairy policies in several years, and intervention price
cuts on dairy are modest, at best. -

So I think Commissioner Fischler has been out front on Agenda
2000 in the past, but the Ministers have not acted to implement
even his very modest stegs to move forward on reforms.

So this fallure to act boldly raises serious concerns, particularly
as, Senator Conrad, you put up on these tremendous export sub-
sidies that certainly are hurting not only the United States' farm-
ers, but many countries who are in the export and in the CAIRNS
group, but also, I think, hurting because they do export taxes 1

ear, export subsidies another year, so the ’i"hird orld is also

urting at that point as well,

They still have an opportunity to move on this, We are just hop-
ing the Finance Ministers will see their way a little more clearly
anddbe a little firmer as the Agenda 2000 discussions move for-
ward.

I was recently in Poland and saw the impact of the EU subsidies
in Poland on Polish agriculture. They had blocked every road in the
country. The sititude was that this export subsidy issue was reall
impacting Poland in a vexg deleterious way and the larger por
farmers, greens, were out blocking all the highways in that very,
very important country that has just joined NATO and has just
done such a wonderful job in reforming.

Let me just briefly, then, turn to the other big issue that we will
be addressing this morning. That is one that both Peter and Stu
have raised. That is on the rapidly approaching May 13 deadline
on the hormone case.

If I may just take a minute, a minute and a half, to summarize
kind of where we are on that very important issue. I think there
were three issues on that issue, Mr. Chairman. One, the United
States and the international scientific community have consistently
determined that American beef, cattle, treated with certain ap-
proved growth hormones poses no public health risk and, therefore,
the EU’s hormone ban is unjustified. Numerous scientific studies
and evaluations have supported this U.S. position.

For example, in 1995, Commissioner Fischler announced plans
for an EU scientific conference on growth hormones. This con-
ference concluded there was no evidence of health risk from the
hormones approved for use in the United States. That was a Euro-
pean conference put together by Commissioner Fischler.

The clear international scientific consensus is that these ap-
proved and licensed products are safe when used in accordance
with good veterinary practices. This dispute then took a turn in
1996, when the U.S.—Peter Scher and his colleagues—presented
this case to the WTO.

After a thorough review of the scientific evidence, the WTO panel
agreed with the U.S. position and ruled there was no scientific
basis for this ban. After an e;&gellate decision upheld this ruling,
the WTO arbitrator gave the until May 13 of this year to bring
its measure into compliance.

So the consensus on the science and the compliance is there, both
the consensus, scientifically, and the compliance issue with the EU.
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Now the debate has turned to compliance. With the WTO rulings
and the willingness of the EU to honor its international agree-
ments, it is important not to underestimate the significance of this
issue for the United States in the multilateral trading system.

Our beef trade has been unjustly damaged for a decade based on
a measure that has been proved to be inconsistent with the WTO

rinciples. This issue, however, Mr. Chairman and members, is not
,rust about U.S, beef.

During the Uruguay Round negotiations, the EU, including each
individual member state of the EU, signed and committed—each
{)nv%‘naber state, as well as the EU—to uphold the principles of the

The fundamental principle of using sound science as the basis for
a nontariff import restriction is in question by not complying by the
EU with these rulings. This principle was not agreed to fi"ghtly.

In maintaining its unscientific ban, the EU does nothing to fur-
ther the olwactive of protecting public health, but, instead, under-
mines the WTO sanitary and phytosanitary agreement, and it may
invite—I hope not—other countries to take similar steps. So, there
is a very important principle here as well.

We certainly appreciate, as Peter said, the political sensitivity of
this issue in Europe and wish to work with tge community to gnd
a solution. We presented what I thotht was a very sound com-
promise, which was a labeling prcposal, to the EU as a way of re-
solving this dispute.

We would be willing to label all beef and beef products exported
to the EU with those labeling statements already approved—al-
ready approved—by the Commission under its Beef Labeling Regu-
lation 97-820, which we agreed on, USDA Choice, USDA Select,
. the grading systems we have. They have approved this.

With this labeling, the EU consumers would be able to identify
the U.S.-source product and make the choice themselves as to
whether to purchase that product. When the many millions of Eu-
ropean-tourists come to this country or when they go to the Angus
Steakhouse, or the Chris’ and others, they certainly enjoy our beef.
In fact, some Europeans have said that is the first thing the Euro-
pean consumer does; is to go to an American steakhouse.

So we believe strongly that consumers, and not the government,
should make the decision about what kind of food to buy. We think
the EU consumers, if given the choice, will purchase U.S. beef be-
cause it is a safe, high-quality product.

So that, we think, is the issue. It is the consensus on the inter-
national community on the safety of the growth hormones. The
issue then is the second issue of compliance with international
agreements. Then, third, with our labeling proposal, is a choice for
the EU consumers.

Thank you very much for having me here today.

[The fmepared statement of Mr. Schumacher appears in the ap-
pendix.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you.

First of all, I think, Ambassador Schumacher, you laid out very
clearly the gain that agriculture made in the last GATT negotia-
tions, that we have to have sound science. You stated it as well as
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?tnybody could state it, and ] do not want to take time to repeat
I hope Ambassador Scher and Secretary Eizenstat can say, yes,
that is their understanding of what we gained rnd what is at stake
here. The mere fact that the ' European Community does not let, let
us say, the beef hormone or beef in because of the hormone issue
is a violation and a challenge of that basic principle. Can you say
yes to that, Ambassador Scher? .

Mr. SCHER. Yes, I can say yes to that. But, more importantly, the
WTO said yes to t'hat, so that is the fact.

Senator GRASSLEY. All right. Ambassador Eizenstat?

Mr. E1ZENSTAT. The whole thrust of my testimony was that the
EU had failed to put in place a process which would ensure that
sound science would be brought forward. Instead, we are faced with
emotionalism, political intervention, and press hysteria.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. And ] did hear you say that, in four or
five adjectives you use, that the European Community has not
lived up to any of those.

Mr. EIZENSTAT. It is nontransparent, it is unpredictable, it is not
scientific-based, it is not efficient. In all of those respects, it fails
to employ the scientific requirements that the sanitary and
phgtosanitary obligations of the WT'O impose.

enator GRASSLEY. The only question, Mr. Eizenstat, was in re-
gard to the relationship to the last GATT negotiating victory for ag-
riculture. That is the only relationship I wanted to create there.

Mr. EIZENSTAT. Sure. Absolutely. That is the whole purpose of
the SPS agreement. That is what has been lacking in terms of its
implementation by the EU.

enator GRASSLEY. All right. Now, my first question to you, Mr.
Eizenstat, would be in regard to—and I do not question any of the
statements you made about the recent agreement and negotiations
that Europe had on CAP. In other words, I would accept everything
that you laid out in your interpretation of the CAP.

But could I ask you to comment in regard to the fact that I see
their spending $4 billion more on their Common Agricultural Pro-
gram between the year 2000 and 2006 as not reducing their sub-
sidy of agriculture the way that they should? You said some other
ways that they have, but I tried to quantify it in the $4 billion.
Maybe that $4 billion is not as significant as I see it.

Mr. E1ZENSTAT. We would actually quantify it higher. We believe
that it is a $7 billion shortfall from the agricultural budget projec-
tionsd}vhich the European Commission has set to stabilize their
spending.

Now, the fact is that they are spending almost half of their $85
billion Euro budget on agriculture. The result of this has real im-
plications for us, both in agriculture and politically. Let me briefly
mention that $7 billion shortfall.

Number one, is that it maintains the potential for the export dis-
torting subsidies that Senator Conrad, yourself, and others have
mentioned. That hurts us.

Second, to the extent that they have maintained a relationship
in their CAP reform between price paid and production and not de-
coupled and severed that, it encoura%‘es excess production. The ex-
cess production builds surpluses up. The surpluses encourage them

- e e
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to export the surpluses, and the way to export the surpluses is to
use the export subsidies. It is a vicious circle.

Third, it has a real implication politically for us. The political im-

plication is that we believe, as the European Union does, that it
18 very important that they have enlargement to the east, that Po-
land, Hungary, Czech Republic, other accession states become
mernbers of the European Union as quickly as possible.
_If they cannot get their CAP program under control, their capac-
ity to absorb large agricultural producing countries like Poland will
be severely delayed and compromised to the disadvantage, we
think, of A more stable Europe.

Now, with respect to this 57 billion shortfall, the next step in the
CAP reform process, Mr. Chairman, will be for the Finance Min-
isters to meet shortly to decide how to resolve this shortfall. How
are they going to deal with it?

One suggestion that was made by Germany and some others is
to have member states co-finance some of the CAP payments by
makinf payments from their own budget. That is one way to ‘get
some discipline. So the CAP reform which was done was a step for-
ward, but it was by no means sufficient. It maintains the over-
shooting that we have just discussed.

Senator GRASSLEY. The French have refused to pay anything
from their own budget towards CAP,

Mr. EIZENSTAT. That is correct. They have objected to this co-
payment concept.

enator GRASSLEY. Yes. What will be the forums that the United
States will have over the next few months to raise the concerns
that you have just expressed, that the Common Agricultural Policy
reform has not gone far enough?

Mr. E1ZENSTAT. Well, we will raise them in practically every
forum. We will raise them in our so-called senior level group meet-
ings that we have at my level, they will be raised directly at the
EU-U.S. summit which will be coming up shortly under the Ger-
man Presidency.

They will be raised bilaterally by us, by USTR, by USDA, in a
concentrated, coordinated effort. It 1s not gilding the lily to say that
Peter and Gus and I talk constantly. There has been virtually no
issue in agriculture on which we have not had complete cooperation
and transparency among us. So, we will be working very hard to-
gether to send this strong message to the European Union.

Last, and the most important forum in the end, is if they cannot
reform their CAP sufficiently themselves, this is what the 1999 ag-
ricultural negotiations in the WTO will do, and this will be one of
our very, very highest priorities, if not our highest griority.

Senator GRASSLEY. My last question would be to you, Mr.
Eizenstat. How concerned are you about the lack of progress on the
Free Trade Area of the Americas and that lack of progress leaving
the United States on the sidelines with harsh consequences for ag-
ricultural trade if the European Union and Mercosur enter into,
and successfully complete, free trade negotiations, and maybe some
%n’;lication on your part whether or not you think that that is like-
y

Mr. E1ZENSTAT. Well, first, with respect to the EU and Mercosur.
This is something, Mr. Chairman, that we have been following very
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closely. We have no objection to a WTO-consistent regional free
trade agreement. That is what NAFTA does, and we can reinforce
the international system.

We do, however, have very real problems and will be monitorin
very closely any agreement the KU ma try to enter into wit
Mercosur which is non-WTO-consistent. That is to say, it leaves out
significant sectors, like agriculture.

ow, frankly, I would be very surprised if the Mercosur countries
would be willing to have a so-called free trade agreament. I use the
term “so-called” in which the European Union had access to Latin
markets for their industrial goods and, in turn, did not give the
Mercosur countries access to their markets for agricultural prod-
ucts. It is difficult to imagine the Mercosur countries wanting that,
so we will watch that very carefully.

In terms of the FTAA, in general, we are making as much
progress as we can in the absence of fast-track authority. But one
of the greatest beneficiaries of fast-track authority would be the ag-
ricultural community because we would be able to open up Latfn
markets to a much greater degree for agricultural products. That
is why we hope that the Congress will support the President’s fast-
track negotiating authority.

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Baucus?

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to, first, compliment all of you. I know how hard you all
work at what you do. For example, Stu, I know you worked very
hard on the barley issue. I read an article, an editorial, I think, in
the New York Times praising you as one of the country’s best pub-
lic servants. I think I wrote gou a note congratulating you on that.
It was a well-thought-out and very accurate piece. I know all of you
work just as hard. _

My question, really, is we have all sort of stated the problems
pretty well here, lack of transparency. We have been working on
these issues for a long time, et cetera. But the deeper question, it
seems to me, is, well, what is the solution? How are we going to
solve these? We talk a lot about the problems that Europe presents
to us. Stu outlined it very, very well, as did you, Secretary
Schumacher, and as did you, Ambassador Scher.

So I know you are trying hard. There are not many people
brighter than you. I do not know anybody brighter than any of you
three, or who work as hard as all of you three.

Senator CONRAD. How about us three?

Senator BAuUCUS. Oh, no. They are brighter than we are. [Laugh-
ter.] That is pretty clear. So what do we do? That is why we are
asking you.

I go back to my comments earlier about, how do we work within
the total administration, because there are lots of other issues that
do come in here. Take China. The small nuclear warhead secrets
that apparently were stolen by China.

Taiwan is a problem. There are theater nuclear defense issues in
respect to Taiwan. The Japanese-American Security Treaty and the

O. I mean, there is a long, long list of issues that we have with
China that are not trade-related, but are very important.

With Europe, too. It is NATO. It is NATO expansion. It is Bos-

nia. It is Kosovo. It is Iraq. Maybe it is the euro. I mean, there is
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a lot there that is not directly related to trade where the United
States has a very, very direct stake.

So I am wondering, how does all that work into our efforts to try
to solve trade problems? Basically, what it comes down to is, how
believable is our leverage with respect to these countries?

. | have spent some time on trade issues, and it is my personal be-
lief that no country altruistically, out of the goodness of its heart,
ever lowers a trade barrier, They just do not do it until they have
to. They do not have to until there is levera?e.

You need some kind of leverage. Kind of, walk softly and carry
a big stick. But you have got to have that stick. It has got to be
believable or else countries will not do anything. They will just
wait it out. They will wait until another administration comes
along, until another Senator comes along. They just hunker down
and that is the end of it, in my judgment.

So what is the leverage? at 18 the believable leverage given
to the United States, by far the world's only super power, and
therefore we have to deal with these other issues and be respon-
sible to the world and kind of lead the world? What is the befiev-
able leverage here?

Why should the European Union believe we are really going to
do anything on beef? Are we going to retaliate on May 13 or are
we not? My guess is, we will not. My guess is that, come May 13
we are still talking. My guess is that the same is true on some of
these other issues.

Because I know that the European Union claims that, under
WTO, they can stretch this out past May 13. They claim that they
can put together a scientific panel, as directed, they say, by WTO,
that they say is perfectly within their rights to make this later as-
sessment, in the next year. ,

So if we do retaliate May 13, they may come back and say they
will counter-retaliate because we are unfair, we are acting improp-
erly under WTO, It is going to spark a little spat, nn doubt about
it. But it is my judgment that sometimes you have got to act.
Sometimes you have to force the issue.

I am sort of goading you. Not really goading you, but I am en-
couraging you, Ambassador Scher, to tell us that, in fact, we are
ﬁoing to retaliate May 13 in like amount for the damage that they

ave caused.

Mr. SCHER. Let me say, I think it answers both of your questions
because I think the O is leverage. I think the question is, are
we willing to use the leverage that we negotiate? I think the fact
is, as much as people snicker about bananas in the editorial pages
of The Wall Street Journal and other papers and like to say this
is about bananas, this is not about bananas, this is al:out rules. I
mean, this is the first time—

Senator BAUCUS. What are you going to do? What is the solution?

Mr. SCHER. Well, the rules are very clear. They have until May
13. They are not even claiming that they will be compliance by
May 13. What the rules say is that, if by May 13 they are not in
compliance, then we have the right, within 60 days, to retaliate.

e only question, as in the Banana case, becomes whether or
not they arbitrate the amount of retaliation. I think what the Ba-
nana case is going to show us in just several weeks is that you can,
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through this WTO that a lot of people had questions about, get an
~ authorization for a specific number to retaliate.

I think that will be a big boost to this system. I think what coun-
tries like the EU will see is that, if we are willing to go to the mat
on bananas, we are certainly going to go to the mat on beef, and
we are going to go to the mat on all of the other cases.

I mean, Senator, you remember, in fact, when I worked for you
the first case that was brox:fht in the WTO was against the United
States on this Reformulated Gas. The United States lost that case
and we were very upset that we lost the case.

The administration said, no, we have got to comply with this de-
cision. And we did not like the fact that we were complying with
the decision, but the administration made a fundamental political
choice that said, look, we have now created this WTO, we have got
to comply with the rulings, and we did.

So if I have to come before Congress and explain to Pyl'ou why, in
the three or four cases that we lost, we complied with those rul-
inﬁ‘s, the EU has to have the political will to do the same thing.

hat is really what it comes down to. If they do not have the po-
litical will to change the rules to come into compliance, then we
have to exercise our rights, which are very specifically laid out. If
the EU does not like that, if the EU does not think our interpreta-
tion of our rights is correct, then they can challenge this.

The only thing I would say is, so we are not waiting for the fur
to start flying on May 13, is what the rules specify, similar to the
Banana case, is it is actually 60 days after May 13 we actually get
the authorization. But, clearly, we are on a path to exercise those
rights in the Beef case, and we are working very closely with the
meat industry and the beef industry t¢ ensure that we do that.

Senator BAucus. All right. Now, who do you have to work with
iln qthe administration? You just, Ambassador Scher, decide what to

o?

Mr. SCHER. I do not think there is ever a question. We have
iuter?ency meetings with all of the agencies, and we are workin,
on a damage assessment right now to determine what is the leve
of damages. We work closely with Stu and with others.

But, Senator, I have to tell you, I do not think there is any ques-
tion inside the administration that we are going to exercise our
rights in the Beef case.

Senator BAucuUS. Well, we are going to exercise our rights, but
those are carefully chosen words.

Mr. SCHER. No, no, no. Well, Senator, that means we are going
to retaliate.

Senator BAUCUS. Let nie ask this question. What happens if, let
us say, Secretary Albright is on the verge of an agreement with
NATO troops on how to handle Kosovo, and it is May 13, or Jul
13 is coming along. Does somebody in the State Department weig
in and say, well, wait a minute here, before we get all upset about
the beef, let us make sure we take care of Kosovo? I mean, I am

just asking that question.

Mr. SCHER. No, no. And that is a fair question. The fact is, we
took action two weeks ago to protect our rights in the Banana case.
The Secretary has been traveling all over the world, including
working very hard to reach an agreement on Kosovo, which is obvi-
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ously very important. But the fact is, we do not draw lines like
that. We do not say, well, because of this we are not going iv deal
with the economic issues. I mean, Undersecretary Eizenstat might
want to address that.

Senator BAuCuS. My time has expired.

Mr. E1ZENSTAT. I would just say, very clearly, Senator, that the
decisions which either the Europeans or the United States have to
make about Kosovo are completely, totally unrelated to what hap-
pens with respect to beef and bananas.

I think everyone understands that those are separable issues and
that you cannot tie them. We would not allow the Europeans to tie
those two together. They would not expect us to tie the two to-
gethlfr, and they are not. They are treated on completely separate

racks. '

Senator BAucus. Well, I thank the Chairman. My time has ex-
pired. I just hope we can make some progress here. It is very im-
portant that we do. Thank you.

Senator GRASSLEY. Now, Senator Conrad.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Let me, first, say that I do not think there are three finer public
servants than the three of you. Secretary Eizenstat, I have long ad-
mired your participation in the public arena. Secretary
Schumacher, you know I have great respect for you. Ambassador
Scher, I could not be more pleased by what I heard from the three
of zgu this morning.

t me just say, I believe we as a country are playing a losing
hand on agriculture, especially with resﬁect to Europe. And it is
not your fault, it is a fault that lies right here in Congress.

Let me just say why I believe that. Europe, I think, has a strat-
egy and a Plan, and their strategy and plan is to dominate world
agricultural trade. Their plan for doing so is to maintain high lev-
els of support for their producers while they see us cutting ours,
and then they negotiate when there is a trade agreement for equal
percentage reductions in the level of support.

Well, who stays on top in that circumstance? And it is not your
fault. There is no negotiator that could win this fight given the cir-
cumstance that we have created as a Congress.

———We-cutour support for agriculture in half in the last farm bill,
from $10 billion a year to $5 billion a year on the predicate—and
it was incredible to me at the time—that if we cut, Europe would
cut. Well, guess what? We got played for suckers. The result is, Eu-
rope is on the move. You look at every trend line, they have moved
from being major importers to being major exporters.

It is because, as Senator Baucus indicated, we do not have lever-
age fundamentally. They can read the numbers, they can read the
budgets. They understand we have engaged in unilateral disar-
mament on our side in this trade confrontation. They have got it
agured out. They know they are winning, they know we are losing.

e have been foolish enough to hand them the keys to the piggy
bank. Now, that is not your fault, that is the fault of this Congress
and the last Congress. '

Now, to follow on, we have ﬁOt this WTO matter. I hope you do
not flinch. I hope you do not flinch, because that would be a pro- _
found mistake. These guys want to have it both ways. When they

64-066 00-3 |



22

win, it is enforced. When they lose, then they come up with this
sham a ent. You have got to hand it to these guys, these guys
are good. They are phony, but they are good. We should not let
them get away with it.

Let me just go to China, the same kind of thing, In 1992, they
agreed that we were not going to have sanitary and phytosanitary
restrictions that were not based on sound science.

Now, this TCK smut situation is not based on sound science, but
based on an excuse. In the same way, we should not let them off
the hook. We should insist that, as part of any WTO agreement,
that they are going to end this blockage on what comes out of the
northwest. That has got to stop.

I am going to China on the 28th of March and I am going to de-
liver that message clearly, that I will be here on this committee,
and on every committee, fighting every step of the way unless they
start playing fair.

Finally, if I could mention Canada. Canada continues to be an
enormous problem for my State. We are losing $100 million a year.
It does not sound like much in Washington, but it is huge in North
Dakota. It is because of unfair elements of, as I call it, the so-called
Canadian Free Trade Agreement.

It is not free trade. It was negotiated trade, and a previous ad-
ministration lost that negotiation. I would just like to get kind of
your reaction to what I have said, and I would start with you, Am-
bassador Eizenstat. Secretary Eizenstat. I am always wanting to
make you an ambassador.

Mr. EIZENSTAT. | was, so that is all right.

First of all, with respect to Canada, after very intense negotia-
tions which Peter, frankly, and Gus, and their colleagues carried
out brilliantly, the U.S. and Canada agreed on a package of meas-
ures to liberalize bilateral agricultural trade. It provides for im-
proved access to the Canadian market for U.S. grains and live ani-
mals by streamlining sanitary and phytosanitary requirements.

Canada also agreed to regular consultations on grain exports,
both to the U.S. and third country markets and to help monitor
pricing practices of the Canadian Wheat Board and to ensure that
exports are fairly priced. ~

I think it is a fair statement that one of the things we want
achieve in a WTO round is more disciplines on State trading prac-
tices, not just in Canada, but in other countries.

Second, I will let Peter deal with the TCK wheat issue. But I
know, from our interagency meetings, that this is an issue that is
repeatedly raised. I have raised it in my meetings with the Chi-
nese, and it is obviously a very important issue.

Last, I think the statement you made is very important on the
WTO and Europe. When one raises this banana issue, we get snick-
ers. How can you let the whole transatlantic relationshil[:, $1 tril-
lion in trade, blow up over this issue? It is a product that is not -
even manufactured in the United States.

Our view is that the banana and beef issue go to the very heart
of the dispute resolution process, which was the fundamental rea-
son that the United States entered the Uruguay Round and the
Congress approved the implementing legislation.
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If the Europeans, as they have thrice done, can ignore WTO rul-
ings with impunity and not sit down and seriously negotiate, then
it totally undercuts support in the community that is the backbone
of support in free trade, and that is the agricultural community.

Now, let me just go back and mention, because you and others
have talked about this. We have lost, I think, four cases in the
WTO, two Textile cases, the Shrimp/Turtle case, and the Reformu-
lated Fuel. Peter mentioned Reformulated Fuel.

In the Textile cases, we immediately changed our regulations. In
the Shrimp/Turtle and Regovr;‘mulated Fuel, we did exactly what the
Europeans have not done. When we lost the case, we sat down with
the winning countries and we said, let us try to negotiate some-
thing we both believe is in compliance with the WTO ruling.

Rather than doing that, the European Union arbitrarily, after
losing the third time in the panel, came up with a cosmetic change
in the licensing process rather than sitt.in§ down, 8o we have to go
through this whole business of retaliation lists, and so forth.

Now, I hope that we have all learned our lesson, and that at
least there is the beginning of a process, which Gus and Peter have
taken the lead on, with the European Union to begin to discuss
how to resolve the beef issue without going to that. But we are pre-
pared, if they will not, to do it because that is the only way to keep
the faith in the system.

Mr. SCHER. Let me, if I may, just answer briefly on the question
of China. I am glad you brought up the 1992 agreement, because
that was one of the episodes that led to the loss of my voice when
they- offered to do that again. I said we had tried that 7 years ago
and we were not interested in agreements in principle, we were in-

~ terested in specific commitments, not only to open up the Chinese
{)naéket to the northwest, but to know exactly how it was going to

e done.

Senator CONRAD. And when.

Mr. SCHER. The fact is, WTO accession will not happen until we
have satisfied ourselves that they have made the commitments
that are required. It just will not happen.

In fact, I will say that 2 fllreaau‘s ago the Chinese leaders said, go
%?t an international scientific study, so we did. We went out and
SDA put together a scientific study. It was peer reviewed b
'ilr‘léeinational scientists. It showed that there was no problem wit

There was one remote region in very northern China that could,
under the most extenuating circumstances, could grow this TCK.
We said we will not ship to that region, if that is the problem. We
will agree not toship to the region.

We have to be able to credibly tell you in Congress that China
has committed to abide by scientific princigles and, until they re-
solve the TCK issue, until they resolve the ban on meat, until they
resolve the ban on citrus, then there is no way we can do that.

On the WTO, let me just say, briefly. I was in Japan 2 weeks
ago during my travels, and we just won a case against Japan, also
under the SPS Agreement, a very important case on their varietal
testing requirements. .

This is the second case that the WTO decided on these grounds.
Japan was clear that they wanted some time to review the data,
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but then they are going to sit down with us and work out a solu-
tion to the thing.

So our message is, if it is good enough for the United States, and
it is good enough for Japan, and it is good enough for all of these
other countries to be able to comply with rulings, it should be good
enough for Europe as well.

Senator CONRAD. My time has expired, Mr. Chairman,

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you.

Senator Kerrey?

Senator KERREY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me
add my praise to the three witnesses, their intellectual capacity
and their willingness to serve the public.

May I 'preaume for the sake of a gueation, that it is going to be
difficult for the United States to lead the WTO ministerial here in
November if the President lacks trade negotiating authority?

Mr. SCHER. It does not make it any easier, I can tell you that.
Other countries will use it as an excuse not to be forthcoming.

Senator KERREY. So I may presume, if it does not make it any
easier, that it will make it more difficult.

Mr. SCHER. I think that is fair.

Senator KERREY. The President, in 1996, when he was cam-
paigning for reelection, did not camgaign on this issue, I note. I
noted in 1997 that the Congress had to push hard before we §ot
a piece of legislation, and it came up relatively late, and was dif-
ficult to get it passed, in my judgment, as a consequence.

I noticed as well the President, in his state of the Union address,
indicated that he wanted to have some sort of language, he was
very vague on it, dealing with labor and the environment: (a) in
your mind, does the President feel strongly about wanting trade
negotiating authority, and (b) can we expect to get something spe-
cific from the President? Can we expect the President to go out to
the American people to explain that our standard of living depends
upon our capacity to negotiate these agreements with lower trade
barriers?

Mr. SCHER. Senator, I think the President made clear in his state
of the Union that——

Senator KERREY. Sir, I praised you to the stars that the Presi-
dent did not make clear. His language was very vague. There was
nothing that would deserve the word “clear” when referencing
trade negotiating authority.

Mr. SCHER. Well, what I heard him say was that we need to de-
velop a consensus on this issue of labor and the environment. What
is clear is that one way or the other is not going to get the votes
to é)ass Congress.

enator KERREY. Sir, when the President decided how he wanted
to handle Social Security, he made a decision and he went to the
American people, and he is selling it. I do not happen to like some
of the elements of it, but I have been very impressed with his ca-
pacity to sell once he decides what he wants to do.

I am asking you, do you expect the President to decide what he
wants to do, specifically, announce that decision, and then go to the
American people and attempt to sell it?

Mr. ScHER. The only thing I can say to you, Senator, is that the
administratiza, including the White House and USTR, are working
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closely with the leadership. In fact, we have spoken to Senator
Roth and Senator Moynihan, and I know there are efforts under
way in the Senate Finance Committee, to try to develop a con-
gensus that allows us to move forward. I think what we have seen
is that the two ways that have been offered for resolving this issue
will not work, politically.

Senator KERREY. I can tell you, again, I appreciate very much
your answer, but that is not the model the President used on Medi-
care and Social Security. He made a decision. He did not come u
and say, gee, what we lack is consensus and I need to consult wit
Congress. He made a decision. He chose a course of action and he
has been out selling that course of action to the American people.

I am asking d\:ou, I am just saying to you, he will not get trade
negotiating authority. It will not happen if you presume that what
we need to do is just have consultations with Congress and initiate
a process that attempts to produce consensus. He will have to
make a decision, what he wants. He will have to devote a consider-
able amount of energy and attention to trying to sell this to the
American ‘people, otherwise it will not happen.

You will have a ministerial in November and the President will
not have trade negotiating authority. I think you are correct, that
certainly does not help, and it is likely to weaken our capacity to
lead on these very important trade issues, especial}_y. I must say—
and I would like to, Gus, ask you—I look at some of the statements
that have been reported, and I think Senator Conrad covered a fair
amount of them.

But the Europeans have said—let me see if I can get the exact
language. Franz Fischler calls it comprehensive reform, but he says
this enables him to come to the ministerial and negotiate for the
European model of agricultural supports.

Mr. SCHUMACHER. Certainly protectionist. I think Senator
Conrad said it very well. They love to export, especially value-
added products with high subsidies. For example, on the issue that
we dealt with on barley. I think the issue they talk about,
multifunctionality, and then hide behind that,

Senator KERREY. Is there not, Gus, some other elements, though?
The protectionist piece is certainly important. As a matter of fact,
he said, when he was criticized, “that the suggestion that farmers
are being asked to operate at uneconomic world market prices is
nonsense,” Fischler remarked.

He said that, “This tzﬁreement will, in fact, reinforce EU pref-
erences in many areas, thereby ensuring that EU farmers wiil con-
tinue to have priority access for more than 90 percent of the
world’s most lucrative consumer market in the world.”

I presume that statement is not GATT-legal. It certainly implies
that he is going to protect 90 percent of the European market for
European farmers, and I presume that the impact of that is going
to be similar to what we are seeing with beef and in other areas. -

But what I am trying to pay attention to a bit is the other side
of their model, which is fairly generous subsidies, the direct prla'i"-
inenlt;s that they provide. Are those, in your judgments, GATT-
egal? -

r. SCHER. Right now, we have not reviewed subsidy violations
under the GATT. They have notified the GATT. In terms of new
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subsidies, obviously we will have to look at that in relation to new
commitments.

Senator KERREY. Well, I am one that, in general, believes that
competition will produce higlher standards of living and will also
produce higher quality and lower prices for consumers, that it is
normally beneficial.

However, I am willing to intervene from time to time in the mar-
ketglace if there is a public policy objective—clean water, clean air,

ublic safety—that needs to be accomplished. It seems to me that

e Europeans are making a declaration here that they want to

keep a substantial number of people living in the country.
It is a foundation of their rural development strategy to try to
s\x;:rort across the board. I wonder, Gus, if you can convert it. It
said that cereal intervention prices were going to fall from about
120 euros per ton. What is the euro at? About 105 to 1. So you can
fi that tht}y are going to fall to 100 euros per ton, or about
$§00 er ton for cereals. How does that convert into per-bushel
price for, let us say, wheat, or corn?

Mr. SCHUMACHER. I think they are at least twice as high on some
of the grains. ;

Senator KERREY, What would that convert to? Let is say I am
a French farmer and I am producing wheat. What cax | expect?

Mr. SCHUMACHER. You are making my mind work faster here, I
will get back to you. But it is certainly double, probably, maybe
even more, than what wheat growers are now getting, or corn
growers, for example, in Nebraska.

Senator KERREY. So we are having a big debate right now. I say
this, because one of the things that we are also debating here is
whether or not we should take the cap off of our loan rate that was
imposed in 1996 for budgetary reasons, lifting corn, I think, to
$2.25, for example. Do you think the Europeans are providing sub-
sidies at the $4.50 range for corn?

Mr. SCHUMACHER. Certainly well above $2.25. Well above $2.25.

Senator KERREY. Well, I also think one of the things that, in ad-
dition to the President asking, and getting, I hope, trade negoti-
ating authority, because I think it is crucial that we provide the
President with that authority if he is going to be strong going in
this ministerial, I also think we have got to consider our basic for-
eign program.

Again, in general, I favor a market approach. But we are increas-
ingly lookinE now at reverting to set-asides under different names,
surging back into the CRP and other sorts of things that we use.
The Europeans are contemplating going in the opposite direction.

I mean, we could end up with a situation a couple of years from
now where the Europeans have no set-asides, tl;:a\ying $4.50 for
corn. We have got a marketing loan under $2 in the United States,
and we are back at set-asides with total agricultural spending of
approaching back what we had in the 1980’s. -

e are going to spend $18 billion this year on our own program,
although the disaster assistance, I understand, is not going to be
available until June, fully funded. It seems to me that one of the
things the President ought to be doing with this in the consultation
process is consulting about our basic foreign program in addition
to trying to figure out what kind of language, in this case, the




27

House otf Representatives is going to accept for labor and the envi-
ronment.

. Mr. SCHUMACHER. One of the things I am most concerned about
is, as I said earlier, the EU is going in the opposite direction that
we had thought they were going to go to. That 18 why the Secretary
put out this strong statement last week.

Senator KERREY. Well, my red light is on. I will tell you, I took
my son and daughter over to see Oma Beach last year, and it was
mbe moving, but it was also quite im?ressive to drive through the

nch countryside and see the kind of luxurious affluence that ex-
ists in rural France.

I mean, that is Kart of their policy. Their policy is, they believe
it makes sense to have healthy rural communities and they do not
believe they are not going to get that done unless they are paying
for beef, unless they are paying for pork, unless they are paying for
dairy, unless they are paying for wheat, corn, and beans. They
have an objective.

It seems to me that their statements are, we are vigorously de-
fend the European model of agriculture and we have got to think
about what that Eur?ean model is, what it is accomplishing in
terms of their standard of living and what we are doing in contrast
to our own rural communities with our current farm policy.

Mr. SCHER. Senator, may I make one point? I know that your
time is up, but I think that this is an important point. If the EU
wants to make a policy decision that it wants to take a big part
of its budﬁet and support farmers to keep the countryside pristine,
to paint the barns, to plow the fields, and to keep the water clean,
then in the end, that is a decision that they have to make. The
problem is, they are trying to force that cost on us.

Mr. SCHUMACHER. And other countries.

Mr. SCHER. And other countries. It is, frankly, having the worst
impact on developing countries, which face sort of the dual frustra-
tion of not being able to get into the European market because of
hi%h grices, and facing the European subsidies.

o I think, as Secretary Eizenstat made clear in his statement,
the key for us is decoupling the support from production so the cost
of this is not being forced onto the world market through subsidies.

Senator KERREY. Just briefly, I think one of the things we have
to do is observe the comparative status of rural America with that
of rural France, rura! Germany, and rural Europe. It is stark, in
my judgment. Theirs seems to be succeeding and ours does not
seem to be much of a success at the moment.

Mr. ScHER. Right. But I think part of it is, we are helping to pay
qu that French countryside right now through these export sub-
sidies.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Senator Kerreiy\:i

I would like to have one more question of Mr. Scher, and one
more question of Mr. Schumacher, and then I will call the second
panel. Maybe the first question is something thst Mr. Eizenstat
needs to respond to as well.

That is, I understand, Mr. Scher, that you cannot come up here
and tell us exactly where we are in negotiations with China on
WTO membership, and you describe it as making some progress.
That is on the one hand.
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On the other hand, we do have the requirements of the last
GATT agreement and the law that “The USTR must consult with
this committee before casting a vote in a ministerial conference or
a general conference on adopting any decision, interpretation,
amendment, waiver, or accession it the matter would substantially
affect United States’ rights or obligations.”

So would China's accession to the WTO fall under this substan-
tially affecting United States’ rights and obligations? ,

Mr. SCHER. To require us to consult with these committees?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes.

Mr. SCHER. I think, clearly, as I said earlier, I think Ambassador
Barshefsky, I think, is scheduled to meet in executive session this
week. So, clearly, our plan is to consult extensively with this com-
mittee on the accession Fackage.

Senator GRASSLEY. All right.

Mr. SCHER. Before we complete it.

Senator GRASSLEY. All right. Then in regard to that, still on the
same subject, does that include the administration submitting its
rgpoz;t on the working party negotiations to the committee for re-
view?

Mr. SCHER. I"know there is a working party meeting later this
week in Geneva. I do not know what the plans are in terms of sub-
mitting the report, but I can certainly find out and let the com-
mittee staff know later today.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes.

Mr. SCHER. I just do not know what the plans are normally for
submitting those reports. But I think, clearly, we would—

Senator GRASSLEY. It would be obviously before a final decision
would be made, though.

Mr. SCHER. Absolutely. Yes.

Senator GRASSLEY. All right.

Mr. SCHER. In fact, there is a working committee meeting in Ge-
neva later this week.

Senator GRASSLEY. All right.

Then, Mr. Secretary Schumacher, in regard to the Chinese buy-
ing pork or not, we had a study by the Center for Agriculture and
World Development at Iowa State University called the “Chinese
Market for U.S. Pork Exports.”

It shows that, while there is a large potential for increased pork
production in China, the Chinese Government places a strong em-
phasis upon self-sufficiency in pork and therefore is subsidizing
pork production with higher costs of imported grain because China
is going to be in a grain deficit pretty soon. Because China seems
to ;:)lace such a high priority upon self-sufficiency in pork, we can
probably assume that China’s negotiators at the WTO accession
talks are trying to maintain China's de facto ban upon pork.

But it also seems to me that the United States is in a position
to extract some concessions from the Chinese to open their pork
markets. From your perspective in the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, what has the United States done to open Chinese pork
markets?

Mr. SCHUMACHER. Well, certainly, we are doing actually, up to
the last year or so, quite well because we sold about $125 million
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worth of pork and pork products to mainly Hong Kong, and some
of it gets into China. »

That has been very helpful to our pork industry, because some
of the pork that is sold is the types of cuts that we normally do
not eat here in this country. It has been very helpful. Similar to
the sort of chicken legs and chicken feet we sell to China, the pork
bits and pieces have done very, very well in those markets.

I think, in addition, we have work to do. Peter, do you have any
more thoughts—you just came back—on the poric? ow was their
reaction in China? :

Mr. SCHER. Well, I think, clearly, our priority on the pork, as you
mentioned earlier, Senator, the question is really two questions.
One, are they ﬁoing to recognize all of our pork facilities as meeting
the same standards, not pick three or four, but recognize all of the
facilities.

Mr. SCHUMACHER. Equivalency argument.

Mr. SCHER. Yes. Well, not the equivalent, because I do not think
w& t;re [:repared to say that their system is equivalent to ours. Not
quite yet.

Mr. SCHUMACHER. They have to recognize ours.

Mr. SCHER. But the second issue is making sure that the tariff
is low enough to encourage legitimate export. I mean, right now
there is a lot of product that goes through Hong Kong. I think the
Chinese recognize that the Government of China has not seen the
benefit of that, of what a reasonable tariff would offer.

I think our pork producers—in fact, we had Nick Giardano from
the pork was with me last week in China—recognize that if we can
get a reasonable tariff, if we can get this ban lifted, there is a very
vibrant market for our producers in China.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. Before I say a final thank you, let me
just express to you what, admittedly, is probably a gut feeling on
my part and not anything that I could show you in a documented

way.

gut I kind of have a feeling that, in regard to China’s accession
to the WTO, and particularly with the Premier coming here next
month, I worry that we think of the Premier of China as kind of
a man with a white hat, who is trying to identify and bring about
real economic reform within that countrK. I guess I worry that our
Pr%s'ident may be wanting to send him home with a major feather
in his cap.

I would hope that we do not risk converting the World Trade Or-
ganization into kind of a political club, because it is developing into
a guardian of free trade that we all benefit from. We should not
do anything more for China than any other new member. I know

ou have all said today that that is our policy, but I still somehow
ave a feeling that we want to do something extra special for this
Premier.

I think if we were to do that, that that would not be good for
China or for free trade. For China, I think that we ought to think
of ourselves as doing China a favor, because the WT'O membership
can be a credible incentive, kind of a carrot, for China to bring
about the change that is necessary for their own good, as well as
for the good of the world, which is this economic reform that I -
think that they want to develop. If we made it too easy for them,
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foxi r:xembership in the WTO, they might not come around to that
point.
q So, if you want to comment on that, I would be glad to have you

0 80.

Mr. E1ZENSTAT. I think we each have our own perspectives. I can
say, from the agency that would normally be looking at this from
a political standpoint, our view is absolutely firm. That is that the
%hu visit is an opportunity for China to come into compliance, not
or us.

We are not negotiating, no putting any pressure on USTR or
anyone else, to negotiate under a time deadline. The WTO acces-
sion on a commercially viable basis is in China’s best interests be-
cause it will encourage, as you {(ust said, Mr. Chairman, the very
types of reforms they need to make.

e are absolutely firm in working with Peter and Charlene and
their colleagues as USTR to make sure that the package that is
being negotiated is commercially viable, and there is absolutely
wall-to-wall agreement with the administration on that. We are not
letting the Zhu visit in any way detract us from insisting on a
WTO commercially viable Fackage. So, again, our view is, thie is
an opportunity for China, if they wish to take advantage of it.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you for that assurance.

Mr. SCHER. Senator, the other thing I would say, very briefly, is
that there have been two Presidential visits in the last 2 years.
President Jung Zi Min came here, and President Clinton went to
Beiging last June. We did not see either of those opportunities as
a chance to, in a sense, do a political deal. We certainly do not see
the Premier's visit as any chance—we realize we have to sell what-
ever agreement we come up with, not only to the Congress, but to
the industries that are affected by this.

So, we do not have the luxury, frankly, of anything but a very
strong commercially meaningful deal. If China is prepared to do
that, I think we are prepared to go the extra mile to work with
them. But the decision is theirs.

Senator GRASSLEY. Maybe it would be more fair if my assess-
ment also said that I have some concern and another gut feeling
about just big business in America who does business in China
maybe pushing too fast for their own selfish gain that may not look
at the overall good of our whole U.S. economy.

I thank you all very much. I want you to know that, even though
I did not say so, I associate myself with the remarks of my three
colleagues who were here complimenting you on your expertise in
this area, more importantly, your sincerity as Kou approach the job
and what you are trying to do for free trade. Thank you very much.

Would the next three witnesses please come all at one time? I
would introduce Mr. John Hardin, Jr., former president of the Na-
tional Pork Producers Council; Allen F. Johnson, president of the
National Oilseed Processors Association; and Dr. Greg Mastel, vice
president and director of Programs of the Economic Strategy Insti-
tute of Washington, DC.

I would ask you, as everybody gets seated, to proceed in the
order in which I introduced you. So, Mr. Hardin, welcome back to
gﬁs Ntlable’l as you have been here many times, Mr. Johnson, and

r. Mastel.
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Go ahead.

STATEMENT OF JOHN HARDIN, JR., FORMER PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL PORK PRODUCERS COUNCIL, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. HARDIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for having us
here today. I am John Hardin, a pork producer from Danville, Indi-
ana. In addition to the things you mentioned, I am a former chair-
man of the United States Meat Export Federation, and a member
" of the Policy Advisory Group to Secretary Glickman and Ambas-
sador Barshefsky for Trade. I really appreciate the opportunity to
appear here today to express our views on these most important
issues.

Exports are the lifeblood of the pork industry. MPPC is co-
chairning the Agicultural Trade Coalition and urges this committee
to continue its bipartisan efforts to get fast-track trade negotiating
authority renewed before the upcoming WTO ministerial meeting
in Seattle. In China,cg\ork is by far the predominant source of meat
protein consumed. ina consumes nearly the same amount of
pork per capita as is eaten in the United States.

Indeed, China is responsible for approximately 50 percent of the
world’s total pork consumption and most industry analysts project
pork demand in China to increase six to 7 percent annually in the
early part of the next century.

While China is the world’s largest pork producer, 86 percent of
its pork comes from backyard producers. Further, the cost of pro-
ducing pork is higher in China than in the United States, and this
cost gap is expected to widen in the future.

I recognize, as you have mentioned, that in 1997 China lowered
tariffs on imported pork from 45 to 20 percent. This development,
unfortunately, is not significant because, in addition to the 20 per-
cent duty, there is a 17 percent value-added tax which is unfairly
applied only to pork that is imported. Thus, even if many of the
nontariff trade barriers applied against imported pork were rec-
tified, high tariffs and taxes would continue to block gork imports.

In 1997, the State Administration of Inspection and Quarantine
Brovided quotas to 11 establishments in Australia, Canada, and the

nited States as eligible to export meat and poultry to China. As
you noted, Mr. Chairman, this pilot agreement has not worked.

The U.S. Government must convince China to make a number of
cha%es with regard to pork importation as a condition to entry to
the World Trade Organization.

For the United States pork industry to have meaningful access
to the Chinese market, the following changes need to be made: the
abolition of the de facto ban on pork importation; the establishment
of trans?arent import regulations and licensing requirements; the
repeal of discriminatory value-added tax which has applied to meat
imports; the reduction of import duties to minimal levels, again, as
Ambassador Scher mentioned, with no tariff rate quotas; unre-
stricted entry and participation of non-governmental import enti-
ties; a protocol governing sanitary issues which, among other
things, recognizes the U.S. safety and inspection system as equiva-
lent and permits the export of pork from any FSIS-approved facil-
ity; finally, termination of the many subsidies to the Chinese pork
industry.
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As you know, it will be difficult to persuade China to provide
meaningful pork trade liberalization. Therefore, we respectfully re-
quest the continued support of this subcommittee in this matter of
paramount importance to the U.S. pork industry.

With respect to the European Union, a strong response to EU’s
treatment of U.S. pork exports is long overdue. I looked the num-
bers up before I came this morning. In the first 10 months of 1998,
we exported about $32 million of pork and variety meats to the Eu-
ropean Union. Prior to the imflementation of the Third Country
Meat Directive, we routinely did $400 million of business a year.

Pork should be the centerpiece of the beef hormone retaliation
list. While virtually no EU beef or poultry are imported into the
United States, 12 of the 156 European Union countries exported
pork to the U.S. during the last 6 years,

As I have mentioned, we have tried for almost 16 years to regain
meaningful access to the European pork market. We filed not one,
but two Section 301 cases which were intended to pry open the EU
market to U.S. pork exports.

However, the EU continues to erect non-scientific-based barriers
to trade such as the ve?' recently approved ban on the use of many
antibiotics in livestock feed. The Danes, the EU's largest pork pro-
ducer and exporter, were the driving force behind this measure. EU
meat and poultry producers know that this antibiotic ban will en-
sure that U.S. meat and poultry will never, ever be sold in the Eu-
ropean Union.

trong and unequvocal action against the European Union in
Bananas and Beef matters will diminish the questions in the minds
of U.S. farmers and ranchers about the ability of the U.S. Govern-
ment to enforce trade agreements and will demonstrate the resolve
of the U.S. to take a hard line on agriculture in the upcoming glob-
al trade negotiations.

Regarding these negotiations, the U.S. pork industry fully sup-
ports the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy in the Euro-
pean Union, and we want the Europeans to end their export res-
titutions. We call for complete elimination of the “Blue Box" and
all private storage funds.

ank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank g'ou, Mr. Hardin.

[(The prepared statement of Mr. Hardin appears in the appendix.]

Senator GRASSLEY. Mr. Jonnson?

STATEMENT OF ALLEN F. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
OILSEED PROCESSORS ASSOCIATIONS, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to
testify on behalf of NOPA on the U.S.-EU trading relationships and
China’s accession in the WTO. As usual, your timing is impeccable,
given that decisions on these issues over the next weeks and
months could have a major impact on the face of agriculture for
years to come.

I will, first, discuss the EU, then finish with a few thoughts on
China. The EU is a very imFortant market to our industry, with
over $2.5 billion in exports of oilseeds and oilseed products, which
:ﬁnol‘«]l?]ts to about 30 percent of the U.S. total agricultuval sales to

e EU.
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We are very concerned that trade disputes, such as the Banana
diagute have the potential of blocking progress and advancing
U.S.-EU relationships, and the longer they remain unresolved the
greater the risk they will undermine the rule that the WTO rules
and disciplines are key to more open global trade in agriculture.

_ In biotechnology, unfortunately, the EU does not have an effec-
tive and efficient regulatory system that enjoys the trust of con-
sumers. For us, this is a real problem because the soybean har-
vested in my hometown of Long Grove, Iowa, or anywhere else,
cannot be keft out of the export stream.

GMOs that are not mproved in our overreas markets cannot be
segregated from those that are approved, or conventional varieties.
The result is that new GMO varieties cannot be marketed in the
U.S. without threatening our exports.

Another EU issue is the threat of labeling for foods and food
products produced from GMO crops. Some food companies are al-
ready avoiding U.S. soybeans, or soybeans altogether, in order to
ensure that they have GMO-free products.

NOPA has encouraged the administration to make resolution of
these issues a top priority. If the EU approval system does not
function in an efficient, timely, and transparent manner, trade
problems are unavoidable. We also need to continue to reinforce
that regulatory approval decisions should be made solely on sound
science.

Agenda 2000 is another area of particular interest to our indus-
try. Agenda 2000 will lower the oilseed payment and harmonize it
with the compensation payments for grains. This is a positive de-
velopment for our industry and a step in the right direction. How-
ever, we need to be sure that all parties know that the Blair-House
Agreement, which put strict controls on the EU oilseed production,
is still applicable, even with Agenda 2000.

We believe that the 1999 O is the best opportunity for the
U.S. to achieve a more open trade environment. We have advanced
the concept of a level playing field for oilseeds and oilseed products.
The general objective of the LPF is the global elimination of all
trade distorting practices in oilseeds and oilseed products.

While we know there will be disagreements with the EU in the
1999 WTO, we believe there are also potential areas of cooperation
as well. For example, changes in Article 12 to provide more protec-
tion for importing countries. Two, establishing objective WTO rules
for developing countries. Three, establishing disciplines in State-
trading enterprises.

Four, there may even be opportunities and domestic sup%ort as
we consider options for transition programs from Blue Box to
Green Box policies which decouple support from production.

Let me finish with the China WTO. NOPA is a member of the
American Oilseed Coalition, which includes the American Soybean
Association, the National Sunflower Association, the U.S. Canola
Association, the National Cottonseed Products Association, and, of
course, ourselves. The views I share here are shared by all of those
organizations.

hina's WTO accession has become a top priority of the AOC. We
must liberalize China’s trade while locking in some liberalizing re-
forms that they have taken unilaterally in recent years. We have
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appreciated our access to our U.S. negotiators and their consulta-
tions with our industry during the negotiating process, and
we made it clear that AOC’s overriding objective for access is great-
er and more equitable access. :

The core elements of improved access are tariff rate quotas, size
and growth, tariff reduction and harmonization, elimination or
equalization of value-added taxes, and no regression in the current
terms of trade. The accession agreement with China must improve
upon trltxe present terms of trade to have the U.S. oilseed industry’s
support. -

'gﬁe AOC position of China's WTO accession was carefully crafted
to achieve these objectives, bearing in mind that any deviation
from the course of eventual liberalization through the LPF initia-
:@ve could create obstacles to success in the 1999 WTO negotia-
ions.

China should be a full and active part of the 1999 negotiations
once it becomes a member. This would include not exempting
China from any of the existing WTO rules. China's accession to the
WTO, under the terms of a strong accession agreement with no ex-
emptions, would provide a stable trade policy environment for con-
tinued growth in U.S. oilseed and oilseec? product exports.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Johnson.
d.[’I;he prepared statement of Mr. Johnson appears in the appen-

ix.
Senator GRASSLEY. Dr. Mastel?

STATEMENT OF GREG MASTEL, PH.D,, VICE PRESIDENT AND
DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS, ECONOMIC STRATEGY INSTI-
TUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. MASTEL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be
here. Obviously, the hearing touches on a number of topics today,
but my expertise is mostly on China so that is what I will focus
myself on.

In April, China’s Premier, Zhu Rongji, is scheduled to visit the
United States. Despite some of the assurances that you heard a few
minutes ago, according to recent statements by senior U.S. officials,
a possible centerpiece of the visit is an agreement to open the way
for China to achieve its long-sought goal of joining the World Trade
Organization.

Such an achievement would doubtlessly boost Zhu's status at
home and, with the proper conditions and arrangements, WTO
m?mbership for China could be a major step toward real economic
reform.

Unfortunately, a last-minute political deal is far more likely to
be a big step in the wrong direction. For China, WT'O membership
would mean new international recosnition and a large measure of

rotection from the threat of trade sanctions. For the United
tates, a China that truly abides by WTO rules would be a much
better trade partner.

To this point, however, it is China that has stood in the way of
its own 'O membership. China has been unpreﬁared to commit
itself to observing WTO discipline. Beyond that, there are serious
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uesti:‘rlxls as to whether China is truly willing and able to observe
es.

There is reason for concern that the Clinton Administration may,
in its enthusiasm to include a deal in time for Zhu's visit, weaken
the requirements for China's WI'O membership. This would be a
serious mistake. ?

To appreciate the complexity of the task of intervening China
into the World Trade Organization it is important to understand
the WTO. The WTO is not merely a club of trading countries, it is
a sweeping set of very specific rules on matters such as subsidies,
tariffs, and protection of intellectual property. In essence, the WT'O
is a set of rules on how to conduct a market economy.

The central problem is that China is neither a rules-based coun-
try, nor a market economy. /As the former head of the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Congress is fond of sa{ing, “China is a country of strong lead-
ers, not strong laws.” This lack of a rule of law has a direct impact
on U.S. concerns ranging from human rights to trade.

The United States has concluded a number of bilateral trade
agreements with China on matters ranfging from intellectual prop-
erty protection to market access. Unfortunately, China has not
fully complied with most of these agreements. In some cases, Chi-
nese ministries have endorsed policy plans that-directly violate
these agreements by, for example, pursuing policies aimed at re-
ducin&'imports through import substitution.

In the agricultural sector, China has consistently refused to limit
its sanitary and phytosanitary restrictions on agricultural imports
to those based on sound science, as it pledged in 1992. This has ad-
versely affected U.S. agricultural exports in a number of products.

If China ignores relatively straightforward agreements on mat-
ters such as agriculture and intellectual property protection, is it
realistic to assume that a complex multilateral agreement on mat-
ters such as services, investment, and other matters could be
obeyed or would be obeyed?

In a society in which policies are often set by informal, unpub-
lished ministry decisions, how could complaints of Chinese trade
practices be proven before a WTO dispute settlement panel?

Today we talked a lot about the European Union. The European
Union, for all of its faults, is perhaps the most transparent and
open power in the world, besides the United States. If we cannot
enforce WTO rules on the European Union, how do we expect to
do it in China, which is perhaps the least transparent system in
the world?

Hist:vically, the United States has had some success in influ-
encing Chinese trade behavior by threatening trade sanctions. As
China is much aware, membership in the WTO would greatly in-
hibit U.S. ability to impose unilateral sanctions. It may be that Zhu
and his followers are able to bring China further down the path to
market economics and that WT'O membership could help influence
China in this direction.

It is at least equally possible, however, that a recession or a
change in Chinese leadership will move China toward increased
protectionism and that it would use WTO membership to shield
itself from the threat of trade sanctions.
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Further, China’s WTO accession would have sweeping implica-
tions. If the WTO J)roved unable to police China, the credibility of
the WTO as a trade policeman would be greatly undermined. The
end result may even be the destruction of the and an increase
in global protectionism.

It may be possible to overcome these problems and marry China
with the WTO by creating a transition period during whﬂ China

hased in WTO discipline. In order to enforce WTO provisions, the

nited States should retain the right to impose unilateral sanc-
tions during this transition period. Quantitative targets for China's
imports from WTO members and a special annual review process
to Judge China's progress would also make an agreement more en-
forceable.

But such a transition mechanism could only be forged through
long, hard negotiations. A quick political deal in time %or an April
meeting is much more likely to set back the cause of market reform
and free trade in China, harm U.S. interests, and undermine the
world trading system.

Mr. Chairman, I ask permission that the text of an article that
I wrote recently for the Weekly Standard be included in the record
after my remarks.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. Let me say that for all of you, and I
should have said it for the previous panel, that their entire state-
ment will be placed in the record as if read before the committee
in whole. We do appreciate your summarization.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Mastel along with the Weekly
Standard article appear in the appendix.]

Senator GFASSLEY. I am going to ask questions of specific people,
but if any of you want to help answer, respond, or contradict any-
thing, it is your privilege to do it.

I will start with you, Mr. Hardin. I, first of all, thank you for
your analysis of the China trial pork import program. We can learn
from your experience. You have obviously been on the front lines
on this agricultural trade issue, not only as a producer, but also as
an advisor to various administrations.

From your perspective, should we view this unfortunate experi-
ence that we are having with China as something that we will see
more of if China is admitted into the WTO, or do you believe that
China can fairly and effectively liberalize its pork market?

Mr. HARDIN. I think the answer is, it depends. It depends pri-
marily on how well structured the commitments are and how en-
forceable they are. I think, potentially, the B rider legislation might
be a way that this side of the Congress may want to look at as a
way to bring leverage because, unless we bring leverage to deal
with these agreements, they will not succeed.

Senator GRASSLEY. With regard to the European Union’s Third
Country Meat Directive, I am very concerned about the arbitrary
enforcement of the regulation. Once again, it appears that the EU
rule is aimed squarely at our country. Do you see any way that the
United States can negotiate some type of fair enforcement of this
regulation, or is the regulation itself fatally flawed? How can we
best make our concerns about a Third Country Meat Directive
known to the European Union?
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_Mr. HARDIN. V_Vell, I tell you, I have been involved with that one
since 1991. I think the real problem is that the union, because it
has such a cumbersome decision making process and because the
equivalent bodies to our food safety inspection service are not in

lace in a way that makes them effective, that it has been flawed
rom the beginning.

I think, quite frankly, the only way is to come to the plate and
retaliate and make them come forward. I am really disheartened
by the way the banana issue and the hormone issue have been por-
trayed in much of the Y‘ress. I think the United States finally has
to say enough is enough, and make them pay the cost of avoiding
meaningful responses to these negotiations. To me, that is the only
way to solve this. S

Senator GRASSLEY. Do you have any suggestions on what our
own U.S. Department of Agriculture could do to assist the U.S.
pork industry in its efforts to win fairer treatment from the Euro-
pean Union?

Mr. HARDIN. Well, again, it goes beyond what USDA can do, in
the answer I just gave you. But, beyond that, as far as within the
department, we need to find career ladder positions that, across the
world, deal with these food safety issues and the emerging things
with genetically modified organisms, and all the rest, so that we
have a cadre of very experienced negotiators with all of the tech-
nical background that spend their career track within USDA doing
these things.

I have seen time and again where people that have been in place
for 6 months or a year find themselves across the table from some-
bodi' that has been there 15 years. The level of expertise, while
well intentioned and they have all of the degrees, is not enough to
1glet it solved. I am hopeful that we improve the management as to

ow we attack these negotiations in the future.

Senator GRASSLEY. Mr. Johnson, I will not go into the history of
how it took us a long time and we got obstacles from the European
Union on the reduction of these export subsidies and domestic farm
subsidies.

But, bearing in mind how many problems that we have had in
the past, and that the Uruguay Round was almost a failure be-
cause the European Union refused to budge from a 30 percent re-
duction in domestic subsidies, how realistic is it to expect further
reductions in the EU farm subsidies as a result of the new multi-
lateral trade negotiations?

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, first of all, in the oilseed sector, on the Agen-'

da 2000, they are lowering their per-ton payment rate for oilseeds
and putting it on a per-ton basis equal to what it is with grains,
whicg is quite a significant step, at least a step towards some kind
of decoupled support.

We always try to make it very clear, it is not decoupled support.
They arestill required to plant. They have a limited number of op-
tions as to what they can plant. That is one of the reasons why I
made the point in my statement of saying that the Blair-House
Agreement still applies, from our point of view. B

We are hopeful, and we have had a lot of dialogue with our coun-
terparts in Europe, on trying to approach the 1999 WTO negotia-
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tions in sort of an open-minded way with the unified objective of
achieving what we call the level playinﬁ field.

We have gotten, in an international forum, through our inter-
national organization we are all a member of, a consensus that
that is, in fact, what in the oilseed sector, at least, we all want to
achieve. So that is the input in the negotiations. I cannot forecast
what the output will be. At least we are hopeful that we are on the
same song sheet going in, within our industry.

Mr. HARDIN. Mr. Chairman, if I might alc’i’:i, it is very much the
same in the pork industry, The problems with export restitutions
and other Blue Box subsidies are the only reason why the Danes
are competitive in Asia with us.

Unless we can deal with that, I suspect government policy may
want to turn in the direction that Senator Conrad was trying to
lead you this morning. I really think that would be difficult for the
United States to deal with,

I do not think the political will is here to subsidize American
farmers to that degree. So, again, what happens within Europe as
to how they subsidize their farmers, it is a matter of how much of
those exports come on to the world market. That has to be the chief
negotiatmg goal.

enator GRASSLEY. Also, Mr. Johnson, I strongly agree with your
suggestion that scientific, valid concerns by the European Union
about the safety of new genetically modified crop varieties be ad-
dressed before the product is commercialized in our country. The
underlying assumption of your idea is that the EuroBean Union
would have to be more open in its regulatory process. Do you offer
in your su%gestion with the idea tkat it can be achieved, or how
it can be achieved?

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, as we said in our statement, it is going to
have to be achieved at some point. I am fond of using an expression
that Congressman Grandy from our home State used to always use
in relation to farm policy, and I use it in relation to biotechnology
or GMO issues, which is that the issue seems to subsidize more
times than a chromosome. Every time you think you have it in
front of you, it ends up moving. -

But I do think that there is a certain amount of frustration also
on the part of our counterparts in Europe with the lack of progress
and the lack of transparency in their own regulatory processes. To
that extent, they are also gaining some internal pressure to try to
do something to resolve this.

That does not necessarily mean that that is going to create a so-
lution overnight, but the bottom line is that it would be very dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to market new varieties in the United
States and providing any kind of assurances that those varieties
would not be in the export channels. That is cheating not just our-
selves, but it is also cheating the Europeans, both their producers
and consumers, of having access to the high-quality, low-cost alter-
natives.

Senator GRASSLEY. The Uruguay Round Agreement tried to
dampen the export refund competition by a 21 percent mutual re-
duction on export subsidies. Has this reduction worked, or do you
see a need to make further export subsidy reductions in a new
round of multilateral talks?

~—
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Mr. JOHNSON. Well, part of our level playing field initiative—
which, again, has been brought on by our peers oversees, also in
South America, I should add—would ask for the elimination of ex-
rort subsidies. I should also add that we have been working hard
n a coalition that we are now calling the Seattle Round Agricul-
tural Committee. One of the principles of that is also the elimi-
nation of export subsidies.

So, from our point of view, yes, that is definitely something we
would want to eliminate. It is a concern of ours. As you know, we
had within the last round the authority to use export subsidies in
the United States as it relates to oilseeds, but we haven't exercised
that since 1994.

Senator GRASSLEY. Dr. Mastel, I will just ask you a pretty gen-
eral question in regard to China coming into the WTO. You heard
my statement that I described as a gut reaction, or a gut feeling,
about how we need to be concerned about maybe our being too
hasty to make the new Government of China ?articularly its Pre-
mier who appears to be very much interested in economic reform,
look very good, that we might give in too much, whether it be on
a visit here or some other reason, give in too much to China on
their membership in the WTO. Of course, I do respect the opinions,
and I do not question the opinions, of the three administration wit-
nesses who were here that that will not happen. But I %:1688 from
your stud; on the outside, do you have any fears like that, like I
expressed

r. MASTEL. Well, I guess I do have some of the same fears. I'
do not question the credibility of any of the witnesses that were
here today, but I think, as Senator Baucus alluded to, these kinds
of issues are decided by interplay inside tiie administration.

There are lots of voices, not all of which have the same viewpoint—
as the trade negotiators do, especially in terms of setting policy on
an issue as important as China’s WTO membership.

I think you will hear a lot of voices from the national security
world weighing in that have not much of a perspective, so I am not
sure that we can be completely relaxed that the commitments
made today are going to be able to hold through the upcoming proc-
ess.

The problem, I think, fundamentally, we have not reco ized
how difficult this task is. China is not just another country. In ad-
dition to its size, it is a country that is neither rules-based nor real-
ly a market economy. Those are kind of the underpinnings of the

. I mean, it is a rules system that encapsulates how a market
economy works. China is neither.

As we have seen, our experience with China in bilateral agree-
ments has been very poor. They have not been able to observe the
rule commitments they have made.

Before we begin this process, or at least before we end it, we
have to ask ourselves the question, is it any morz likely that China
will be able to enforce m tilateral agreements if it cannot enforce
bilateral agreements? It seems to me that question is hard to an-
swer in the affirmative.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. Other than the President himself, as you
have studied the interaction of this administration on this issue,
where would you say the pressure point would be above the people
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who were here, and if you were goin(}q to express concerns that
could be expressed to one or two people

Dr. MASTEL. Well, obviously I am not in the Clinton Administra-
tion, so it is hrrd for me to name names of people to talk to.

Senator GRASSLEY. No. But, I mean, I thought maybe you might
have some idea, just from being an outside viewer of it, where you
would expect the pressure point to be.

Dr. MASTEL. Well, historically, having a chance to watch several
administrations in action, the tension is usually between our trade
and commercia! interests on one side, and national security and
diplomatic interests on the other.

think with regard to China, and particularly forces in inter-
national security establishment and diplomatic establishment, that
they seem to be less concerned, based on their public statements,
with a strorag commercial agreement. As I said, our negotiators are
doing a good job of negotiating an agreement, i think, and are try-
ing very hard to do that.

e problem is, China is a different kind of country. I am not
sure that we can do this quickly or easily. I am not sure that the
difficulties are appreciated by some in the security establishment
who really want a deal.

You alluded to the pressure that a suinmit creates. I think, his-
torically, with many countries, not just China, but Japan and oth-
ers, you see when a summit approaches a kind of “deal fever”
emerges.

The summit agenda is set, part of it is some kind of trade agree-
ment. Then, as the deadline gets closer and closer, we have to fill
that part of the agenda, so there is a real pressure to get an agree-
ment done in time for a summit. I guess my fear is that that same
grocess could take place with regard to China. I think that would

e very damaging to U.S. interests.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. I agree with you.

Mr. Johnson?

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, I just was going to comment. I think the
type of things that you are doing now, you are already holding
these types of hearings as well as public statements, helps rein-
force those that you know in the administration that are supportive
of this view that we have all shared today, which is accession
under the right terms, and it strengthens their hand within the ad-
ministration discussions a they advocate that point of view rather
than a deal at any cost.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. I have asked mf' last question. For the
benefit of members who were here, as well as who were not here,
if anybody submits questions to you or the previous panel in writ-
ing, l:‘ve would appreciate a response in 2 weeks. Thank you very
much.

The meeting is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:12 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF STUART E. EIZENSTAT

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it is a pleasure to be here today
to discuss current agricultural trade issues with China and Europe. In both China
and Europe, we are dealing with issues that have enormous implications for our ag-
ricultural interests and the world trading system as a whole.

Let me state at the outset that the State Department fully appreciates the impor-
tance of international trade and open markets for America's farmers and ranchers.
I do not think there is any sector in our nation that is more integrated into the glob-
al economy than our agricultural sector. Studies show that farmers and ranchers
are twice as reliant on overseas markets than other parts of the economy. The con-
tinued liberalization of world markets and the resulting expansion in trade holds
great promise for the growth of and vitality of our farm sector.

But this promise of continued trade expansion is not something that will happen
on its own accord. It is an effort that we in the United State have to lead. One of
the best ways for us to show this leadership is to strongly affirm internationally the
gegtagf basic trade principles that has underpinned the growth of world trade since

One such principle is the importance of respecting trade commitments. Another
is the importance of establishing a clear, transrfarent and predictable process to gov-
ern the regulation of trade. A third, crucial principle, has been the affirmation that
decisions on the environmental, health and safety aspects of products must be made '
on the basis of scientific criteria.

It will be all the more important to reaffirm these principles internationally as
we prepare for the next round of WTO trade negotiations. And in terms of the topics
for today’s hearing, these principles have direct relevance to the sets of issues we
now face in China and Europe.

Looking first at China, when and on what terms China is fully integrated into
the world trading system is an issue that has enormous significance for our farmers.

hina may have escaped the worst effects of the economic malaise that has struck
many of its neighbors, but its economic growth has slowed. Despite this, U.S. ex-
porters have achieved significant gains. Our exports to China recently have had
double-digit growth while other regions' exports to China have stagnated. China_is
our fourth largest agricultural market, with exports more than doubling since 1991.

As China grows and consumer income rises, there will be a hf‘tlele potential for the
expansion of our food exports. However, this potential can be fully realized only to
the extent that we are able to implement the trade principles outlined above.

I am sure Ambassador Scher will cover China's accession and related issues
in more detail in his statement. Let me simply note that it is extremely important
that China join the WTO on commercially meaningful terms and that China fully
respects the rules of the system. The pﬂmes regarding transparency and the im-
portance of using science-based decision- ng have direct relevance to some of the
onso'mg disputes we have with China over wheat, beef and citrus.

uring her recent trip to China, Secretary Albright pressed the Chinese stronﬁiy
regarding their trade commitments, including on agriculture. She also stressed the
importance of making progress on WTO accession. This is not just a narrow trade
issue. It is part of a larger effort to help shape the way China interacts with the
world trading system and to develop the type of market that future farmers and
ranchers will face in Asia in the 21st century.

Turning to Europe, it is worth remembering that we often let the immediacy of
our current trade disputes blind us to the very real benefits the U.S. and EU enjoy
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from access to each other's market. Two-way trade and investment flows account for
more than one trillion dollars. Studies have shown that the relationship directly
supports more than six million jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. One in 12 indus-
tria {oba in the U.8. is in a European-owned factory. Europeans are the biggest for-
el% nvestors in 41 of the 50 U.S, states,

e strong economic relationship is also reflected in bilateral agricultural flows.
From 199119897, U.S. ggrlcultuml exports to the EU rose from $7.0 billion to $8.6
billion; durin%thut period, we consistently ran an agricultural trade surp'us of be-
tween $2-$3 billion. And, over the years, our overall trade with Europe has been
largely balanced and based on strong onvironmental and labor standards on both
sides of the Atlantic.

But obviously there are challenges in front of us. We are now entering a crucial
period in our economic relationshlgowith Europe. The EU is engaged in a politically
difficult process of reforming its Common Agricultural Policy, with large implica-
:_k;nr. for the types of subsidies our own farmers will have to coinpete against in the
uture.

The CAP reforms are partially related to EU efforts to admit a new gronp of Cen-
tral European, Baltic and other countries into the Union, a process that has impor-
tant security 18 well as commercial implications for our interests. We, the EU and
others are alsv preparing for the next round of WTO trade talks, which will cer-
tainl{ focus specifically on some of the very programs—such as export subsidies—
that have underpinned EU farm policy.

The U.S. and EU are now facing a tough set of trade issues on bananas, beef hor-
mones and in the more general area of biotechnology. Our disagreement with the
EU over bananas and beef hormones has broader ramifications for the future of the
WTO dispute resolution system. On bananas the EU has failed on numerous occa-
sions to develop first GATT and then WTO compliant banana rugimes followi
trade body rulings. With regard to beef hormones, it is still not certain if the E
has the political will to comply with the WTO findings against its ban. These actions
&\dercu critically needed support in Congress and the agricultural community for

e WTO.

In this environment of internal pressures within the EU and serious bilateral
transatlantic trade concerns, it will again be important for us to hammer home the
principles of fair and transparent trade rules, of respecting international commit-
ments and of using scientific principles, not politics, to make environmental, health
and safety decisions. Relying on these principles is the best way in which to reduce
our frictions with the EU and to remove the emotions which so often cloud what
should be technical actions. The need for a set of clear and rational trading prin-
ciples may be greatest in the area of biotechnology.

As U.S. agniculture and related products—everything ranging from tomato paste
to vegetable oil—increasingly involve biotechnology, this issue is one of growing im-
portance to our competitiveness in the 21st century. Within a few years, virtually
100 percent of U.S. agricultural commodity exports will be genetically modified or
mixed with GMO products. While we recognize a legitimate desire to assure safety
in this area, it is important that our trade in these products be based on a frame-
work that allows beneficial trade to grow and develop while allowing fair and trans-
parent procedures to address safety on a scientific basis. I have lon7 personal expe-
rience with this issue from my time as U.S. Ambassador to the EU. I still bear scars
from the bruising fight we had to obtain EU approval of Roundup Ready Soybeans.
We barely had time to recover from that process when we were faced with another
bloody battle over Bt corn. Nuw there are new biotechnology varieties on the way
and the prospect for further problems with the EU remains.

We of course respect the EU’s right to have a system of government oversight for
genetically modified organisms (or GMOs). No government can abdicate its responsi-

ility to have a system in place to ensure the safety of food, feed and the environ-
ment. But the system must be predictable, transparent efficient and scientifically
based—as the W'!‘O rules require.

Although the U.S. does not have a separate regulatory system for GMOs, they
still go through the same rigorous examination process for safety that all of our food
and feed products go through. This exam takes place under the “Coordinated
Framework for Regulation of Biotechnology” which was articulated in 1986. Under
this approach, biotechnolo roducts are regulated using existing statutes, as are
other, similar products. U , EPA and FDA are the primary relg:llatory agencies
responsible for products of agricultural biotechnology. Under the Framework, some
biotechnology products may be regulated by all three agencies and some may be mg;
ulated by one or two agencies, depending on whether or not there are issues su
as environmental safety, food safety or labeling involved. Since 1994, 20 genetically
modified agricultural products have successfully moved through our regulatory sys-



tem toward commercialization and marketing. The transparency and predictability
of our process goes a long way to explain why these products have largely enjoyed
general consumer acceptance.

In Europe, it is different. Because there is no scientifically based governmental
system to approve GMO products, the European public is susceptible to ill-informed
scare tactica. Public opinlon in Europe is therefore far more emotional on this issue
than in the U.S. Not all of the roadblocks our exporters face are the result of poor
prt)c:ed'vi un;e or trade competition. The European Parliament often reflects this public
sentiment.

The EU approval system for GMOs is non-transparent, unpredictable, not based
on scientific principles, and all too susceptible to political interference. There are a
number of reasons for this. The poor handling of the BSE, or mad cow disease, prob-
lem has shaken the European Eublic'a faith in its scientific health authorities.

The EU's weak decision-making machinery in this area iz also partly to blame,
as it often allows single member states to throw up roadblocks and stall progress
for reasons unrelated to scientifically-based concern about health, safety, or the en-
vironment. This was certainly the case in the summer of 1998, when France for non-
health reasons blocked two U.S. GMO corn products that had already been awmved
by EU scientific bodies. The products were eventually allowed into the EU afer
heavy pressure was a;')plied all the way up to President Clinton, but in the mean-
time our corn farmers lost significant sales.

The process in Europe is er complicated by the huge amount of misinforma-
tion about GMOs in the media. This has so slanted the European public's views on
the issue that fovemmenta are reluctant to undertake perfectly appropriate, but po-
litically difficult, regulatory decisions. Nowhere is this more evident today than in
the UK, where virulent attacks on GMOs in the press—both tabloids and main-
:Bt?i‘aml-—have made it difficult to hold a rational debate about the benefits of bio-

nology.

Many of the issues related to biotechnology are also found in other trade disputes
we have with the EU.

‘“he problems caused by lack of transparency and predictability are very a*warent
in \he beef hormone case. As is the case with biotechnology, political opinion por-
trays this as a health and safety issue despite the broad scientific evidence to the
contrary I fear some in Europe continue to try to find the “right” scientific evidence
to support a political prejudice against beef &roduced with growth hormones. In re-
sponse to the WTO ruling against its ban, the European Commision has initiated
17 separate risk assessment studies on hormones (none of which were called for in
the fis.ding). We have so far been unable to get any information about these
studies from EU authorities. We do not know who is conducting the studies, how
those conducting them were chosen, what evidence they are looking at, nor what

ures they are following. As far as we can tell, there is no consistent oppor-
tunity for public comment. Needless to say, this lack of information heightens our
concerns that factors other than legitimate environment, health and safety issues
may ipfluence the final conclusions. And we wonder when this process will ever end.
The EU cannot be permitted to endlessly use the excuse of needing to conduct just
one more study that might, this time, possibly find something to justify keeping
trade restrictions in place.

In relation to growth promotant hormones, these substances have been exten-
sively studied over 20 years by international scientists, including the EU’s own sci-
entists, and have repeatedly been found to be safe at the levels currently used.

Problems in the reﬁ\labor& process have led to a pattern whereby every major,
new GMO marketed in by the U.S. becomes the subject of a prolonged and bitter
battle to gain entrance to the EU market.

But while we have been taking on these specific problems with EU, we have also
been working to break this 8attem of confrontation by trying to improve the coordi-
nation between U.8. and EU GMO regulatory processes and thereby reestablish the
importance of the principles regarding transparency, predictability and science-
based decision making. Some of this work is modeled on the cooperative relation-
ships we now have with Canadian and Japanese authorities. Under the Trans-
atlantic Economic Partnership, we and the EU have set up a Biotechnology Working
Group to address bilateral issues related to GMOs. The first meeting of the group
was held in Feb in Washington, at which the U.S. proposed a dp ot project de-
signed to coordinate better the GMO regulatory processes on both sides of the Atlan-
tic. We are also using this forum to raise our concerns about the inadequacy of the
EU’s current GMO regulatory system and to continue a dialogue on ways to reform

it.
We have also been exploring ways to address the public perception problem in the
EU regarding biotechnology and other issues. The State Department and other
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agencies have been developing a public diplomacy campaign on the beef hormone
issue, to make sure the facts are available regarding the many scientific studies that
have failed to find any harmful effects from U.S. beef. This type of campaign can
easily be broadened to include information about biotechnology, that not only
stresses the safety of marketed products and the importance of an open, transparent
regulatory system, but also highlights the many mneﬂw that biotechnol can
bring. These include the potential for reduced pesticide and herbicide use and hence
greater grotection of the environment, and larger yields than can help to feed hun-
gry people around the globe necessitating less conversion of land to agricultural pur-
poses. It is also worth keeping in mind the significant efficiency gains brought by
use of biotechnology. Given the historical outlook for declining support to farm-
ers and increasing reliance on market mechanisms, these potential gains cannot be
overlooked. Half or more of this year's 1).S. soybean and cotton crop, and one third
of this year's corn crop, could be produced with genetically modified seed.

It is not unrealistic to expect that the EU, too, will inevitably move in this direc-
tion and that one day Europe will seek to promote its own agricultural bio-
technology industry,

Biotechnology and its related issues are not just a U.S.-EU problem. We are fac-
in% the problems with lack of respect for certain trade principles in other fora as
well. A %ood example is the recent Biosafety Protoco) negotiations in Cartagena, Co-
lombia. The negotiations were suspended when it became clear the parties could not
Wree on key provisions, including those which would have affected trade in GMOs.

e were disappointed that the talks did not result in a workable agreement that
would have protected biodiversity. However, we and a number of other nations rec-
ognized that certain Rroposals would have created disguised barriers to trade, would
not have protected the environment, and practically speaking would have resulted
in a Protocol not capable of being implemented. This would have led to unnecessary
trade restrictions on the world's food supply and limited the ability of other nations
to enjoy the benefits of modern biobechnolog{. In our view, having no agreement was
better than a bad agreement that could not have been implemented.

One of the greatest concerns of the Cartagena talks was the degree to which many
developing countries, many of whom could be the largest beneficiaries of biotech-
nology's promise of greater yields and reduced environmental damage, sided with
those who would have used the Protocol to restrict trade in food products. In the
run-up to the next negotiating session, we will continue to work internationally to
bridge these differences.

Facing these problems regarding biotechnology in so many different areas under-
lines the need for a strong and consistent U.S. policy that ensures the safety of
these products domestically while at the same time reaffirming internationally the
importance of using scientific principles—not politics—as the bhasis for permitting
marketing. It also imposes on us, as leaders in the world trading system, the re-
sponsibility to do what is necessary to ensure that the basic set of principles regard-
ing transparent rules, respect for commitments and reliance on science-bacved deci-
sion mrgl‘fmg remain at the center of any international agreement covering tvade in
new products.

Another aspect to the biotechnology issue concerns proposals for labeling. It is
therefore worth reviewing what the U.S. position on labeling is.

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) requires labeling for any food, GMO or
not, that presents a significant change in nutritional or compositional value, con-
tains a new or unexpected allergen, or that needs to be used or stored in a different

way.

lg'or example, GMO high-oleic canola would have to be labeled in the U.S. because
it has a higher oil content than conventional canola, not because it is a bio-
technology product.

We recognize that countries have the sovereign riﬁht to have mandatory food la-
beling regulations, and we will certainly comply with them. What we require, how-
ever, is more sﬁeciﬁc guidance as to how our companies can comply. Regarding the
issue of biotech food products, U.S. consumers have confidence in our regulatory
agencies to ensure the highest food safety and quality standards. . .

We do not object to voluntary labeliniethat is truthful and not misleading and
that otherwise complies with the food labeling regulations of the FDA as part of a
company’s marketing plan. We encourage companies to disseminate information
about biotechnology so that consumers have a better understand;ag of the many
benefits that biotechnology provides to health, the environment, food security, and
nutrition,

What we should not allow is labeling that is misleading and may be used to infer
that U.S. products are somehow dangerous, when there i8 no scientific evidence to
indicate a risk to human health.



Before I close, I would like to touch on one additional aspect of our relationship
with Europe, the reform the EU's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). This is of
course an internal EU process but it is one that does have important implications
for our interests. This reform is being driven by a number of factors. Roughly half
of the EU's budget goes to support the CAP. The EU has now a to put a ceili
on total budget expenditures and this cannot be done without CAP reform. Second,
the EU is, like all members, preparir:f for the next round of trade talks, which
we plan to kick off this November in Seattle. Europe recognizes the need to reform
policies on subsidies in advance of the talks. Finally, and perhaps most importantly,
the EU is committed to an enlargement process that will eventually bring in the
countries of Central Europe and the Baltics. To do 8o under current nerous but
inefficient subsidy programs would impose an enormous strain on the gU’a budget.
However, despite all theve pressures for reform, the negotiations of the last few
weeks have shown how difficult it is to enact significant cuts in farm programs.

Though the CAP reforms have not yet received final approval, we are still able
to offer some initial assessinents on the package. Last week, the EU's culture
Ministers took a partial step in the right direction by modifying the C —cutting
guaranteed prices for cereals over the next several ‘years by 20 percent and phasin
out of payments to farmers for taking land out o production; cutting guarantee

rices of milk by 16 percent; and cutting the basic price of beef by 20 percent. The

inisters failed to adopt the Commission's proposal to reduce direct payments to
la;s,a farmers. Overall spending cuts were adopted, a criticall important step since
C spendin% has grown almost continually since 1962 and is nearly half of the
EU’s annual budget. We of course welcome any movement toward egricultural re-
form in the EU, particularly to the extent that these reforms wil reduce the use
of trade distorting etgort and other subsidies. The global trend in farm policies is
movinf away from the direct intervention policies that have historically under-
pinned the CAP and we certainly hope that this trend will extend to Europe as well.

That said, however, the reforms approved by the Agriculture Ministers do not ar-
pear to go far enough in terms of reducing the CAP’s distorting effects on the world
trading system. We have consistently urged the EU to go farther and made clear
our intentions in the next round to limi*, and/or eliminate those types of farm poli-
cies that impose costs on others. Vice President Gore laid this out well recently in
Davos, Switzerland, when he said we will seek nothing less than the elimination
once and for all of trade-distorting export subsidies.

We will continue to send this message, making clear our ambitious objectives for
the next WTO round and stressing that the more market-oriented the EU's farm
policies become, the better it will serve Europe and the world trading system.

In conclusion, let me reiterate the importance of successfully resolving the issues
before us in China and Europe—whether it be on WTO accession, beef hormones
or biotechnology—to our ability to move forward with an agenda of trade liberaliza-
tion and opening markets for our farmers and ranchers. We must continue to ad-
vance the basic principles of respecting trade commitments, establishing trans-
parent and predictable regulatory processes, and using science-based decision mak-
ing on environmental, health and safety issues. In the end, we fully realize that our
trade agenda has to rest on a solid foundation of domestic support. If we cannot
show Americans that the trading system works for them, then we will not be able
to sustain our policies in the international arena.
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{SuBMITTED BY SENATOR GRASSLEY)

S

GERALD R. FORrD

March 4, 1999 -

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Few, if any, trade policy issues are more important or challenging to
America than the current talks underway with the People's Republic of
China regarding China's bid to join the World Trade Organization, and
especially the accompanying negotiations concerning the ability of
Americans to freely sell their products in China's markets.

The terms of any deal that we reach now with China about access to its
markets may well determine the course of Sino-American economic
relations for decades to come. If economic relations are not resolved
constructively, there will be adverse developments diplomatically and
politically between our two nations. .

That is why I strongly believe that China must make more than a down
payment on market access concessions. Rather, China should guarantee
unconditional and full market access upon entry into the World Trade
Organization, and should abide by the same trading rules the WTO
applies to any other major industrial power. We have seen too many
times over the years when promises of future concessions to open
foreign markets are made, and then the promised concessions fail to
materialize. The stakes this time are too high to engage China on
anything but normal commercial terms.

For fifty years, a world trading system committed to the standards of
openness and fair play has brought us unparalleled growth, created

(Continued on Page Two)
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Senator Charles B. Grassley
March 4, 1999
Page Two

millions of jobs, and fashioned a modern era of

' , peaceful economic
competition. We must make sure that the more comprehensive trading
framework of the World Trade Organization continues the process of

opening new international markets under th . " .
multilateral rules. e even-handed discipline of

I commend you and you colleagues fo .
world trading or der.y 8 r working toward a fair and open

I wish you well.

Sincerely,

Senator Charles E. Grassley

Chairman, Subcommittee on International Trade
Senate Committee on Finance
Washington, D.C. 20510

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN HARDIN, JR.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am John Hardin, Jr., a pork
groducer from Danville, Indiana. 1 am a past President of the National Pork Pro-
ucers Council (NPPC) and a past chairman of the United States Meat Export Fed-
eration. I currently serve on NPPC's Trade Committee and am a representative on
the Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee to the United States Trade Representa-
tive and the Secretary of Agriculture. I very much appreciate the opportunity to ap-
here on behalf of U.S. pork producers to express our views on China's de facto

an on pork imports.
INTRODUCTION

The National Pork Producers Council is a national association representing 44 af-
filiated states that annually Sganerabe appmximatglg $11 billion in farm gate sales.

According to a recent Iowa State study conducted by Otto and Lawrence, the U.S.

rk industry supﬁorts an estimated 600,000 domestic jobs and gleneraws more than
3064 billion annually in total economic activit&.5 With 10,988,850 litters being fed out
annually, US. Fpork producers consume 1.065 billion bushels of corn valued at
$2.558 billion. Feed supa ements and additives represent another $2.522 billion of
Burchased inputs from U.S. suppliers which help support U.S. soybean prices, the
h 'S, soybean processing industry, local elevators an transportation services based
n areas.

Pork is the world’s meat of choice. Pork represents 44 percent of daily meat pro-
tein intake in the world. Notwithstanding the huge global market for pork and pork

products, efficient U.S. producers were precluded from exporting si ificant volumes
of pork in the pre-Uruguay Round Agreement, pre-NAFTA era. combination of for-

)



eign market trade barriers and highly subsidized competitors kept a lid on U.S.
pork exports. U.S}.“ggrk producers were ardent proponents of the Uruguay Round
ement and N A.

ince 1995, when the Uruguay Round Agreement went into effect, U.S. pork ex-
Bona to the world have increased by approximately 86 percent in volume terms and
0 percent in value terms from.1994 levels. Since N A went into effect in 1994,
U.S. rork exports to Mexico have increased 23 percent in volume terms and 37 per-
cent in value terms compared to 1993 levels, notwithstanding the devaluation of the

8o. Because of NAFTA U.S. pork exports now account for over 95 percent of all

exican g‘ork imports. Mexico ranks as our number two export market behind
Japan with 1998 exports valued at $143 million.

oreover, U.S. pork sales to Mexico will continue to increase as the NAFTA
hase-in period proceeds. No one in his or her riigtt mind can say that the Uruguay
und and NAFTA have not been for the U.S. pork industry.

Our industry stro?}lé/ supports further trade liberalization measures. These trade
agreements permit U.S. hror producers to exploit their comparative advantage in
international markets. NPPC is co-chairing the Agriculture Trade Coalition and
urges this Committee to continue its bipartisan efforts to get traditional trade nego-
tiating authority renewed before the upcoming WTO ministerial meeting in Seattle.

The United States is uniquely positioned to reap the benefits of liberalized world

rk trade. While the U.S. currently is the world's second largest exporter of pork

hind Denmark, the strong consensus within the industry and among analysts is
that the U.S. will soon be the number one exporter in the world. U.S. pork pro-
ducers are the lowest cost producers in the world of safe, high-quality pork. The
U.8. cost advantage over Denmark is increasing.

If the U.S. Government is: (1) aggressive in holdin? its trading partners to their
commitments under existing trade agreements; and, (2) is aggressive in expapd
access and in opening new markets in the upcoming WTO trade negotiations an
in WTO accession negotiations, particularly with China—the growth potential of
U.S. pork exports is virtually unlimited.

CHINA SHOULD PROVIDE MARKET ACCESS FOR U.S. PORK AS A CONDITION OF ENTRY
INTO THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION

_ In China, pork is by far the predominant source of meat protein consumed. China
consumes nearly the same amount of pork per capita as consumed in the United
States msaking it a vast pork consuming market. Indeed, China consumes approxi- -
mately 50 percent of the total pork annually consumed in the world and most indus-
try analysts project pork demand in China to increase by 6 to 7 percent per year
in the early part of the next century. One group of very respected agricultural econo-
mists forecast that Chinese pork consumption will increase by approximately 8 mil-
lion metric tons within the next ten years. To put this number in perspective, in
1998, U.S. pork exports were 529,000 metric tons. Thus, China is not a potential
market; it is a huge and growing pork consumption market.

While China is the world's largest producer of pork, 85 percent of its pork comes
from backyard producers. As incomes continue to rise and consumers demand high-
er quality pork and more of it, as well as more beef, poultry, dairy and alcohol prod-
ucts, commercial production of pork in China will become increasingly costly. This
is because China must achieve this growth in consumption with only 9 percent of
the world’s arable land. According to FAO data, China must feed 13.0 le for
each hectare of arable land, whereas Europe must feed 4.1 people, and the United
States must feed only 1.4 K:ople. .

China is moving from having mid-western U.S. type corn prices to having Tai-
wanese and Japanese type corn prices. An important choice must be made,
must either import feed grains or livestock products to achieve consumer diets simi-
lar to those of the developed world. Unfortunately, China currently has a de facto
ban on pork imports. This is a great mistake because pork should be produced in
grain surplus countries not in grain deficit countries. Countries that import feed
grains must pay a premium over world market prices and feed grains constitute
over 60 percent of the cost or raising hogs. Pork producers in Japan and Taiwan
gay approximately double the amount paid for feed by an lowa pork producer. Thus,

hina 18 close to repeating the mistakes made by Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.

The cost of producing pork in China currently is higher than the cost of producing

rk in the United States. By virtue of the subsidies provided to its pork industry,

hina has been able to suppress the demand for imported pork smuggled into the
country and maintain its ability to export pork. If China resolves to continue to
block pork imports and, instead tries to keep pace with expanding domestic demand
through domestic production, Chinese pork prices will be much higher than would



49

otherwise be the case. Further, Chinese subsidies and investment in agriculture will
keep capital from flowing to more efficient and remunerative uses. The costs of this
misallocation will increase over time as China tries to extract more and more pork
from a limited source of supply. In time, China, like Japan and Korea, will be forced
to import pork to reduce prices. At present, however, the Chinese maintain their
ban on pork imports.

High tariff rates and a discriminatory value added tax put imported pork at a
sharp competitive disadvantage to domestic pork. Moreover, complicated and non-
transparent restrictions on imported pork, administered by China’s State Adminis-
tration of Inspection and Quarantine (SAIQ)—which recently replaced it's quar-
antine administration C make it virtually impossible to import pork. ile
SAIQ officials aclmowlche e existence of the restrictions, they have been unwill-
ing to date to supply copies of the restrictions to U.S. trade negotiators stating that
the laws are confidential. SAIQ contends that Chinese restaurants and hotelsr can
obtain licenses to import pork. Unlike beef, for which licenses are available through
regional SAIQ offices, SAIQ says that it disseminates pork import licenses solely
through SAIQ headquarters. In reality, very few licenses have been granted by
SAIQ to hotel and restaurant importers.

I recognize that in 1997 China lowered tariffs on imported pork from 45 percent
to 20 percent. This development is not significant because the 20 percent duty is
in addition to the 17 percent value added tax, which is unfairly agplled only against
imported pork. Thus, even if the many non-tarifl barricrs applied against imported
pork were rectified, high tariffe/taxes would continue to block pork imports.

In 1997, SAIQ provided quotas to 11 establishments in Australia, Canada, and
the United States as eligible to export meat and poultry to China for general con-
Bum?tion under a one year “pilot program.” While in one sense this was a positive
development because, as a matter of law, these imports are not limited to the hotel
and restaurant sector, as a matter of fact, high tariffs and other restrictive meas-
ures kept a tight lid on imports. As detailed in a letter to Chinese government offl-
cials from representatives of the pork industries in Canada, the European Union,
gnd %he !‘J;&itgd States, the pilot program has not worked and meaningful liberaliza-

on is needed.

Under the filot program, the qualified cstablishments include a pork facility in
Australia that received a quota of 2,000 MT, three pork facilities in Canada that
received a total c&lota of 68,000 MT, and one pork facility in the U.S. that received
a quota of 5,600 MT. The Australian and U.S. exports must be imported exclusively
by Nanjing Five-Star Hotel Corporation Ltd. and the Canadian product must be im-
ported exclusively by Chaoying Foodstuff Ltd. While Pork is not on the formal list
of state traded products in China, the appointment of these exclusive importers is
troubling. Indeed, the U.S. pork industry understands that SAIQ officials are in-
volved with the ownership/management of each of these importers. The pilot pro-
gram has been a failure due to high duties and taxes, unfair sanitary barriers, re-
strictions on the number of importers, and competition from smuggled pork imports.

Canadian pork quotas are much higher than U.S. quota levels under-the pilot pro-
gram but Canadian pork must be imported pursuant to the Canada-China pork pro-
tocol. Canadian industry officials are extremelY upset with this protocol because on-
erous and non-scientific restrictions will preclude the shipment of any significant
amount of pork from Canada to China. The Chinese, supposedly at the behest of
the Australians, expressed concern to the Canadians about Porcine Reproductive
and Respiratory Syndrome (PRRS). The PRRS virus is endemic to the world and it
defies credulity to suggest that China—a country where serious porcine diseases are
rampant—does not have PRRS. Further, unlike porcine diseases such as hog cholera
and FMD, PRRS is not trarsmitted through imported meat to domestic swine. The
U.S. must not permit China to raise sanitary barriers to U.S. pork exports as China
has done in the case of U.S. wheat and citrus.

DesKiita official import restrictions, demand from the population for pork, particu-
larly high-quality variety meats (e.g. hearts, stomachs, intestines), is so high that
sizeable quantities of imported pork are being smuggled into China principally
through Hong Kong. The pork is distributed to the general population mostly
through local wholesale markets with a small amount distributed through super-
markets. Technically the importation and distribution of this product is illegal, a
fact which is generally acknowledged by the Ho%nKonF importers and Chinese dis-
tributors. In 1998, this trade represented approximately $60 million for US export-
ers, although the total value of the pork trade with China conducted through Hong
Kong is estimated to be as high as US $200 million. (An additional $8 million of
U.S. pork was imported directly by China in 1998. Industry sources in China report
that even these imports that directly enter China do so on a negotiated basis, not
in accord with the official position.) It is difficult and expensive to sinuggle pork into
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China and, without question, pork imports would explode if China lifted its de facto
ban. Even under restrictive trade regulations, Chinese demand is so large at times
that th%y have bought the entire world's supply of certain pork variety meats.

The U.S. government must convince China to lift its de facto ban on imported
pork as a condition of entry to the World Trade Organization. In order to become
a consistent and reliable supplier of pork, the following changes must be made:

(1) the abolition of the de facto ban on pork importation;
(2) the establishment of transparent import regulations and licensing require.

ments;
(3) repeal of the discriminatory value-added tax which is applied to meat im-

ports;

(4) reduction of import duties to minimal lévels with no TRQs;

(6) unrestricted entry and participation of non-government import entities;

(6) a protocol governing sanitary issues, which, among other things, recog-
nizes the U.S. safety and inspection system as equivalent and pennits the ex-
port of pork from any FSIS a‘?roved facility;

(7) the termination of subsidics to the Ch{nese pork industry.

The United States is uniquely positioned to rear the benefits of a liberalized Chi-
nese pork sector. The U.S. exported over $1.1 billion in pork in 1998 and exports
grew by over 16% in spite of the global financial crisis.

China is surpassing Japan as the single largest source of the U.S. trade deficit.
If China liberalized its L)ork market, the U.S. would be exporting huge volumes of

rk to that country. The U.S. pork industry alone could make a sigmnificant dent

n the U.S.- China trade imbalance.

As you know, it will be difficult to persuade China to provide meaningful pork
trade liberalization. Therefore, we respectfully request the continued tu{rgort of this
gubct:ommittee in this matter that is of paramount importance to the U.8. pork in-

ustry. ‘

The Unfair Trading Practices of the European Union Demands Immediate and Swift
Action on Behalf of American Pork Producers

The EU pork market has basically been closed to the U.S. pork industry for over
10 years as a result of the EU’'s Third Country Meat Directive and other restrictive
measures. The regulation, which affects U.S. pork, beef, and poultry bound for the
EU, has usurped the role of USDA's Food Safety and Inspection Service and does
not enhance the safety of U.S. meat and poultry as the EU claims. Under this sys-
tem, EU ingpectors determine, on the basis of arbitrary factors, such as the color
ot‘\})ﬁant walls, whether a U.S. plant is qualified to export to the EU. The random
enforcement of this regulation has resulted in a complete cut-off of U.S. poultry ex-

rts and has reduced to a trickle U.S. pork and non-hormone beef exports from a
ew token plants. Ironically, it is widely known that the majority of EU meat plants
do not meet TCMD requirements. Holding U.S. facilities to a set of rules that the
EU’s own producers are unable to comply with is clearly discriminatory and violates
the EU’s trade obligations.

The meat industay has been nothing but ’patient with the European Union while
they have continued to offer false promises for free trade. The U.S. filed two Section
301 petitions which culminated in an agreement in 1992 which the EU did not im-
mement. Further, a framework for a veterinary equivalency agreement was reached

the spring of 1997 that was to be implemented in October of that year, but the
EU also failed to implement that agreement. To add insult to injury, the EU—lead
by Denmark—recently approved, without scientific basis, a ban on the use of many
antibiotics in lives feed. The Danes“‘ the EU’s largest pork producer, know that
this antibiotic ban will ensure that U.S. pork (or beef or poultry for that matter)
never, ever will be sold in the EU. The ban becomes effective as to all member
states on July 1. A strong response to the EU’s treatment of U.S. pork exports is
long overdue. Pork is an extremely compelling candidate for beef hormone retalia-
tion list currently being dra®ted by the United States. During the last five years,
every EU country, with the excﬂxtion of Greece and Luxembourg, has exported pork
to the U.S. However, annual E rk exports to the U.S. have comprised less than
one percent of our production. U.S. hog supplies are at record hifh levels. Thus, the
U.S. could c:iasily supply its entire domestic demand, even if all EU pork exports
were stopped.

Pork should be the centerpiece of the beef hormone retaliation list. Pork producers
hope that the European Union will drop its unfair and illegal regime on beef. But
the reality of the situation is highly unlikely to occur. Therefore, pork producers be-
lieve that because we—as a meat product—are the most logical product for inclu-
sion.
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Pork groducers also fully nugport reform of the so-called Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) in the European Unjon. We atmnﬁly encourage the Europeans to end
their export restitution and subsidy mgram and call for complete elimination of the
“Blue Box" and all private storage 8. These practices are completely unaccept-
able and only serve to further injure the United States in third markets.

If we don't enforce our legal rights in the WTO and follow through on the banana
and beef retaliations, it will send the wrong signal to the European Union as we
prepare for the next round in Seattle and our participation in the CAP.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALLEN F. JOHNSON

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity
to tes on US..EU tradin'ﬁhmlatiomhlpa and Chinese Accession to tl':g World
Trade anization (WTO). The National Oilseed Processors Association (NOPA)
represents companies operating “solvent extraction" planta—75 plants in 23 states
that process one or more of the 5 oilseeds that NOPA represents: soybean, sunflower
seed, safllower seed, canola, and flaxseed. NOPA member companfeu rocess more
than 1.6 billion bushels of oilseed annually and employ more than 4,500 workers.
Exports to key markets such as the EU and China are critical to our industry. The
total value of the industry’s seed, meal, and oil production is about $30 billion, with
nearly $10 billion of this being for exports.

U.8.-EU RELATIONSHIPS

The EU is a very important market for U.S. agricultural exports-in FY 1998, U.S.
agricultural exports to the EU were $8.5 billion and we imported $7.3 billion of
rroducu from the EU. Exports of U.S. oilseeds and oilseed products were $2.5 bil-

ion, which amounts to 30 percent of our total agricultural sales to the EU.

As indicated by Ambassador Barshefsky, the EU overall is America's largest trade
and investment partner, the largest foreign direct investor in the U.8S,, and the larg-
est destination for our direct foreign investment. Our direct investment in each oth-
er's economies together exceeds $750 billion-one of every 12 U.S. factory workers is
now employed by a European firm.

It is very clear that U.S.-EU trade and economic relationships, despits trade dis-
Putes, are strong and of vital mutual interest to both of us. With this point in mind,

want to discuss some of the particular concerns of our industry with respect to
U.S.-EU trading relationships.

TRADE DISPUTES BEFORE THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION

We all know of the EU banana import regime case and the bovine growth hor-
mone case in the WTO. n both of these cases, WTO dispute settlement panels and
the Appellate Body have ruled in favor of the U.S. We urge the EU to bring these
matters to a close expeditiously by coming into compliance with the panel results.

We are very concerned because the banana and bovine growth hormone disputes
are blocking progress in advancl;ﬁ U.S.-EU relationships and have spillover effects
into other issues that need immediate and high level attentior. Both disputes have
long histories. The longer they remain unresolved, the greater the risks they will
undermine the view that W'l‘g rules and disciplines are key to more open global
trade in af;ﬁculture. While we do not underestimate the seriousness and complexit
of these disputes, we urge the U.S. and the EU to negotiate with the intent of find-
ing outcomes that are mutually acceptable and WTO consistent as soon as possible.

BIOTECHNOLOGY REGULATION

More than 50 percent of U.S. soybean acreage will be planted with genetically
modified varieties in 1999, up from 30 percent in 1998 and 13 percent in 1997. The
U.S. oilseeds industry has been quick to adopt biotechnology becausé of the henefits
it brings for producers, consumers and the environment.

One of the reasons the United States is the world leader in the development and
commercialization of agricultural biotechnology products is that we have an effective
and efficient regulatory system that enjoys the trust of consumers. Unfortunately,
this is not the case in many other countries of the world, including the EU.

Since 35 percent of the soybeans rted from the United States are exported
to the European Union, it is vital to UE soybean producers and grocessors that the
genetically modified varieties we grow here are approved in the EU. Once a geneti-
cally modified soybean variety is planted in a field in Iowa or Ilinois, it is virtually
impossible to keep it out of the export stream. Genetically modified varieties that
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are not approved in our overseas markets cannot be segregated from those that are
approved and from conventional varieties,

nfortunately, the regulatory approval &Brooeu in the EU is slow and unpredict-
able. The croblem from our perspective is that political considerations have been al-
lowed to overwhelm sound science in the decision making process. The result is that
new genetically modified varieties cannot be marketed in rhe United States without
seriously threatening exports to our top market.

EU labeling requirements for foods and food ilr}%edlenu produced from genetically
modified crops also pose a potential threat to U.8. exports. Under the guise of the
“consumer’s right to know,” the EU is attempting to establish labeling requirements
for soybean products and corn products derived from geneticall modnﬁied crops. Un-
certainty about the final rules is adding to the concerns about their possible adverse
effects on trade. Some food companies in Europe are already acting on their fears
that products labeled as containing genetically modified organisms will be unaccept-
able to consumers. These companies are shifting sourcing to countries that have not
approved GMO soybeans or avoiding soybeans all together in order to guarantee

at i ients are GMO-free. U.8. soybeans and products derived from soybeans
are in danger of being transformed from products valued for their high quality and
beneficial nutritional characteristics to products to be avoided in the manufacture __
of food xroducu.

NOPA has encouraged the Administration to make resolution of these problems
one of its highest priorities. If the EU approval system does not function in an effi-
cient, timely, and transparent manner, trade problems will be unavoidable. The sys-
tem should operate in such a manner that il there are serious, scientifically valid
concerns about the safety of a new genetically modified crop variety, those concerns
can be addressed before the product is commercialized in the United States. We
need to reinforce that regulatory approval decisions should be made solely on the
basis of sound science. If there are no such concerns, approvals should be granted
expeditiously so that once a product is commercialized in the United States pro-
ducers, processors, and exporters can be assured that it will be accepted in the EU.

EU AGENDA 2000

The EU has reached agreement on l‘\}enda 2000, its second reform of the Common
Agricultural Policy since 1992. The EU has made progress in liberalizing its grains
and oilseed Jmllcies and Agenda 2000 may further advance progress in reform. The
EU has said that in implementing Agenda 2000, it intends to re?ect its commit-
ments under the Blair House ement (BHA). The BHA resolved the dispute be-
tween the U.S. and EU on the EU's oilseeds support regime after two panels --
ruled against the EU. Under the BHA, crop-specific support (per hectare payments)
were continued but the effect on EU oilseed production is limited by strict controls
on area planted to oilseeds and severe payment penalties if area limits are exceeded.
Agenda 2000 will lower the oilseed payment and harmonize it with the compensa-
tion f:yments for grains.

It is important to understand that the BHA is bound in the EU's WTO schedule
of concessions. Moreover, the righta of the US and other WTO Members are based
on the competitive relationship between domestic and imported oilseeds established
b{ the combination of the zero tariff binding and the domestic support regime for
oilseeds defined in the BHA. Since the support regime in the BHA is a bound com-
mitment, any change to that commitment would be subject to review in the WTO.
Short of implementing a fully decoupled support m&ime for EU oilseeds, Agenda
2000 or ot.h&l"'&glicy changes would not absolve the EU from its bound WTO commit-
ment. The commitment prohibits the EU from increasing the level of support
for oilseeds. We encourage the U.S. to insist that any changes in EU policy do not
nullify nor impair the benefits provided by the BHA.

1999 WTO NEGOTIATIONS

The 1999 WTO Negotiations is the best ogportuniltf for the U.S. agriculture to
achieve more open and freer global markets. For the U.S. oilseeds and oilseed prod-
ucts industry, the 1999 WTO Negotiations is the only avenue to achieve our trade
policy objectives. We have advanced the concept of the Level Playing Field for Oil-
seeds and Oilseed Products (LPF) domestically and internationally, including discus-
sions with EU oilseed producers and processors. LPF objectives cover the broad
range of the Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture—market access, export sub-
sidies, and domestic alg:port, as well as areas outside the Agreement such as state
trading enterprises and differential export taxes. The general objective of the LPF
is the (global elimination of all trade-distorting practices in oilseeds and oilseed prod-
ucts. Our specific LPF objectives are:
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1. The largest possible reductions in individual oilseeds and oilseed product tarifis
with eventual elimination of all tariffs on oilseeds and oilseed products;

&Hcgmoniution at the lowest possible level of all tariffs on oilseeds and oilseed
products;

3. Elimination of rt subsidies;

4. Elimination of differential export taxes and other trade-distorting measures;

5. Disu;islines on export credits and export financing; and,

6. Elimination of coupled domestic support (support tied directly to production)
that distorts trade.

We believe that the reduction of barriers to trade in oilseeds and oilseed products
and all agricultural products is the only way to expand the markets for our highly
productive agricultural induatg'. The simple fact is that 96 percent of the world's
consumers live outside the U.S,, and in many developing countries the demand for
food and agricultural products is growing as income and population increase.

To further advance freer and more open global trade in agricultural products, be-
yond the U y Round Agreement on culture, will require the cooperation of
our major trading partners, especially the EU. The EU is the primary user of export
subsidies in today’s global market and therefore is likely to oppose the immediate
elimination of e;:;%)rt subsidies. However, there are other common areas of interest
to the U.S. and includinf.

o Improving WTO disciplines through changes in Article 12 of the Uruguay

Round Agreement on Kgriculture to impose penalties on exporting countries if
they prohibit or restrict exports-this would provide more protection to food-im-

Eortinﬁ developing countries;
o Establishing rules for develoging countries to graduate to full WTO obli-
ations using objective economic indicators such as per capita GDP;

. stablishh;f effective disciplines on the trade-distorting practices of state trad-

in&entcrp ses and making thcir operations transparent.

Another key area of common interest to the U.S. and the EU is domestic su‘rport.
The Uruguay Round Agreement on culture required reductions in coupled sup-
port-support tied to production; established the “blue box" of Bolicies not subject to
reduction including former U.S. deficiency payments and EU compensatory pay-
ments to producers of grains and oilseeds; and established “green box" (decoupled
from production) programs exempt from reduction if they met certain criteria that
made them non trade distorting.

The LPF calls for eHNM%&H coupled support and encourages countries to
move toward green box policies. We believe that it is very important to refine green
box criteria for deco‘t’l’?llled support in a way that they are practical for public policy.
Green box criteria permit countries to pursue “multi functionali}y." This the
ooncext that domestic programs have more objectives than supporting farm income.
NOPA supports the concept that domestic farm policies can have a number of objec-
tives as long as they do not distort production and trade. Additional disciplines on
blue box policies would help transition countries toward fully decoupled policies. The
point is that it is difficult for countries to make an immediate direct change from
coupled to decoupled policies and they may need a transition period for this trans-
formation. The EU’s movement toward adoption of Agenda 2000 and revised pay-
ments for grains and oilseeds, which while not fully decoupled and therefore subject
to WTO reductions, are a movement in that divection. It is in the interest of the
U.S. and our industry to encourage the movement toward decoupled policies and we
should support language in the that permits that transition.

CHINESE ACCESSION TO THE WTO

NOPA is also a member of the American Oilseed Coalition (AOC) which includes
the American Soybean Association, National Cottonseed Products Association, Na-
tional Sunflower Association, and the U.S. Canola Association. The WTO accession
negotiations with China are a top priority for the AOC. Accession to the WTO would
b n% the discipline of the W'I‘d's trade rules to one of the largest players in the
world market for oilseeds and groduct.s. It would also lock in trade liberalizing re-
forms undertaken unilaterally by China in 1ecent years. Because of China's influ-
ence on the world market, it is important to the U.S. oilseeds and oilseed products
industry that the terms of China's accession not only Frovide a fair deal for the U.S.
indus%(l)mt that they are consistent with our trade liberalization objectives for the
1999 negotiations.

The AOC's overriding objective for the accession negotiations is greater and more
equitable access to the Chinese market for oilseeds and oilseed products. The core
elements of such improved access are tariff-rate quota (TRQ) size and growth, tariff
reduction and harmonization over time, elimination or equalization of value added
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taxes (VATs), and no retrogression from the present terms of trade. The accession
agreement with China must improve upon present terms of trade to have the U.S.
oilseed industry’s support. While U.S. exports of oilseeds and oilseed products to
China have grown under the existing terms of trade, China could at any time raise
tariffs or impose quotas to restrict trade. The lack of enforceable disciplines over
China's import barriers creates uncertainties in the market that are of great con-
cern to U.S. exporters. Membership in the WTO would eliminate these uncertainties
and provide for a much more stable trading environment.

The key to achievinf the LPF initiative is harmonized treatment for all oilseeds
and oilseed products. In terms of China's WTO accession negotiations, this means
all oilseeds and oilseed products from all countries should be treated similarly, and
in no case should the terms of trade decline from the current situation as a result
of accession. The AOC position on China's WTO accession was carefully crafted to
achieve these objectives, bearing in mind that any deviation from the course of even-
tua! liberalization through the LPF initiative would create obstacles to success in
the 1999 negotiations. Consequently, in the negotiations with the Chinese on acces-
sion, the oilseeds and oilseed groducw complex must be treated in a comprehensive
manner consistent with the AOC position. -

China's accession to the WTO should be viewed as the beginning of agricultural
trade reform in China, just as other countries began the reform process in the Uru-
guay Round. WTO negotiations on continuing the Uruguay Round reforms will com-
mence at the end of this year. China should be vﬁ:ed)are to play a full and active
part in the 1999 negotiations once it becomes a member. The terms of the ac-
cession agreement will establish the base from which China will undertake further
trade liberalization based on the outcome of the 1999 negotiations. This is why it
is ‘imperative for the accession agreement to be fully consistent with the commit-
ments WTO members undertook in the Uruguay Round. The transition period for
China's accession commitments should be no more than 5 years. China should be
allowed no exemptions from the existing WTO rules. The overarching relationship
between China’s accession agreement and the WTO rules is just as important to
long-term U.S. economic interests in China as the specific commitments on market
access, export subsidies and other issues that will be included in the accession
agreement.

China's rapid economic growth has been advantageous to U.S. exports of oilseeds
and oilseed groducts. Rising incomes have fueled demand for oilseeds and oilseed
products both directly and indirectly. Vegetable oil consumgtion has increased by
near}{ 9 percent since 1996. Consumption of oilseed meals, driven by increased de-
mand for meat and poultry products, has increased by more than 13 percent in the
same period. Despite the current economic problems in China and elsewhere in
Asia, in the long-term these growth trends are expected to continue.

China is a net importer of oilseeds (net 2.6 million metric tons), oilseed meals (net
4.4 million metric tons) and vegetable oils (net 3.3 million metric tons). Further-
more, Chinese production of oilseeds and products is unlikely to keep pace with the
increase in demand. Consequently, China can be expected to continue to rely on im-
ports to satisfy its growing demand for oilseeds and oilseed products.

As we have experienced with Japan, the EU, and other countries, import depend- -
ence does not ensure that a country will not attempt to restrict imports. Short-term
market conditions, trade policy considerations, or domestic political concerns could
all lead a country to restrict imports. The WTO rules would place severe restraints
on China's ability to resort to import protection to resolve such short-term problcms.
China’s accession to the WTO, under the terms of a strong accession agreement with
no exemptions, would provide a stable trade policy environment for continued
growth in U.S. oilseed and oilseed product exports.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The U.S.-EU trading relationship is of vital economic importance to both. In agri-
cultural trade, there have been disputes, and the latest disputes are bananas and
bovine growth hormones. We believe that these disputes spotlight how disruptive
such issues can become when WTO panel decisions have not been respected. Ongo-
ing disputes such as these block progress on other trade issues and make it difficult
for the U.S. and EU to work cooperatively to advance global trade liberalization.
There are real v%%rtunities for the U.S. and the EU to work together to make sure
that the 1999 Negotiations are successful in expanding global markets for oil-
seeds, oilseed products, and other agricultural products.

With respect to China, it is critical that China accedes to the WTO with no excep-
tions from the rules and disciplines by whici all members abide. The AOC's over-
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riding objective for the accession negotiations is ater and more equitable access
to the Chinese market for oilseeds and oilseed products.

Mt;.i Chairman, that concludes my remarks. I would be pleased to answer any
questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GREG MASTEL

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it is a pleasure
té)hibe here to testify on agricultural trade issues with the European Union and

na.

My personal knowledge on this topic relates mostly to China and I will confine
my remarks to trade issues regarding China. :

n April, China's Premier Zhu Rongji is scheduled to visit the United States. Ac-
cordiny to recent statements by senior U.S. officials, a possible centerpiece of the
visit is ooncluditl\g an agreement to open the way for China to achieve its long
sought goal of joining th * World Trade Organization (WTO).

Such an achievement v.c . 1 doubtlessly boost Zhu's status at home and, with the
proper transition arrangements, WT'O membership for China could be a major step
toward real economic reform. Unfortunately, a last minute political deal aimed at
creating a summit success is far more likely to be a big step in the wrong direction.

For China, WTO membership would mean new international recognition and a
large measure of protection from the threat of trade sanctions by the United States
or other countries. For the United States, a China that truly abides by WTO rules,
would be a much better trade partner. Beyond that, bringing China into the WTO
could be a significant foreign policy achievement for the Clinton administration.

To_this point, however, it is China that has stood in the way of its own WTO
membership. China has been unprepared to commit itself to observing WTO dis-
cipline. Berond that, there are serious questions as to whether China is truly will-
ing and able to observe WTO rules.

here is reason for concern that the Clinton administration may, in its enthu-
siasm to conclude a deal in time for Zhu's visit, weaken the requirements for Chi-
na's WTO membership. This would be a serious mistake that threatens to under-
rnin;adbol:l(ll U.S. economic interests and the integrity of the WTO as a policeman of
world trade.

To agpreciate the complexity of the task of integrating China into the World
Trade Organization it is important to understand the WTO. The WTO is not merel
a club of trading countries; it is a sweeping and specific set of rules on matters, suc
as subsidies, tariffs, and protection of intellectual property. In essence, the WTO is
a set of rules on how to conduct a market economy.

The central problem is that China has neither a rules based country, nor a true
market economy. The former head of the Chinese Peoples’ Congress is fond of say-
ing, “China is a country of strong leaders, not strong laws.” This lack of a rule of
law has a direct impact on U.S. concerns ranging from human rights to trade.

The United States has concluded a number of bilateral trade agreements with
China on matters ranging from intellectual property protection to market access.
Unfortunately, China has not fully complied with most of these agreements. In some
cases, Chinese ministries have endorsed policy plans that directly violate these
agreements by, for example, pursuing policies aimed at reducing imports through
import substitution.

n the agricultural sector, China has consistently refused to limit its sanitary and
phytosanitary restrictions on agricultural imports to those based on “sound science”
as it pledged to do in 1992. 8 has adversely affected U.S. agricultural exports
ranging from citrus fruit to wheat.

If China ignores relatively straightforward agreements on matters, such as agri-
culture and intellectual property protection, is it realistic to assume that a complex
multilateral agreement on services, investment, and other matters will be obeyed?

In a society in which policies are often set by informal, unpublished Ministry deci-
sions, how could complaints about Chinese trade practices be proven before a WTO
dispute settlement panel? )

jven that China has frequently ignored and even threatened to sanction coun-
tries that try to enforce multilateral agreements on human rights, is it realistic to
assume they will comply with an adverse WTO decision even if one is reached?

Historically, the United States has had some success in influencing Chinese trade
behavior by ti\reatening trade sanctions. As China is much aware, membership in
the WTO would Eeatl inhibit U.S. ability to impose unilateral sanctions. It may
be that Zhu and his followers are able to bring China further down the path to mar-
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ket i(moncnmics and that WT'O membership could help to influence China in this di-
rection.

It is at least equally possible, however, that a recession or change in Chinese lead-
ership will move China toward increased protectionism and that it would use WTO
membership to shield itself from the threat of trade sanctions.

Further, China’s WTO accession would have sweeping implications. The agree-
ment struck with China would immediately form the template for similar :;gree-
ments with othér countries seeking WTO membership, notably Russia. And if the
WTO proved unable to police China, the credibility of the WTO as a trade policeman
would be greatly undermined. The end result may even be destruction of the WT'O
and an increase in global protectionism,

It may be possible to overcome these problems and marry China with the WTO
by creating a transition period during which China phased in WTO discipline. In
order to enforce WTO provisions, the United States should retain the right to im-
pose unilateral canctions during the transition. Quantitative targets for China's im-
ports from WTO members and a special annual review process to judge China's
progress would also make an agreement more enforceable.

But such a transition mechanism could only be forged through long, hard negotia-
tions. A quick political deal in time for and April meeting is much more likely to
set back the cause of market reform and free trade in China, harm U.S. interests,
and undermine the world trading system.

Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to include a longer article by me on this subject
from the Weekly Standard in the hearing record.

Attachment.
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The China Trade

Membership in the World Trade Organization won’t liberalize
Beijing unless America insists on compliance with the rules.

By GREG MASTEL

be fight over the permanent extention of

most-fivored-aation trading status to Chias

is likely to be ooe of the hardeit- fought

congressional battles of 2000. Last week,

the admiaistration Launched & high-profile

campaign in favor of MFN for Chins; lebor is vigorously

sountering. But for all the lofty rhetoric, st its core, the

Issue is the prosaic one of the merits of the agreement

oegotiered between Washington sod Beljing last Novem-

ber, setting out the termy {or Chioe's accession to the

Worid Trade Ozganization.

1 this agreement is sound and caforcesdle, it is likely

10 encoursge reform io China and vindics:e & policy of

eagagement. If it is faulty oc simply uneaforceable, it is

unlikely to spur positive ckaoge. Thus, before election-

yeas bombast swanps the discussion, it is imporieat to

reach 8 sober evalustion of the proposed agreemeot and
-05China's record of compliance with rocent trade deals.

¥ T PTO Accession Agreement Trace agieements are
by nsture cormpzomises, sad this oae is no exceplion.
Unquestionably, some provisions could be improved.
Chinese teriffs could be lowered beyond the 17 percent
Beijiog has agreed to. Foreign telecommunications Srms
and baaks could be granted more leeway to operate in
Chica. Subsequent negotinzions berween Chins sad other
WTO members may improve the terms on these and oth-
er issues.

On paper, however, the November deal has quite a lot
to recommend it. Chins docs agree to sigaificact earifl
cuts. It promiset substantia) new market sccess for agti-
cultural products. And it assures U.S, banks and insur-
sace firms dnsiderably incressed sccess to Chinese con-
Sumess.

Already, bowever, Chiacse press reports indicate that
Beiiing may not plan 1o full) the agricultara) provisions
of the agreemcent. Iuis o familias song. An examinstion of
the four secent major crade deals the United States has

Greg Masxl s irector of the Global Economic Policy Project as due
New America Found:ztica

struck with China sbows that complisnce is & chropic
problem.

Y Intellecoual Propeny, 1992. One of the best-kaown
sgreements betweea the United States and Chins mems to
protect patented, copyrighiet, and usdenarked matenal.
Tbe United Stares has sougbt improvemeat in this sres
frora Chins for many yesrs. After thresteniog sanctions,
the Bush administration convinced Chica to undertake s
sweepiog update of its law, which brought Chipa's intel-
Jectual propesty protection repime Jasgely fnto conformi-
ty with Western norms.

But these legal changes bad litde discernible effect.
Chinese pirscy of music recordicgs, computet prograny,
s0d Slms grew st an alarming rete st Jeast through the
mid-1990s. Movies and computes prograsms made by Chi-
pese pirstes turoed up a3 fur sway a3 Capads and Eastero
Europe.

Afier trying 0 sddress marters through quict consults-
tioss, tte Clintop administration threstened to impoxe
trade saactions in 1993. As the deadline spproached, Chi
84 agreed 10 step up enforcement. A year later, bowevet,
lirde had impreved. Ooce aguis, the Clinios adminitica-
tioc threstezed sanctions. After much complaios, the
Chinesc agreed 10 8 far more specific enforcement regime.

Under consisient pressure from the United Stazes, Chi-
28 has regulurly produced records of pirste operations it
bas shut down and invited the press to waich steamrollers
crush pirated CDs. Although these aciioos show some
effort ;0 atack piracy, they also prove that it continues
Despite tke limited success of American efforts, the
affecred USS. industries estimate that theis Josses to piracy
todsy are greater than they were whea the subiect of
enforcement was raised in 1995,

Two points :eluting to eaforcement wacrant further
attention.

It is perfectly cleas that the families of leading Chinese
officials, provincial leaders, and cven the Chinese mili-
tary bave been involved in the piracy of intellectaal prop-
erty. Pitates 1eportedly set up facilities 1o make illegsl
CDs, for example, on People’s Liberatior Army bases, a3
s mesas of evadiog internal security police charged with
shutting down pirate operations. The theft of intellectual
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property, in otber words, has not been solely the province
of strest level crimioals. Elagnents of the Chinats govers.
meot bave participated.

. Second, sccording to fintdand reports, government
ainlsgies routioely {liegaby copy compuier software for
their use. Chinese officlals proeised 10 address this at-
tee in 1995, 1996, and March 1999, The persistence of ille-
s\ copying by government ministries calls ia1o question
the sincesity of China's comemitsaent to protect intellecty-
al propesty.

Both e privaie sector and the Cliaton admiaistsstion
bave made enforcement of this agreemment o priority for
the beties part of a decade. Yet glaring violstions remain.
Were it ot for the high-leve! American enforcement
¢eflon, there is 00 reason to belicve that Ching would bave
made muth et to keep the proraises it made in 1992.

Y Morks1 Accass, 1992, Unforrunately, othes trade agree-
epts bave not benefited from the sazae high-level com-
mitment 10 enforcement. The sweeping sgreement on
market acoess struck with China in 1992 is a case in
point.\

Through the euly 19905, China followed on
usabushedly protectionist policy, excluding many foreign
products with trade barriess. Threatening sanctioas simi-
lar 0 those used lates oo iswllectual property, the Bub
administretion successfully negotiated improved market
sccess for US. exports.

To i latest reports ob whe subject, the Cliaton admin-
istration states that China has "generally”™ fulfilled its
commitmeats. On some of the ensily verifiable points,
like elimination of formal basriers and lowesing of tariffs,
Chins does seem (0 bave impleraented the agreeweat. In
other areas, bowever, there bave beee obviows probleras
COhnly three will be discussed bere.

Firs:, China sgreed in 1992 1o eliminate import-substi-
tution policies. In the past, economic planners bad devel-
oped strutegies for replacing particular imports used in
the manufscrure of automobiles, pharmsceuticals, power-
genersting equipment, electronics, snd so forth, witk
domestic products. Time aod time agsin, the Chinese
governmeot has ignored this commitment.

Chins also agreed to phase out import licenses and pot
10 raise pew basriers. Shortly after phasing out import
licecses, bofever, Chins apnouaced new import regiroa-
tion zequiremeats for magy of the produsts previously
covered by licenses. And 8 number of other new barriers
on products ranging from eiectricity-genersting equip-
ment to pharmaceuticals have sprung up.

Finally, China agreed to make public all its laws and
regulations relevan: to foreign trade—s major change. As
a result, many Tade directives are now pudlicly availabie.
Yet, this elementary provision has pot been implemented

68

in s pumber of areas, including povernment procuremest
regalations.

These are unusbiguous violstoos of the 1992 markes-
sccess agreement. It is difficult 10 estimase beis econom-
I importance. Washington bas officially noted thetm over
s number of years, sad Reijing has offered peither denisl
Dot explanstion.

Oane obstacle to pursuing these marters, Clinton
sdmisistrstion trade officials asgue, is that other U.S
governaent agencies have otber priorities, end many pni-
vate companics oppose trade sanctions that could cox-
promise their busivess in Chins. I, bowever, sgency
indifference and private secior grumbling are sufficicot
to halt coforcement, it is doudtful that amy trade agrce-
menat, particulaly with s cousuy williog to intimidate
U.S. companies, will ever be enforced.

Y Bxnle Donsshipment. For decades, tade in textiles
104 apparel has been governed by the Mulu-Fiber Agree-
ment. Uader the MPA, importers snd exporters of tex-
tiles pegotiate what amount 10 quotss on textile impory
on 8 bilaweal basis. As the world's Largest textle exporter
and the world's largest texnle imposter, respectively, Chi-
08 a4 the United States concluded s oumber of bilateral
MFA sgreeoens.

For some years, there have beec reports of “transship.
mment” of textiles and apparel by Chinese entities: Chines
companies label textiles made io Chins s having origi
nsted esewhere, vsually Hong Kong or Macso, to avoi¢
MFA limits, Because transshipment is illegal, accurate
figures are not svailable, but s past U.S. Customs commis-
sioaer cstimated that wansshipmen: from Chios into the
U.S. market smounted 1o sbout $2 billion sonuslly. A
more recest U.S. Customs study noted that Chinese tex-
tile exports worth as much as $10 biltion were not ofE-
cially secoun:ed for, and much of this undoubtedly found
its way into the U.S. market.

The Customs Service has undertaken s number of
caforcement efforts, including reducing China's official
MFA quouss as s penalty for traosshipment. In 1997, Chi-
os acd the Unized States reached a four-yesr textile trade
agrecmeat that, among other things, suecgthened pensl.
ties snd reduced quotss in 14 apparel end fabric cate.
gories where there had been repeated instaaces of trans
shipment. Neverthetess, in May 1998, the U.S. trade rep-
resenutive and U.S. Customs brought an sction against
China uode: the sgreement, imposing $5 million in
charges oo texuies illegally traasshipped.

Each year, 8 list of companies involved in transship-
ment is released. On the most recent list, 23 of the 26
companies sssessed pepalties for illegsl transshipment
were from Chios, Hong Kong, or Macso. Despite such
eaforcement efforts, Chins continues to ignore the MFA.

Uinrue £ X
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4 Prison Lebor. China has an exiensive sysiem of prison
work camps that produce products ranging from sppirel
10 tools and machisery. Often, prison work forces are
Seased to peivate fireos %0 assernble or masufacrure variows
products. Under & 19301 US. law, it is {llegal w import
into the United States anythiog made with prison or
forced Laboe.

Oves he years, it bas beea sllcged st 8 pumber of
isports from China violated chis law. [n 1992, the Bush
sdmlalstrsdon conchuded o bilatersl agrecment o balt the
expornt of goods made with forced labor and to bold peri-
odic consultstions berween customs oficialy from boh
countries. ’

Despite the agreement, advocscy groups bave produced
evideace that various Chincet companies exporting to the
United States are involved ia prison Libor commerce,
products made with prison {sbor have beea imporeed into
the United States, and Chinese co.apanics are prepared 1o
export such products to the United States.

Becsuse it is hard to distioguish goods made by prisoa
Isbor from others, it 18 impossible 1o credibly estimate the
size of the problem. However, the State Depurument’s
most recent *Report oo Humaa Rights for Chins® fouad
‘that Chinese coopetation under the (992 sgreemcat bad
been “inadequate™ and that when complaints were
brought by the United States, “the Ministry of Justice
refused the request, ignored it, or simply denied the alle-
grtions made without fusther elaborstion.” The report
also notes that Chinese official have anempted unilateral-
ly to define Chinese work camps a3 not covered by the
1992 sgreement-—an interpretation that repders the agroe-
meo? virtually meaningless.

his review of the evidence shows that there bave been

serious enforcement problems with every recent
trade agreemeat with China. In some cases, the agree-
ments produced improvemeats in Chinese trsde practices,
but Beijing’s implementation still fell far short of the let-
ter and spirit of these pects. Without the extensive U.S.
colorcement effort on intellectual property, titde of the
progress that has been made would bave come about.

Chine's defenders ofien claim that its record is no
worse than thit of otber countries. Certainly, 8 sumber of
U.S. trading parmers appear to have chested on trade
agreements over the years. Japan is most often cited.

It is difficult, bowever, to find another trading partner
whose complisoce with every significant trede sgreement
has beea 30 deficient. Furthermore, difficultics go beyond
China's mere ignoring of provisioas offeasive to impor-
tsat domestic coastituencics. As Chincse lesders them-
selves concede, China lscks the rule of law, In the trade

arens, bis means that it is difficult or impossidle for Bei-

fing to direct policy changes that sctually blad China’s

diverse ministries, state-owned enterprises, and provincial
ts.

Unforcunately, the Wotld Trade Organistion is no
magicd wlutica Indeed, the WTO itself is 8 Law-based
iostitution. It is uacicar that it will be sble to police 8
couatry that Jperates without s stble, reliadle legal sys-
tem. Trade policies in China are often made in secret, lesv-
iog 00 papes trudl. [t may be Lopossible svea 1o document
the exlstence of objectionable Chinese trade practices,
much less win WTO rulings sgainst them.

T some, enforcement may steam o side issue. But nope
of the beoeBts ascnibed 1o Ching's asccession to the WTO
will be schieved without it. If China simply iguores the
tecmns of the WTO, as it has other agreemeats, 0ol oaly
will the beoefits vanish, but lastiog damnage will be doae o
the credibility of the WTO.

Furtbermore, no one knows how loag Chins will be
governed by telatively reform-minded leaders. Given ths
uncernintes of Chinese politics, a regirae led by the mili-
tary o¢ bardline elemcats could easily emerge. Suck 2
regime would pose enormous chalienges for WTO
calorcemeat, as well o8 00 maay other froats.

1a fact, Chins's membenship in the WTO will help
reformers like Zhu Roogii only if it enuils compliance.
Thus, an encrgetic cffort to enforce the WTO ia China is
the best contribution the United States could make to the
cause of reform. But American performance i this ares
inspires no confidence.

In light of Washington's weak and unpredicuble pat-
tern of enforcement and Chipa's poor record of compli-
ance, Congress should construct s vigorous enforcement
procedure. Thic could take the form of annual reviews
with 8 direct role for Congress, becked up by the promise
of trade sanctions. Such a mechanism sbould be made s
quid pro quo for permenent most-favored-nation trading
status for China. Without it, there are good grounds to
doubt that enforcement of the WTO will be a priority for
the United States.

In the coming months, this issue will be discussed in s
bighly politicized atumosphere. But our relstionship with
China will last beyond aext fall's electon. Even if, &3
scem likely, Chios joins the WTO this yess, bringing it
into compliance with the WTO's provisions will take
decades. Success will require the vigilance of Congresses
snd sdministrations for many years to come. J( his Con-
gress and this administeation can build a sturdy frame-
work for attending to thesc important issues, they will
perform a grest service (o future Congresses, future presi-
deoty, the cause of reform in Chins, and Americs 15 2
whole. ¢
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR PETER L. SCHER

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, it is a gleasure to appear before
you this mo with Under Secretary Eizenstat and Under Secre humacher
to discuss the trations efforts to provide greater access for U.S. agricultural
exxzrts in two key markets: China and the European Union (EU).

you know, I returned just last week from China—my second trip to China in
three weeks—where we were engaged in intensive negotiations over the agriculture
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{):r;iion of Chinn'ﬁﬂ‘&rt to {gln the w:il:‘tli 'l‘radle mwuw am:hI wgllbl; pleased
ve you an update on these negotiations. update the Subcommittee
on the biotechnology issue and our trade with the EU.

China and the are markets that are absolutely critical to the future of U.8.
agriculture. The EU is our third largest regional export market and China (includ-
ing Honk Kong) holds the number four position. Combined agricultural exports to
these two markets last year were $12.6 billion, or just over one-fith of the value
of total U.8. agricultural, fish and forestry exports.

Market access issues are critical for both countries. China's market potential is
vast. We are seeking substantial imé:mvemenu in market access as part of the WTO
accession negotiations. While the EU market is more mature and developed than

's, market access remains an important concern. The EU's Common cul-
tural Policy is an impediment to U.8. farm exports, and other U.S. agricultural com-
modities, such as beef and genetically engineered products, face considerable bar-
riers to access into the EU,

~ INTEGRATING CHINA INTO THE WORLD ECONOMY

Six gears ago, in his remarks to the first APEC Leaders Meeting in Seattle, Presi-
dent Clinton spoke of a Pacific Community that would grow in the next century and
fulfill the hopes of the region's people—for prosperity; for education and scientific

rogress; for health, environmental quality and the dignity of work; for the quest

or peace,

Cg?na is an integral part of the President's vision, a vision that greatly benefits
U.S. agriculture. A China that is a full, commercial member of the international
trading community means a market of greater opportunity for U.S, agriculture.

China is already the world's largest importer of soybean meal and soybean oil,
and the U.S. had record or near-record sales of both commodities to China last year,
China is also the world's largest producer and consumer of most meat products. But
trade accounts for a very small share of the livestock economy. Government policies
have severel}y limited the exposure to world markets. In the past decade, a strate
of grain self-sufficiency limited the growth of domestic livestock production, while
a strategy of meat self-sufficiency restricted imports of livestock products. Clearly,
uU.s. axézultum can benefit from more open grain and livestock markets in China.

Just as the Pacific community cannot prosper without a growing, deregulated
Japan, neither can it reach its full potential without an open and integrated China.
Consider how damagin% was China's economic isolation in the 1950’s and 1960's.
For nearly forty years, China's economy was almost entirely divorced from the out-
side world. The consequent loss of foreign markets and investment impoverished

hina at home, and meant that Asia’s largest nation had little stake in prosperity
and stability. Every Pacific nation felt the consequences not only in economics and
trade but in peace and security.

With a continuing commitment to reform within China, this has begun to change.,
The next century may see a China more fully inteérated into the modern world. A
China that helps ensure peace and security and a China that plays its rightful part
in buﬂdin%prosperity for its own people and its neighbors. Together with the inte-
gration of Russia, this is an opportunity which means as much for the next century
as the return of Germany and Japan fo the world economy meant for the postwar
era.

Very high formal and informal trade barriers are a co uence of China’s posi-
tion outside of the world trading system. For example, its agricultural standards are
based on bureaucratic fiat rather than science, and monopoly state trading enter-
prises can manirulate agricultural imports despite strong internal demand. Like-
wise, China's neighbors have only limited access to an economy which could be an
engine of growth today and in the future.

hina’s membership in the WTO, on commercially meaningful grounds, is in our
interest and in China’s. Broadly spea WTO ﬁnciples—transparency. openness,
public and enforceable commitments—will help China's (fovernment strengthen the
rule of law and create sustainable long-term growth, And the sreciﬁc market access
and other reforms WTO accession requires from China are no less than what other
&W’I‘O members—including many of the least developed countries—have already _
one.

Let me now address specifically my talks, and those of Ambassador Barshefsky,
with Chinese officials on greater integration of China into the world trading system.

We are beginning to see some progress in our negotiations on WTO accession, in-
cluding in the agricultural sector. Two weeks aqo, Ambassador Barshefsky met with
China’s senior eadershigﬂand those responsible for WTO accession. During those_.
meetings, China demonstrated a greater appreciation of what conatitutes a sammar.
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— clally meaningful ment for the United States, and in articular, for our -
cultural sector. e I cannot &into the details of thos% ongoing negotiatiatfr:,
clearly, China now understands that market access for agricultural products is es-
sential for any WTO accession agreement. Much more remains to be accomplished—
in agriculture, for industrial products, and in services. But we are now engaged in
a more substantial negotiation where the details have been and will be critical.
3 As t‘(;:’uut o‘f these ne t&a?om’t: lgﬁm‘g lﬁff t:’e:lk w‘i‘ith Chin%se }r(ﬂcla:‘si to d{:cuss
ow to resolve some of the lo n ateral sa an 8a sues
affecting our citrus, wheat, aﬁﬂ‘ meat exports. As mant;?;’ ou Enm, wetﬁ:{re been
tryinf to resolve these nettlesome issues for many years. We have repeatedly em-
has w&d ﬂtniat w:i ::rx;not ;ongludo agi m agioessig package r:’sm:c‘;tti r:isolut onko{
thma c 8sa and phytos arriers to our ex ) eving marke
access and reductions in tarlﬁ‘:o are meaningless if we ha\lr): not eliminated these
sanitary and %l;ytounitary restrictions,
While we have not resolved these outstanding issues, we have made more-
gx;ogmas in the last few weeks that in the last several years. But we are still far
m reaching what you and our agricultural groups would consider adequate. For
example, for wheat, the current ban on imports from the Pacific Northwest must
y removed so that we can ship wheat from that region to China. For citrus,
we must work out a protocol and work plan so that we can legally ship citrus to
China. As many of you know from dvour trips to China, our citrus products can be
found in nearly every food store and stall in China, largely the result of smu?gling.
For meat, the United States has one of the best meat inspection systems in the
world which should be the basis on which China should be able to allow imports
of U.S. meats, as other countries do.
Our negotiators are continuing to work to resolve these issues. We will continue
to be clear and resolute about all of the requirements China must meet in order
for it to join in the world trading community.

THE PROMISE OF BlOTEC!fNOLOGY

Mr. Chairman, I know that you and members of the Subcommittee are also keenly
follo developments in Euro concerning senetically modified organisms or
GMO’s. The future role of bio ology in world agricultural trade as well as the
fate of hundreds of millions of dollars in U.S, exports may well rest on how we and
the EU address this issue.

Not since the Green Revolution of the 1960's when high-yielding wheat and rice
varieties were developed that increased harvests in Asia by 2, 56 and even 10 fold
have technological advances had the potential to so affect world agricultural trade.
Agricultural products produced with biotechnology hold tremendous promise for U.S.
and global food producers and consumers. Biotec ology holds the key to achieving
global food security, establishing sustainable agricultural sectors in developing coun-
tries, meeting environmental concerns, and elping U.S. farmers and ranchers
maximize market returns.

But along with these opportunities we also face major challenges. While bio-

ology is generally accepted by consumers and governments in max;y overseas

kets, there is tremendous resistance in Europe, from consumers who fear for the

safety of their food, and from governments that have turned away from scientific
principles in evaluating biotechnology.

We of course respect any coun(:r;rst;y right to high standards for food safety and en-
vironmental protection; we also reserve that right to maintain the safety of the U.S.
food supply and the environment. We su port the :‘tght of tountries to maintain a
credible domestic regulatory structure with food s ety standards that are trans-
parent, based on scientific principles, and provide for a clear systemn of government
oversight process in a timely fashion for the products of biotechnology. Such a struc- -
ture is critical for the acceptance of these products in the global marketplace. But
we must ensure that consumer and policy debate about the safety and benefits of
biotechnology is one based on scientific principles and not fear and protectionism.

THE CHALLENGE OF EUROPE

Many of our tradlnf partners recognize the benefits of biotechnology, and we are
developing in ingly close ties at the technical level, for example, with Canada.
Nonetheless, we face a tremendous challenge in Europe.

The EU is still struggling to decide what re julatory system to have in place. Un-
fortunately, the EU has rienced complica factors that have made the whole
regulatory process unusually difficult. The public lack of confidence in scientific
judgments started with the outbreak of bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) or
mad-cow disease, which undermined public trust in food safety. lack of trust
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grew as groups opposed to biotech products succeeded in arousing consumer fears,

ringing pressure to bear on European politicians. All this was compounded by the

lack of an established institutional review process at the EU level that could provide

a I::tter foundation for public assurance and confidence in the safety of these prod-

ucts.

The abundant scientific evidence on biotechnology makes the problems we are
luwingS with the EU on this issue all the more frustrating. We have rereatedl told
EU officials at the highest levels of the need for a workable and timely regulatory
system for the products of biotechnology.

Nor are we are alone in our frustration. The Transatlantic Business Dir'ogue—
a group of U.8. and European businesses-has on more than one occasion expressed
concern over the EU's slow regulatory process and offered recommendations on how
to improve the process. We have also seen concern in Canada over the length of
time it takes for the EU to aprmve genetically-modified canola varieties.

While we have to date avoided serious interruptions of our farm trade with Eu-
rope, most recently last summer following intervention by the President and Vice
President with their counterparts in the French Government, the problem of an in-
adequate regulatory process remains, and with it the lack of a solid bage from which
to build and maintain consumer confidence in the products of biotechnology.

We face two compelling and complicated problems in Europe: the effective collapse
of the EU's regulatory process for new genetically engineered plants and an incom-

lete and unworkable food labeling regulation for fi containing genetically modi-

ed corn and soybeans.

The EU Ap{:roval Process. It has been nearly one year sincé a plant variety glro-
duced through biotechnology has passed through the EU’s approval process—called
the 90/220 process. On its face, the 80/220 regulation lays out a sﬁdﬁc approval
process for the environmental release of new GMOs. The process begins with ap-
rroval in an EU member state, followed by a scientific review at the Community

evel in Brussels and concluding with a time-specific period for all member states
to raise scientific concerns or questions prior to a vote by all member states.

In practice, the 90/220 process has proven to be susceptible to political inter-
ference, non-transparent and virtually endless in duration. Scientific reviews that
take months in the- United States are measured in years under 90/220. Member
states have increasingly acted outside of the 90/220 procedures, most recently just
last month when the original sponsoring member state for two GMO varieties of cot-
ton failed to vote in favor of 1 EU appruval because of concerns outside of the
90/220 process. There is now a significant number of member states that are effec-
tively unable to participate in the 90/220 process due to a variety of reasons.

The European Commission recognizes the difficulties with 90/220, and has pro-
posed amendments to improve the process. However, it is likely that these amend-
ments will take up to two years or more to be adopted.

Our Foal is not to set the rules for the EU, but rather to insist on a process that
is timely, transparent, and based on science.

Labeling. We are likewise ve concerned, as are many U.S, ex?orters, about EU
{:fulations adopted this past tember which require the labe of foods con-

ning GMO corn or soybeans. These regulations focus on how a food was produced
rather than on whether the use of biotechnology has changed its quality, safety or

nutritional composition. .

The costs to Srodueers and consumers of labeling regulations that are confusing,
impractical, and time consuming will be immense as will be the potential for ongo-
ing trade disputes and disruption. , we have communicated our position clear-
hy and directly to EU officials and within the WTO, where we have presented

etailed written comments to the Committee on Technical Barriers to Trade.

The European Commission is still the gaps of its labeling regulation as re-
ards testing procedures, de minimus levels and product exemptions. We expect the
Eommisaion to tglubliah amendments shortly to the labeling regulation, and we will ~
work closely with U.S. exporters in reviewing these amendments. .

It is obvious that U.S. agriculture cannot sit back and wait for a potitive turn
of events in Europe. Last month the first meeting of the U.S.-EU iotechnolo?:l
Group under the umbrella of the Transatlantic Economic Partnershig was held in
Was n. We intend to use the Biotechnology Group to identify and address reg-
ulatory issues that are limiting trade in the agricultural products of biotechnology.

At the meeting, the United States proposed a pilot project for the simultaneous ap-
lication for environmental approval of a genetically engineered plant variety in the
nited States and an EU member state. hope is, of course, to 8 up the ap-

proval process in Europe through increased contacts between regulators. Our xiro-

posal is based on u similar agreement between USDA/APHIS and the Canadian
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Food Inape:ﬂ:;oﬁmcy. We are awaiting a response from the European Commis-
this

aioa' to our pro . ting to raise

(] mee to our very strong concerns about the general in-
adequacy of the 90/220 process and the uredﬂc actions taken b :;omgee member
states that we believe lie clearly outside of the procedures of 20. Commission
representatives were aware of these concerns, have received similar complaints
from the blotechnol:geindust:ry in Europe. We are hopeful that the Commission will
act to influence member state actions. But we realize that if successful, this will be
onl{l: short-term and we will continue to push for fundamental improvements
in the EU's biotechno og regulatory process.

‘(l);:rf mmag:d to tihigc U andl our 0&}“2&?&8: artners mn% oga\cha?ntged: we
m ‘ocus on scien principles as the epost in n safety.

We also realize that as long as attention on both simf the Atlantic is centered
on a ypoli y debate over food safety and science, we threaten not only
today’s bilateral trade levels and the promise of future trade liberalization, but also
the availability of an abundant and safe food sl:f‘plg for a growing world population.

Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer the Subcommittee's questions at this

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AUGUST SCHUMACHER, JR.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, it is a pleasure to appear before
you with Ambassador Peter Scher of the U.S. Trade Representative’s (USTR) office
and Under Secretary of State Stuart Eizenstat to review U.S. trade relations with
the European Union (EU) and China.

EUROPEAN UNION

The 15 countries of the European Union make up the world's largest multi-nation
trading bloc. With a population of 350 million affluent consumers, it is one of the
world's most important markets. While our relationship with the EU is not without
friction—our list of trade issues with the EU is quite extensive—b:lateral agricul-
tural mtumde between the United States and the EU averages more than $18 billion
annually.

Althm:ﬁlex the bilateral balance of trade in these products still favors the United
States, gap is narrowing. U.8. imports of EU agricultural, fish and forestr{
Broducts have risen every year for the past five years with imports totaling $7.9 bil-

on in fiscal year (FY) 1998, lt?xe 30 percent from FY 1993. U.S. exports also have
increased from $8.3 billion in 1993 to $10 billion in FY 1998. Soybeans and soy-
bean meal and oil make up nearly a quarter of total U.S. agricultural exports to
the EU, with sales of $2.3 billion in 1998. Other leadm exports include feeds
end fodders ($650 million), tree nuts ($644 million), hardwood lumber ($519 million)
and processed fruits and vegetables ($355 million). In contrast, high valued and con-
sumer oriented foods make up 70 percent of U.S. imports of European agricultural

roducts. Leading the way is wine and beer with imports of $2.3 billion in FY 1998
ollowed by cheese and other dairy products ($646 million), snack foods including
chocolate ($630 million), and processed fruits and vegetables ($405 million).

The EU is second oniy to the United States as an exporter of agricultural, fish-
eries and forest products. The EU’s agricultural policy, characterized by high inter-
nal price supports, import restrictions and export subsidies, is a frequent cause of
tension between the United States and the EU.

Agenda 2000

The EU's Common Agricultural Policy affects every exporting and importing coun-
trﬁ. The CAP is drag us all down. It costs a fortune-some 50 percent of total
EU expenditures. The CAP has perverse effects on trade, forcing the EU to use ex-
port subsidies to move product overseas and also restrict imports. It presents a
major stumbling block to negoti(% the next multilateral trade agreement through
the World Trade Organization ).

Just last week, the EU Agricultural Ministers voted on reform of the Common Ag-
ricultural Policy. That vote was a disappointment not only to the United States, but
to all other cultural producing nations as well.

The Ministers had an opportunity to make much-needed reforms to their farm
policy. This disappointing result makes it even more important that we strive for

nuine reform in the upcoming round of multilateral trade negotiations under the

What the Ministers agreed upon is not much more than maintaining the status
quo. For example, it appears there will be no reform of dairy policies for several
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years and intervention price cuts are modest at beet. The failure to act boldly raises
serious concerns that the EU will continue to use export subsidies to compete un-
fairly in world markets.

At this point in the process, the EU still has the opportunity to embrace a more
market-oriented farm policy. The more market orientation nda 2000 b to
Europe, the better it will serve Europe and the world. The United States belleves
that the key to restoring farm incomes is not maintaining trade-distorting produc-
tion subsidies and the accompanying trade barriers, but creating productive, com-
petitive farm sectors with access to foreign markets.

Accessions to the EU

We are also following accessions by Central and East European countries to the
EU. While past EU accessions of other countries, such as Cpain, Greece, and Por-
tugal, have been economically bzaneficial to those countries and contributed to Euro-
pean Yolltical and economic stability, we remain concerned that EU enlargement
could limit U.S. trade potential, and we will seek assurance that our farmers will
have continued access to markets in an expanded EU.

EU Restrictions on Beef Imports

Three issues have dominated our discussions v/ith the EU in recent years. I call
these the “three B's"—beef, biotech, and bananas. EU rules regarding imports of
beef and bananas have been the subject of two very important \6’1‘0 dispute settle-
ment body decisions which raise a fundamental question: Are nations going to live
by the rules-based system that we agreed to under the Uruguay Round, and which
today is the foundation of our world trading system?

The WTO ruled in favor of the United States—in the original panel decisions and
on appeal—in both the beef hormone case and the dispute over bananas. In the case
of bananas, we disagree as to whether the EU has taken sufficient steps to corgiy
with the WTO decision. While I will defer to Ambassador Scher and Under -
gst«ary Eizenstat on bananas, I would like to give you some background on the beef

ue.

The Uruguay Round Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures estab-
lished new obbygations and principles for members of the WTO to base their sanita
and phytosanitary measures on science. In maintaining its unscientific ban, the E
does nothing to further the objective of\rmtecting public health, but instead under-
mines the W'I‘O Sanitary and Phytosanitary Agreement and invites other countries
to renege on their international obligations.

U.S. beef is safe. The United States has an extensive regulatory control system
to ensure the proper use of these hormones. The U.S. system includes comprehen-
sive food safety standards that are based on sound, internationally recoﬁnized sci-
entific criteria. The Food and Drug Administration and USDA work together to pro-
gde tc(imzurnem with a safe food product by ensuring the proper use of hormones

cattle.

The United States has approved six hormones for use in fattening cattle. The
three natural hormones (estradiol, progesterone, and testosterone) occur naturally
in all humans and in all food animals, and in many daily food products. The three
:ﬂnthetic hormones (zeranol, trenbolone acetate, and melengestrol acetate) mimic

e growth promoting effects of the natural hormones. As fattening agents, these
hormones have several economic, health and environmental benefits: the resulting
beef is leaner; less feed is needed to produce the same amount of meat;, and animals
produce less waste.

The international community has been studying the use of thh J)romotants in
cattle for decades and has concluded that these approved and licensed products are
safe when used in accordance with good veterinary practice. Both the EU Lamming
Committee and 1995 EU Conference on Growth Promotants concluded that there
was no public health risk from consuming beef from hormone-treated animals. All
gix approved hormones have been used without negative effects on public health in
the United States and many other countries for decades.

The United States is increasingly concerned that the EU shows no visible signs
of taking even the first steps to come into compliance—to remove the ban—and yet
the May 13 deadline for compliance is fast a proachin&. If we are to avoid another
direct confrontation as in the banana case, then the EU must demonstrate soon its
commitment to removing the ban. "

EU Biotechnology Approval Process and Labeling

The third issue I mentioned, access for products derived using modern methods
of biotechnology, has not been addressed in the WTO context, but is equally impor-
tant.
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The world’s farmers and ranchers face two difficult challenges at the dawn of the
21st century: first, to grow more food at lower cost, higher quality, and ter vari-
ety than ever before; and second, to produce this abundance on a shrinking natural
resource base amid gro concerns about the effect of agricultural practices on the
environment. Many countries, inclu the United States, are wo vigorously
on technological improvements to meet the need for food and fiber in the coming

years.

U.8. Federal regulatory policy recognizes that safety is the paramount concern
with any technology or production process. In 1986, we established a framework for
regulating biotechnorl:Sr. It is a system designed to carefully evaluate products for
risks to human, animal, and plant health, aud risks to environmental safety. Prod-
uct approvals are grounded in rous scientific assessments so that the rnisks are
addressed before products reach the market.

The U.S. regulatory process is an cl'Pen and public process. The Federal agencies
responsible for these products have all held open public meetings with scientific ad-
visory panels when develo their overall framework and when reviewing specific
products. Each agency ma&ta ns a web site so that the public can see exactly which
products are under review. Unfortunately, other countries have not matched their
scientific advances with the necess. Fo cy and regulatpry adjustments. This is the
case in the EU. We recognize the :i?b of all countries th review the safety of these
products. However, we remain very concerned about thg ad hoc nature of the EU
approval process and EU delays—for purely political reasbns—in granting approvals
for biotec mrmduct.e.

U.8. products from biotechnolo?' face increasing barriers in the EU market. Our

roblems are primarily two-fold: delays in product approval and burdensome label-

le in the United States, on average, a company can secure final regulatory ap-

&ir:val for a product of biotechnology within 9 months of a company’s submission;

average EU approval takes 18 to 24 months. The EU arproval process has been

mll‘ema ¢ from the beginning. Political pressure to block products from bio-

ology has increased in a number of EU countries and member state objections

to individual products have become the norm. As a result, this slow process has
ground to a halt.

With the exception of two carnation varieties, no new biotech product has been
approved by the Commission since March 1998. Even after EU scientific committee
approval of products, member states like France have held ug the approval of corn
varieties for 8 months, effectively blocking the export of U.S. corn to the EU for
most of 1998. As a result, U.S. corn growers lost $200 million in export sales in
1998, and face similar losses in 1999,

Implementation of the EU’s novel food legislation in 1998 is adding to the slow-
down. This legislation contains labeling regulations that have added to the confu-
sion. On September 3, 1998, the EU implemented mandatory labeling on foods con-
minimenetically modified corn and soybeans. However, details still have not been
provided to food processors as to how the regulation will be implemented: companies
still do not know which products will be exempt, testing procedures for detecting
products from biotechnology, or de minimus levels. Even companies that are trying
to egﬁ?x‘t products that are not genetically engineered are having problems. Since
the has not established clear testing procedures or de minimus levels, companies
cannot demonstrate that their products are not bioengineered.

The United States has raised concerns about the EU's labelinngolicy to the EU
Commission and in the World Trade Organization’s Technical Barriers to Trade
Committee. The United States has questioned the scientific basis of a number of
these issues with the EU and finds many aspects of the labeling regulation ambig-
uous and impractical.

Furthermore, the EU Parliament has recently proposed amendments to relevant
EU legislation that, if adopted, could threaten any future approvals. These amend-
ments might put so many restrictions on the import of goods containing biotech
products, that agricultural products from the United States and other countries
could be severely restricted. This could threaten EU biotech investment, develop-
ment, antid1 néal;keting of biotech products, sharply restricting U.S. agricultural ex-

rts to the EU.
poWe continue to encourage the EU to evaluate geneticall[\;lfmodiﬁed roducts using
scientifically based analysis and to keep U.S. exporters informed of developments
in the EU to help ensure that there is no disruption of trade. In addition, we use
every opportunity to educate EU officials and others about the-U.S, NMW roc-
ess ang product safety. Our cultural counselors and attaches 8 these

‘issues on a nearly daily basis with their counwr%%rts with regulators, the media,
and consumer groups throughout Europe. USDA o cials have met with EU member
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state regulators, given sPeechu at numerous European conferences, and even testi-
fied before the é#ﬁﬁh ouse of Lords. We have im?iebed groups of European decision

makers, government officials, scientists, and journalists to come to the United
States to meet with government officials, farmers who use the technology, company
representatives who develop the products, and commodity buyers and sellers along
the food handling process. In this way, Ffuropeans can see for themselves how we
regulnte products from biotechnology, how broadly the technology has spread in the
United States and why segregation of products from biotechnology from non-biotech
products would be unnecessary, difficult, and expensive.

For the future, approval of products from biotechnology was one area identified
under the Transatlantic Economic Partnership (TEP) process that could be improved
through ater cooperation between EU and U.S. regulatory ag:ncies. TEP
Biotec orking Group met for the first time on February 11 to begin discussing
terns of reference for a pilot project that would lead to a comparison and, where

ssible, harmonization, of certain aspects of U.S. and EU member country regu-
atory review processes for transgenic plants.

CHINA

Ambassador Scher has brought gou up-to-date on the progress of our talks with
China over its WTO accession. USDA, as a member of the inter-agency team, is
working closely with USTR on this accession.

China is an important market for U.S. agriculture—both as a customer and a
competitor. Last year, Greater China (China and Hong Kong) purchased $3.3 billion
in agricultural, fish, and forest products from the United States. Chinese demand
for U.S. poultry, meat and produce is high, and China has become a major market
for U.S. soybeans, oil, and meal. The United States imported about $1.68 billion in
agricultural, fish, and forest products from China, with forest products and fish ac-
counting for nearly half of the total. In addition, China is a major competitor in the
world markets, especially for bulk commodities. For examnle, in recent months
China has been a major exporter of corn.

Economic reforms in China, combined with a broad-based financial recovery in
Asia, could trigger much more rapid growth in demand as a result of rising incomes,
a growing middle class, and changing diets. In fact, Chinese leaders recently an-
nounced their plans for reform in 1999. The government is planning for 7 percent
growth, compared to 7.8 percent last year.

However, future trends in China’s agricultural trade remain aomethilg of a ques-
tion mark, but a very important question mark in the global outlook. Current pro-
jections indicate only modest growth in China’s import demand for most bulk com-
modities, as well as significant potential for boosting Chinese crop yields.

Making long-term &rojections of China's a tural production and trade re-
mains notoriously difficult. Frequent gglicy changes, lack of good data, and the
sheer size of its economy make China the wild card in the international trade out-
look. However, we must continue to ensure that U.S. agriculture is well-positioned
to take advantage of the many trade o Kgrtunities in the Chinese market.
i'l‘hia concludes my statement, Mr. irman. I will be glad to answer any ques-
tions.
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STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL BARLEY GROWERS ASSOCIATION

The National Barley Growers Association applauds the Subcommittee’s inquiry
into trading practices of two of this country’s most important trading partners,
China and the European Union. Given the population and economic growth levels
of these two countries, we would normally expect both to be powntiaﬁ;ogood mar-
keta for US grain exports. But, in fact, they are competitors rather than significant
buyers because of numerous market access barriers, domestic production subsidies
and export incentives.

The National Barley Growers Association has submitted a detailed Barley Trade
Policy Action Plan to the Administration listing numerous concerns we have with
the trading practices of both China and the European Union. We include the rel-
evant issues here so that the Subcommittee will better understand the challenges
we face in maintaining a competitive US barley industry.

CHINA

Market Access—China is the world's leading importer of malting barley, but has
not purchased US malting barley since 1995 because it maintains an unjustified ban
against US wheat and barley containing TCK smut disease.’ Although TCK is not
a disease that affects barley, barley kernels can pick up spores during storage and
trammrtation. This ban is not based on sound science as documented in a TCK .
Pest Risk Assessment completed by the US Department of Agriculture in 1998. This -
document was formally presented to Chinese officials nearly a year ago, but they
have get to officially acknowledge its conclusive findings and take action to end
their 26 year ban on wheat and barley grown :n the Western US. The Chinese Gov-
ernment should address this TCK ban immediately. Prohibitively high import tariffs
on malt that protect their inefficient domestic producers also must be addressed.

Accession—NBGA supports China’s accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion if the following conditions are met:

(1) Elimination of the current zero tolerance TCK standards that prohibit import
of most US wheat and barley; - ~———

(2) China is admitted as a developed country, not as a developing country, as it
has insisted in the past;

(3) The role of state trading enterprises is fully clarified and a portion of trade
is reserved for the emerging Frivate sector; and

(4) China adheres to all of the disciplines and obligations inherent in WTO that
would r:‘?uire significant reforms of its agricultural sector, including implementa-
tion of minimum access for imported products, transparency, and conversion of im-
port quotas to tariff-rate quotas. '

Most importantly, we feel that WTO accession should not be approved on the
basis of promised reforms, but on actual concessions that will create long-term mar-
ket access opportunities for US grain products.

EUROPEAN UNION

Export Subsidies—In May of 1998 heavily subsidized barleﬁlafrom the European
Union was shipped to the United States for the first time in tory, causing a se-
vere market impact in this country’s largest barle{;ffeedin? area. European traders
sold 1.4 million bushels of Finnish barley to a California feed mill carrying a sub-
sidy of $51 per metric ton or $1.11 a bushel. This sale immediately depressed local
feed barley prices by at least-24 cents per bushel and continued to depress prices
in the California feed market for at least nine months. This occurred at a time that
US barley producers were already suffering from low world prices—prices that were
being driven lower by the overall increase in EU export subsidies.

(67)
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Although the EU government has unofficially stopped the use of export subsidies
on barley destined to North American markets, we must insist in the short-term,
until a new WTO agreement can be negotiated, that the EU adopts a Pollc svecifi-
cally delisting the United States as an eligibie destination for subs dh.eg grains,
Over the long-term, we must seek to eliminate all export subsidies in agricultural
trade, including defacto subsidies used by state tradinf entar{)rises.

In the current marksting year (June 1998—May 1999), the EU has subsidized
more than 6 million metric tons of barley onto the world market, at rates as high
as 49 to 81 dollars ger metric ton—a subsidy rate exceeding barley prices in many
parts of the United States. This level compares with only 1.0 MM apf)roved a year
?go,iand w‘t l:now how distorting last year's subsidies were, particularly in the Cali-
ornia market.

Zero-for-Zero—The NBGA recently endorsed a zero-for-zero negotiating position in
upcoming multilateral trade talks that calls for the total elimination of all export
subsidies, tariffs and non-tariff barriers for world barley and malt trade. This pack-
age also insists that importing and exporting state trading enbo?rises operatlnga.

thin the barley and malt sectors lose their monopol{ E:wers and operate at ris
in the marketplace. We are working within a growing international coalition of bar-
ley producers, traders and processors in hopes that private sector cooperation will

. accelerate multilatera action.

Agenda 2000 CAP Reform—We oppose continued EU domestic support programs
that clearly distort trade. Instead of reducing high domestic su&pona, proposed CAP
reforms instead provide a higher level of support and continue to encourage un-
realistically high production levels that cannot be supported by world demand fun-
damentals. Meanwhile, the US has seen its market share cut in half and efficient
US producers equeeze(‘ by current prices that are below their cost of production, If
the EU continues to provide high guaranteed prices then they also must use higher

acreage controls to prevent further surplus production. Unfortunately, the latest
version of CAP reform would eliminate setasides after the 2000-2001 crop year.
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