
United States General Accounting: Office I-RU”~~ & 

Testimony 
Before the Subcommittee on Economic Policy, Trade and 
Environment, Committee on Foreign Affairs,-House of 
Representatives 

For Release on Delivery 
Expected at U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
1O:W am., EST 
Ihmrday, 
March 25.1993 AGRICULTURE - 

Improvements Needed in 
Market Promotion Program 

Statement of Allan I. Mendelowitz, Director 
Fiiancial Institutions and International Trade 
General Government Division 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE: 
IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN THE MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM 

SUMMARY STATEMENT BY ALLAN I. MENDELOWITZ, DIRECTOR 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

-GENERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION 

The Market Promotion Program (MPP) was created to encourage exports 
of U.S. agricultural products. It focuses primarily on high-value 
products such as fruits, nuts, and processed products and give8 
priority to products adversely affected by unfair foreign trade 
practices. From fiscal year 1986 through fiscal year 1993, over 
$1.25 billion has been authorized for MPP and its predecessor, the 
Targeted Export Assistance program. 

MPP operates through about 65 not-for-profit associations that 
either run market promotion programs themselves or pass the funds 
along to private sector companies to spend on their own market 
promotion efforts. About 60 percent of all program activities 
involve generic promotions, with the remaining 40 percent spent for 
*'branded" (brand-name) promotions. 

GAO believes that there are problems in the operation of the 
program. The MPP's goals of encouraging the development, 
maintenance, and expansion of agricultural exports are broad enough 
to justify program support under any market situation. The Foreign 
Agricultural Service (FAS), which administers MPP, uses a number of 
factors to allocate MPP funds among the various eligible 
applicants. However, GAO believes that the current funding process 
fbk MPP does not address a number of important factors. 
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FAS currently has no way of assuring that money provided 
under the program is supporting additional promotional 
activities rather than simply replacing funds that would 
have been spent anyway. 

FAS lacks criteria regarding the length of time 
participants can remain in the program or the circumstances 
under which beneficiaries should graduate from the program. 

FAS has not focused on the issue of the participation of 
foreign companies, and the desired distribution of program 
funds to firms of various sizes. 

FAS lacks the data to fully apply its own criteria for 
allocating program funds. 

FAS is currently evaluating MPP in response to a directive from 
Congress. However, methodological obstacles make it very difficult 
to establish a causal link between MPP activities and increased 
exports. 



Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Department of 

Agriculture's Market Promotion Program (MPP). From fiscal year 

1986 through fiscal year 1993, over $1.25 billion has been 

authorized for MPP and its predecessor, the Targeted Export 

Assistance (TEA) program. I will address the historical 

development of the program and its management and operations. I 

will also highlight several important program-related issues that 

need to be addressed by Congress and the Department of Agriculture 

to improve the program. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1985, to reverse the decline in U.S. agricultural exports and to 

counter the negative effects on U.S. exports of unfair foreign 

trade practices, the Food Security Act (P.L. 99-198) authorized the 

TEA program. The TKA program provided funds to support market 

development activities for commodities adversely affected by unfair 

foreign trade practices. 

In 1990, the TKA program was replaced by MPP, which was authorized 

by the Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 (P.L. 

101-624). MPP is administered by the Department of Agriculture's 

Foreign Agricultural Service (PAS). MPP helps finance overseas 

promotional activities for U.S. agricultural products. MPP, like 

its predecessor, was created to develop, maintain, and expand U.S. 
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agricultural exports. However, MPP gives priority to, but unlike 

the TEA program does not limit participation to, commodities 

adversely affected by unfair foreign trade practices. 

Eighty percent of MPP funds are used to promote high-value 

agricultural products (HVP), which constitute an increasing portion 

of world agricultural trade.' High-value products have increased 

as a percentage of world agricultural exports from 66 percent in 

1962 to 75 percent in 1990. In 1990, the United States exported 

$25 billion in high-value agricultural products, as compared to the 

European Community (EC) countries, which exported $3Y billion 

(excluding intra-EC trade). 

MPP provides funding primarily for consumer-related promotions of 

high-value generic and brand-name products. Generic activities 

involve the efforts of not-for-profit organizations to increase the 

total market for their commodities with no emphasis on a particular 

brand. Brand-name activities help private firms establish consumer 

loyalty to a particular brand. 

'High-value agricultural products include a wide variety of items, 
most of which have value added to their original state through 
specialized handling, transportation, marketing, processing, or 
packaging. Hvprrr are generally classified into three groups: semi- 
proceaaed product8 (e.g. flour, oilseed meal, and animal fats); 
highly processed consumer-oriented products (e.g., processed meats 
and dairy products); 
products (e.g, 

and high-value unprocessed consumer-oriented 
fresh fruit, eggs, and nuts). Bulk commodities, 

which are raw agricultural products, have little value added after 
they leave the farm gate besides relatively uncomplicated 
transportation and handling costs. 
are wheat, corn, 

Some typical bulk commodities 
rice, oilseeds, raw tobacco, and raw cotton. 
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WPP operates through about 65 not-for-profit associations that 

either run market promotion programs themselves or pass the funds 

along to private sector companies to spend on their own market 

promotion efforts. -When associations pass funds along to private 

corporations, it is the associations, operating under interim 

program regulations, that determine which companies receive funds 

and how much they receive. About 69 percent of all program 

activities now support generic promotions, with the remaining 40 

percent funding "branded" (brand-name) promotions. The majority of 

MPP funds are spent on promotions in Western Europe, Japan, and 

Pacific Rim countries. 

MPP now operates on a cost-sharing basis with its participants. 

Under the current WPP interim regulations, participants must 

contribute a minimum of 5 percent of their own resources for 

generic promotions; previou8ly, they were encouraged, but not 

required, to contribute. For brand-name activities, private firms 

are generally reimbursed not more than 50 percent of their eligible 

expenaes.2 

2Private firms could receive more than 500percent reimbursement if 
(1) the commodity being promoted had a favorable decision by the 
U.S. Trade Reprerentative under Section 301 of the 1974 Trade Act 
and the U.S. Trade Representative has not terminated action taken 
as a result of such favorable decision; and (2) the commercial 
entity was reimbursed at more than 50 percent for eligible expenses 
under the TEA program during fiercal year 1990 with the 
reimbursement rate being phared down, beginning with fiscal year 
1991, to a level of 50 percent by fiscal year 1995. 

3 



Fundins History 

The Food Security Improvements Act of 1986 authorized annual 

funding for MPP at a minimum level of $110 million for fiscal years 

1986 through 1988 and $325 million for 1989 and 1990. Our May 1988 

report on the program identified a number of management weaknesses 

and expressed concern that an increase in funding for the program 

from $110 million to $325 million for fiscal years 1989 and 1990 

would exacerbate existing management problems. The House and 

Senate Appropriations Committees reduced authorized funding to $200 

million annually for fiscal years 1989 and 1990. Fiscal years 1991 

and 1992 MPP allocations were also $200 million. Due to continued 

concerns about the operation of the program, Congress reduced 

firrcal year 1993 funding to $147.7 million. 

The amount of promotional funds provided to individual participants 

has been substantial. Appendix I contains the funding provided to 

not-for-profit associations. Appendix If provides a listing of 

I participants who received cumulative amounts in excess of $1 

j million to promote brand-name products. 

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ADDRESSING 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATXON 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 contained 

a number of provisions directed toward improving MPP 

4 



administration. Related congressional hearings indicated that 

Congress intended that assistance be provided on the basis of merit 

and on the potential for real market growth. It also intended that 

marketing plans and-evaluation be improved. 

The act detailed conditions under which assistance could be 

terminated, and placed specific requirements upon the Secretary of 

Agriculture. The Secretary of Agriculture was required to issue 

program regulations that specified the criteria used to evaluate 

and approve MPP proposals. The Secretary was also required to (1) 

review each MPP recipient within 15 months after the initial 

provision of funds to the recipient, (2) evaluate the effectiveness 

of the program in developing or maintaining markets for U.S. 

agricultural commodities, 'and (3) determine whether assistance is 

necessary to maintain such markets. 

The act also placed specific administrative requirements upon 

~ program participants. Participants were required to submit 

marketing plans describing the activities to be carried out and. 

containing specific market goals. 

MPP INTERIM REGULATIONS 

FAS published interim regulations for MPP in the August 16, 1991, 

Federal Register. Comments on the interim regulations were due by 

j October 15, 1991. FAS officials told us that they were unable to 



finalize the regulations due to staff resource limitations. Any 

further effort at this time is restricted by a freeze on the 

issuance of new regulations imposed by the new administration. As 

a result, the current KPP regulations do not incorporate any 

changes that might be made in response to comments received, 

The interim regulations set out the-following application process 

and criteria: FAS announces program availability in the Federal 

Reqister. Interested applicants are to respond by the deadline 

established in the announcement of program availabllity.' 

Generally, an applicant must be a not-for-profit agricultural trade 

as8ociation, state regional trade group, agricultural cooperative, 

or state agency to receive MPP program funds directly from FAS. 

The applicant must not stand to profit directly from specific sales 

of the agricultural commodity or product for which an MPP 

allocation is requested. FAS can enter into an agreement directly 

with a U.S. commercial entity when FAS determines that such an 

~ agreement would significantly contribute to developing an export 

market.’ Interested parties must then submit an application 

containing the following information: 

'For fiscal year 1993, FAS announced the program availability on 
August 5, 1992; established October 7, 1992, as the deadline for 
the applications; and made the program allocations public on 
December 18, 1992. 

‘FAS will only enter into direct agreements with commercial 
entities under the MPP's Export Incentive Program (MPP/EIP). FAS 
criteria for MPPI require that there be no other MPP participant 
interested in or capable of undertaking the promotion. MPP/ 
promotions are for branded product8 for which the commercial entity 
owns or has a sole agency agreement in the targeted market. 
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--a description of the agricultural commodity to be promoted, 

including the percentage of U.S. content by weight, 

exclusive of added water; 

--the anticipated export availability of the agricultural 

commodity or product over the duration of the proposed 

agreement; 

--the volume and value of U.S. exports of the agricultural 

commodity or product during the most recent 3 years prior for 

which data are available, and the source of such information; 

--a description of the unfair trade practice, if any, 

affecting the e%ports,of the product; 

--a strategic plan that describes the overall export 

objectives for a commodity or product in the target market, 

specific market conditions/constraints affecting exports of 

the commodity, a general approach to overcoming the 

constraints, and the expected results of using MPP funds;6 

?f funds were requested for branded promotions to be performed by 
or through the MPP participant, the following additional 
information is required in the strategic plan: a description of how 
the branded program would be made available to U.S. and/or foreign 
commercial entities; a description of any differences in program 
operations between U.S. commercial entities and foreign commercial 
entities; an identification of the method to be used to announce 
the availability of the branded program; a description of the 
information solicited from the U.S. and/or foreign commercial 
entities,applying for the branded program; the criteria used to 
distribute program funds to branded participants; and the criteria 
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--for not-for-profit organizations, a description of the 

organization, membership, articles of incorporation, an 

Internal Revenue Service tax exempt number, the identity of 

affiliated organizations, their export and promotion 

experience, their expertise in managing programs, and their 

staffing levels by position of U.S. personnel that will be 

operating the program; - 

--the anticipated MPP participant contribution level in 

dollars, the total contribution as a percent of MPP funds 

requested, the source of the contributions, and the amount 

expected from other federal or state programs similar to MPP; 

--the amount of progzyn funds requested; and 

--a statement as to whether the proposal is for I or more 

years and, if for multi-years, the justification. 

: Application Approval Process 

FAS had a three-stage application approval process for the 1992 

program. In the first stage, a committee of senior marketing 

specialists reviewed each application to determine compliance with 

the requirements specified in the interim regulations. In the 

second stage, marketing specialists analyzed the content of each 

used to evaluate branded promotions. 
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proposal and prepared recommendations for the allocation level, 

required cost-share level, and ceiling levels by program, country, 

and generic versus branded activities. The marketing specialists 

used criteria specified in the interim regulation to arrive at 

their funding allocation recommendations.' The FAS commodity 

division directors then reviewed and approved the marketing 

specialist's allocation recommendatfons. In the final stage, a 

committee chaired by the FAS Assistant Administrator for Commodity 

and Marketing Programs made adjustments to the divisions' funding 

recommendations, because the total recommended funding allocations 

exceeded the funds available. 

According to FAS, the committee used five factors to make the final 

allocations: (1) the presence of an unfair trade practice; (2) the 

proposed contribution (cost-share) level; (3) the proposed budget 

size in relation to exports; (4) the proposed budget size in 

'The allocation criteria included five specific factors: (1) the 
extent to which the prospective participant represents production 
of the agricultural commodity; (2) the applicant's ability to 
provide with its resources a U.S. -based staff capable of conducting 
overseas promotion projects, its willingness to otherwise 
contribute resources to the project, and the scope and complexity 
of its proposed activities in relation to the applicant's prior 
export experience and U.S. based staff resources; (3) the adequacy 
of the applicant’s strategic plan in terms of its description of 
market conditions and its identification of con8traint8, its 
likelihood of overcoming constraints using MPP funds, and the 
estimated change in exports and/or market share expected as a 
result of overcoming the constraints; (4) for brand-name 
promotions, a detailed explanation of the prospect8 of success of 
the proposed activities in terms of increaarlng U.S. exports of the 
U.S. agricultural commodity or product; and (5) the adequacy of the 
applicant’s provisions for monitoring and evaluating the activities 
proposed in the strategic plan. 
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relation to the expected change in exports; and (5) the 1991 export 

performance in relation to 1991 goals/forecasts. The allocation 

factors enter into the decision-making process in a weighted 

formula. 

FAS officials stated that they followed a similar process for the 

fiscal year 1993 program funding allocations. However, they 

included two additional allocation factors in response to language 

contained in the 1993 agriculture appropriations conference report. 

Specifically, they added factors intended to favor products that 

were U.S. grown and manufactured while putting foreign branded 

products at a disadvantage. FAS also stated that it increased the 

funding of the state regional trade groups from the 1992 level in 

an effort to raise the participation level of small- and medium- 

sized firms. 

MPP PROGRAM CRITERIA DO NOT ADDRESS 

IMPORTANT FACTORS 

FAS uses a number of factors to allocate MPP funds among the 

various eligible applicants. However, we believe that the current 

funding process for MPP does not address a number of important 

factors. Specifically, there are no criteria addressing the 

*'additionality" of funds expended for market promotion activities, 

and the graduation from MPP of program participants receiving 

funding." In addition, FAS needs to address the is8ues of the 
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participation of foreign versus domestic firms and large versus 

small firms. Lastly, FAS has only limited information regarding 

the extent to which products are processed in the United States, 

one of the criteria used in the funding decision. 

Funding Additionality 

The issue of whether program-funded promotional activities would 

have been undertaken without government assistance, which we refer 

to as "funding additionality," needs to be addressed. FAS 

currently has no way of knowing whether money provided under the 

program is supporting additional promotional activities or merely 

replacing funds that would have been spent anyway. To ensure that 

benefits are achieved, program funds should not replace 

expenditures that a company would undertake irrespective of the 

program. 

Other federal programs, such as the research and experimentation 

tax credit, restrict program benefits to the incremental increases 

in expenditures over prior-years' amounts. The research and 

experimentation tax credit provides a 20-percent credit only for 

expenses that exceed a base-period amount. The base period is 

generally the average amount of the 3 prior years' expenditures. 

MPP lacks such a criterion. 



Furthermore, applicants are not required to provide sufficient 

information for FAS to determine the extent to which additional 

program efforts are occurring. Currently, FAS does not collect 

information on program applicants' prior promotional expenditures 

in international markets. Likewise, FAS does not ask program 

participants to obtain prior promotional expenditure information 

from the commercial entities receiv&ng MPP funds for branded 

promotions. 

The lack of information needed to demonstrate funding additionality 

creates the opportunity for program participants to use taxpayer 

dollars to support promotional activities that would otherwise have 

been undertaken with private funds. For example, it is currently 

possible for a commercial entity that has substantial resources and 

export expertise to receive MPP funds to promote its branded 

product in a market in which it already has a promotional effort 

underway. The commercial entity could simply maintain its previous 

) level of promotional efforts by using the MPP matching funds 

I provided by the government. The commercial entity could then use 

the funds it saved for other purposes, such as increasing its 

profits or augmenting its domestic advertising. 

HPP Lacks a Program Graduation Requirement 

FAS does not have criteria regarding the length of time that 

participants can remain in the program or the conditions under 



which assistance should be phased out. There were 54 brand-name 

participants in the program from fiscal year 1986 to 1992 that 

received over $1 million each in MPP funding for branded 

promotions. Of thes-e 54 participants, two-thirds had received 

program funds for 5 or more years. For example, Sunkist Growers, 

which has been the largest program recipient, received $67 million 

over a 7-year period. E.J. Gallo WLnery received $16 million over 

a B-year period. 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 required 

FAS to evaluate each MPP recipient to determine whether continued 

program assistance was necessary for market maintenance. However, 

FAS has not developed specific criteria to make the required 

evaluations. We believe that without specific criteria for phasing 

down and reallocating funds to other program participants, support 

may be going to those for whom government funding may no longer be 

needed or justified. 

Foreiqn Firm Participation 

There has been considerable discussion about foreign firm 

participation in MPP. FAS has allowed each of the participating 

organizations to develop its own criteria regarding the extent of 

foreign firm participation. Some participants have funded foreign 

companies exclusively, while other participants have funded few, if 

any, foreign corporations. 
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PAS does not provide MPP funds directly to foreign CompanieS. The 

branded program is administered by the participating organizations, 

which in turn may choose to allow foreign firms to be beneficiaries 

under the program.* -FAS only requires that the participating 

organization's criteria for distributing program funds among 

branded participants be objective and reasonably related to its 

worldwide promotional goals. 

According to FAS representatives and the five MPP participants we 

spoke with, providing MPP funds to foreign companies is consistent 

with the program's goals and objectives. They stated that the 

primary goal of the program was to increase the exports of U.S. 

agricultural commodities. They explained that foreign companies 

are sometimes better situated to promote and export U.S. 

agricultural products in certain foreign markets because they have 

greater name recognition, superior distribution networks, and more 

market knowledge than domestic companies. 

Of the 64 participating organizations receiving WP funds between 

fiscal year 1986 and 1992,' 9 provided funds to foreign 

corporations. The nine MPP participants provided over $78 million 

t0 foreign corporations for the promotion of branded products 

*The only exceptions are the commercial entities that participate 
in MPP/ALL. FAS directly provides these firms with funds for 
branded promotions. According to FAS, all of the companies 
participating in MPP/ALL are U.S.-based corporations. 

'Does not include @@P/ALL participants. 
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containing SeafOOd, soybeans, raisins, walnuts, cotton, honey, 

peanuts, sunflower seeds, and rice. The $78 million does not 

include funds provided to U.S. subsidiaries of foreign 

corporations. 

Th8 funding of foreign firms raises the possibility that exports of 

U.S. firms could find themselves in-competition with foreign 

products promoted with MPP funds. We are collecting information to 

determine the extent to which this situation may be a problem. 

Participation Levels of Larqe and Small Firms 

The 1993 appropriations language directed FAS to encourage the 

participation of smaller, .medium-sized, and new-to-export firms in 

the program. In response, FAS attempted to raise the participation 

of smaller firms in the program by increasing funds provided to 

state regional trade groups during the 1993 funding process. In 

doing so, FAS was in effect relying on statements made by the state 

regional trade groups that about 80 percent of companies to which 

they provided MPP funds met the Small Business Administration's 

(SBA) definition of a small company." 

Nevertheless, FAS did not provide guidance to the program 

participants regarding the desired distribution of program funds to 

"Generally, SBA defines a small business as having 500 employees or 
less. SBA has defined specific size standards by industry using 
standard industrial code designations. 
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firms of various sizes. In fact, FAS lacked a requirement that 

program participants maintain information on th8 Size Of the firms 

that are funded under the program. 

In addition, representatives from FAS and participating 

organizations said that larger companies with Significant export 

experience can often use program funds more efficiently and 

effectively than smaller or new-to-export firms. A8 a result, they 

felt that the participation of larger firms benefitted U.S. 

agricultural producers, because they could export a larger volume 

of agricultural products or commodities than smaller firms. 

Furthermore, the Wine Institute justified the program participation 

of E.J. Gallo, which had $1 billion in sales during 1991, by 

explaining that the winery pUrCha88s its grapes from hundreds of 

smaller grape growers. TherefOr8, E.J. Gallo's success in 

increasing exports benefits the smaller growers. While this 

argument may have merit, the ability of such firms to conduct 

UIark8t promotion activities overseas without a government subsidy 

may outweigh the effectiveness argument. 

U.S. Content and Processinq of MPP Products Not Verified 

Prior to fiscal year 1993, FAS did not routinely verify the 

accuracy of statements made by program participants regarding the 

U.S. content of their agricultural products. MPP regulations 

permit full funding only for products that have at least SO-percent 
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U.S. content by weight (exclusive of added water). Products that 

have less than SO-percent U.S. content are eligible for 

proportionally less funding. 

In addition, FAS dO8S not require applicants to provide data on the 

extent to which their products were processed in the United States. 

Despite this lack of information, FAS factored the U.S. processing 

of products into the fiscal year 1993 funding process. 

In their 1992 MPP applications, 45 trade groups administering MPP 

during fiscal year 1992 stated that the U.S. content was 100 

percent; 12 stated that the U.S. content was at least 50 percent; 

and 1 stated that the U.S. content ranged from 14 to 68 percent. 

FAS officials told us that they did not verify the U.S. content of 

branded products prior to 1993. Instead, they relied on statements 

made in the MPP applications. Starting in 1993, FAS’ Compliance 

Review Staff have begun to review the support for certifications 

made regarding U.S. content during their audits of participants; 

: However, PAS Compliance R8VieW Staff typically limit their work to 

the participant and do not as a rule audit the commercial entities 

performing branded promotions. This situation severely limits the 

ability of the Compliance Review Staff to assess the accuracy of 

statements regarding the U.S. content of branded products promoted 

with MPP funds. 
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Representatives from the MPP participants we contacted told us that 

they relied on statements made by the commercial entities in their 

applications for MPP funds regarding the U.S. Content of their 

products. They explained that they only reviewed the U.S. content 

of a product on an @*exceptiontV basis. For example, some of the 

commercial entities will request assistance from the MPP 

participant to determine if their product meets the minimum 50- 

percent U.S. content required for full funding. 

FAS informed us in January 1993 that it adjusted the fiscal year 

1993 MPP allocation formula to favor products that were primarily 

U.S. manufactured. However, neither FAS nor the trade groups have 

information on the extent to which branded products are 

manufactured or processed In the United States. FAS officials 

stated that they assumed the level of U.S. processing by the nature 

of the product and the pre8ence or absence of foreign brands in the 

program. 

STATUS OF FAS EVALUATION OF MPP 

The 1993 agriculture appropriations conference report directed 

FAS to complete an evaluation of MPP and provide the results to the 

appropriations committees by February 1, 1993. 

FAS was specifically directed to evaluate the following for each of 

the last 5 fiscal years: (1) the number of companies or groups 
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receiving MPP funds for the first time in each fiscal year compared 

to the number of companies or groups that received MPP funds in at 

least 1 of the previous S fiscal years; (2) the dollar value of the 

annual export sales of MPP participants and the percentage of the 

MPP participant's marketing budget represented by MPP funds; (3) 

the number of small business participants in MPP; (4) the question 

of whether MPP participants would have entered an export market 

regardless of the availability of MPP funds; (5) the dollar value 

of annual export sales directly attributable to MPP funds; and (6) 

the number of new applicants for MPP funds, especially small 

businesses, that were not funded compared to the number of 

companies or groups that received MPP funds in at least 1 of the 

previous 5 years. 

PAS sent a letter to the appropriations committee8 on February 23, 

1993, reporting on the status of its evaluation of the program. In 

the letter, FAS stated that it planned to conduct a survey of the 

) program recipients because much of the information required for the 

evaluation was not available in FAS. An FAS official subsequently 

stated that the survey was being reviewed by the Office of 

Management and Budget for compliance with the Paperwork Reduction 

Act. Once the survey is sent and data obtained, FAS intends to 

provide an evaluation summary to the appropriations committ88s on 

it8 findings and possible program recommendations. 
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We would like to enter a final note of caution regarding what can 

reasonably be expected from this evaluation. FAS and MPP 

participants continue to cite increased exports as evidence of 

program success.- We believe the large number of variables that 

determine exports makes it extremely difficult to demonstrate a 

direct relationship between program-funded promotion activities and 

increased exports. Exports depend on a number of factors, and it 

is very difficult to separate out the importance of each individual 

factor. Factors that influence export sales include relative price 

differences, foreign exchange rate fluctuations, competitor 

practices, trends in domestic commodity production, changes in 

gross national product, changes in consumer preferences, and 

changes in government policies. In light of the methodological 

difficulties in demonstrating export additionality, FAS should 

exercise caution in asserting export increases as a result of MPP. 

------------ 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, this concludes my 

prepared statement. I will be happy to answer any questions that 

you or the Subcommittee may have. 

‘. 



TOTAL FUNDS RECEIVED BY MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM 
PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEARS 1986-93 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM BRAND-NAME PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING 
MORE THAN $1 MILLION, FISCAL YEARS 1986-92 

I Total funds 

S 66,894,052 

Blue Diamond I 35,744,713 

Sunsweet Growers 19,142,000 
E. J. Gallo 15,955,400 
Sun-Maid 11,984,362 
Tyson's Foods, Inc. 9,960,874 

The Pillsbury Company 9,293,503 
Dole Fresh Fruit Co. 8,152,705 
Dole Dried Fruit/Dole Nut Co. 6,899,195 
Borges 6,412,430 
Welch's 5,066,209 
Hariani Packing/Mariani Nut Co. 4,047,708 

American Legend 3,910,998 
M&M/Mars 3,781,523 
Diamond 3,336,346 

Hudson's Bay 3,238,863 

Master Foods (Uncle Ban's) 
Rockingham/Wampler-Longrace 

21812,140 
2,715,OOO 

Vintners International I 2,639,400 
Brown-Forman 2,425,OOO 

Joseph E. Seagram 2,337,768 

KP 2,317,500 
John Weet Foods 2,307,100 
Wrangler, Japan 2,225,254 

CPC/@est Foods 2,154,500 
Bruce Foods 2,059,590 
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APPENDIX II APPENDXX I I 

Hansa-Pacific Association 
Fruit of the Loom 
Jim Beam Brands 
Ocean Spray 

National Raisin Co. 
Heublein w 
Mayfair Packing 
Bobson 
Gunze, ,. 
Campbells Soup 
Nestle 
Crlvellaro 
YG Urban, Japan 
Akel Tekstlll 
Valley View Packing 

Hershey 
I Tllda 

Helrtermarken~W~rke 
Ralston Purina 

I Eurvza 
Yuen Loong 
McDonalds Corporation 
Sequoia Enterprises 
Rifle, Eurow 
California Prune Packing 
Kraft GMBH 
West Coast Packers 

Simrce :' FAS . 

2,005,400 

1,931,210 
1,865,OOO 
1,826,850 
1,773,393 
1,746,390 - 
1,737,122 
1,673,801 
1,635,573 

I 
- - .- 

1,630,119 

I 1,603,110 

I 1,558,500 _ 

I 1,557,500 - 

I 1,537,479 

I 

I 
1,479,ooo 
1,454,870 - 

I 1,420,610 

I 1,409,520 

I 1,384,987 
I 1,236,478 

I 1,195,309 
1,185,OOO 
1,148,400 

I 1,078,075 
1,072,OOO 
1,031,002 
1,012,159 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

MARKET PR&OTION PROGRAM (MPP)-RELATED REPORTS 

Transition Series: International Trade (GAO/CCC-930llTR, 
Dec. 1992. 

U.S. D8Partment of Agriculture: Better Trade Show Management Can 
Increase Benefits to Exporters (GAO/NSIAD-92-122, Mar. 10, 1992). 

International Trade: Agricultural Trade Offices' Role in Promotlnq 
U.S. Exports Is Unclear (GAO/NSIAD-92-65, Jan. 16, 1992). 

Export Promotion: Federal Programs Lack Organizational and Fundlnq 
COh88iveneSS (GAO/NSIAD-92-49, Jan. 10, 1992). 

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Strategic Marketincr Needed to Lead 
Aarlbusiness in International Trade (GAO/RCED-91-22, Jan. 22, 
1992). 

Agricultural Trade: Improvements Needed in Management of Targeted 
EXDOrt Assi8tanC8 Proqram (GAO/NSIAD-90-225, June 27, 1990). 

International Trade: Competition for Japan's High Value 
Agricultural Market (GAO/NSIAD-90-134, Mar. 30, 1990). 

International Trade: Foreign Market Development for High Value 
Aqrlcultural Trade (GAO/NSIAD-90-47, Jan. 17, 1990). 

Aarlcultural Trade: Review of Targeted Export ASSiStanC8 Proqram 
(GAO/NSIAD-88-183, May 24, 1988). 

International Trade: Review of Effectiveness of FAS Cooperator 
Market DeveloDment Program (GAO/NSIAD-87-89, March 1987). 
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APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IF 

MPP-RELATED TESTIMONY 

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Better Manaqement Could Increase 
Effectiveness of FAS Export Operations (GAO-T-GGD-93-5, 
Feb. 23, 1993). 

EXDOrt PrOmOtiOn: Federal Approach Is Fraumented (GAO-T-GGD-92-68, 
Aug. 10, 1992). a 

U.S. Department of Aqrlculture: High-Value Products and U.S. 
Export Promotion Efforts (GAO-T-m-92-30, Apr. 7, 1992). 

U.S. Department of Aqrlculture: Manaaement Issues Remain 
Unre8Olv8d in the Market Promotion Program (GAO-T-GGD-92-25, 
Mar. 25, 1992). 

U.S. Efforts to Increase Export8 of High Value Aqricultural 
Products (GAO-T-NSIAD-91-43, June 25, 1991). 

Status Report on GAO's Reviews of the Tarqeted Export Assistance 
Program, the Export Enhancement Program, and the GSM-102/103 Export 
Credit Guarantee Programs '(GAO-T-NSIAD-90-12, Nov. 16, 1989). 

(280047) 
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