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SECRETARY VENEMAN:  Well, good afternoon, and thank you very much for that kind introduction, and it is indeed a pleasure to be here today and to see so many good friends.  I'd like to also recognize that our Under Secretary for International--now I'm going to call it the old thing--Farm and Foreign Ag Services J.B. Penn is here, as are a couple of his predecessors, I see:  Dick Crowder, who I worked for when he was in that position, and Dale Hathaway.  So it's kind of fun because that's an area which, as you recognize, I have been involved with for a long time.

It is a great honor for me to be invited to participate in this forum today and to pay tribute to Dr. Pinstrup-Andersen, who has so ably led this organization for the last ten years.  He has been at the helm through some difficult times, both for IFPRI and for the CGIAR System, but he is particularly to be commended for his leadership when a new and controversial technology, agricultural biotechnology, came to the scene rather suddenly.

While others hesitated, Dr. Andersen realized the potential of biotechnology especially to the developing world.  In the ensuing public debate, he has been a constant and sometimes lonely voice of logic and reason.  He has been a strong proponent for agricultural research for many years.  His outstanding contributions over the years have been justifiably recognized with the World Food Prize, so it is an honor to personally say thank you to Dr. Andersen today.

I want to also note the outstanding leadership of my good friend Geoff Miller as Chairman of IFPRI's Board.  He is one of those rare individuals who not only has vision but also can persuade others of the wisdom of the course.  And I'm very sorry that he could not be with us today, and I know he's been experiencing some health problems, and we had all hoped to see him, and I was looking forward to it.

I also want to say welcome to Dr. Von Braun, the new Director General, and to reaffirm that we in the department very much look forward to continuing to work with you in the future.

But I want to take a moment to recognize the importance of agricultural research and the entire CGIAR System.  It is all too easy for many of us to take for granted the essential role played by new technology and those who develop it.  Today it is so important to continue to spread the message that Dr. Andersen and many others have crafted about the potential of biotechnology to improve the food supply.

In that view, I am pleased to announce a ministerial level technology conference that USDA and USAID are jointly planning for June 23rd through the 25th of next year in Sacramento, California.  This international conference will be dedicated to the critical role of science and technology and the role that they can play in boosting agricultural productivity, particularly in developing countries.

This conference is intended to broaden knowledge and understanding of agricultural science and technology, including biotechnology, and most importantly, how we access these technologies through public-private partnerships.

We envision attendance by Ministers of Agriculture, Ministers of Science and Technology, of Environment, and Trade from over 180 nations and international organizations.

I announced our intent to convene this conference when I represented the United States at the World Food Summit five years later last June, and now we are making that promise come to reality.

The world today is highly unsettled and perhaps at a critical point in human history.  We are increasingly aware of a wide and growing economic gap between the developed and developing world.  It's a disparity that cannot be sustained.  And in recognition of this, a number of very important efforts of differing scale are underway to address this critical objective.  These include the efforts of the CGIAR that I just mentioned, efforts to improve agricultural productivity throughout the developing world, to help increase food production while reducing hunger and malnutrition, and elevating living standards for people living in rural areas, which is the vast majority of today's population.

The developed countries all have extensive bilateral assistance efforts to facilitate growth.  President Bush announced just in March of this year our commitment to expand foreign development assistance by 50 percent in three years, and that assistance is to be channeled through a new innovative approach called the Millennium Challenge Account.  More specifics of that approach to be directed at the Cabinet level were announced just last week, and that brings me directly to today's topic and to the most important and far-reaching of all of the development activities underway--that is, the several efforts to reform and to liberalize the world's trading system for food and agricultural products.  These include most notably the multilateral negotiations of the Doha development agenda intended to further the achievements of the Uruguay Round negotiations concluded in 1994.

It also includes other negotiations such as those to create the Free Trade Area of the Americas, a hemispheric-wide trade zone, and several other regional negotiations as well as numerous bilateral negotiations being conducted by many countries.

These efforts are being made in clear recognition that trade expansion is the most powerful economic development engine of all and a critical tool for hastening the global development process.

We have the best opportunity in a generation now to liberalize trade in food and agricultural products for the benefit of developing and developed countries alike.  We have an opportunity to advance significantly beyond the progress made in the Uruguay Round agriculture agreement.  This is not only an opportunity to open markets and expand commerce, but also the best means available to stimulate wide-scale economic growth and development, especially in much of the developing world.

More specifically, the World Bank estimates that liberalization of trade in agricultural products promises economic growth fueled by $150 billion in additional income for developing countries.  We are firmly convinced that new trade agreements, that open markets, reduce distortions, and improve disciplines will produce benefits for all, especially for developing countries.  And these outcomes can be possible only with developing and developed country cooperation.

I believe it is in all of our economic self-interests to develop this mutual cooperation.  The United States has been playing and will continue to play a leadership role throughout the multilateral and other negotiations.  We were instrumental in achieving the successful launch in Doha just a year ago, and we tabled a bold, aggressive, comprehensive proposal for agricultural trade liberalization in July of this year.

While trade negotiations are often viewed narrowly in terms of sales volumes of specific products, with the overall objective of expanding that commerce, we must not lose sight of the real benefits of trade:  the stimulation of economic development and the growth of consumer incomes.

Study after study has shown clearly that growth is closely correlated with open economies.  Strong examples in every region of the world vividly demonstrate that simple point.  Countries with open markets create better opportunities for investors and attract the private sector capital that brings with it the latest technology, skilled management to stimulate productivity and competitiveness, and in turn generate even greater volumes of commerce.

In fact, the rest of the story is well known.  Jobs are created, employment grows, incomes rise, and jobs and better incomes are spread throughout the country and the economy.  The point to be emphasized is the essential importance of capital mobilization.  Growth can be generated internally from savings, a slow process to be sure.  It can come from developed country aid and from international lending institutions, but the available amounts of these resources are small in relation to need.

The most feasible approach for mobilizing the large quantities of capital needed for global economic development is through trade liberalization.  The combined development assistance from developed countries is perhaps $50 billion annually, while literally hundreds and hundreds of billions are needed across the developing world, but trade cannot occur in isolation.  It requires some solid underpinnings and specific conditions to be present.

Today, there's much talk of good governance, as an essential condition for growth, shorthand for a stable political system, and appropriate policy environment, an open economy and the absence of corruption; in short, a democratic society with a market-oriented economic system.

With these necessary conditions in place, then open markets and expanding trade can be sufficient to ensure that the capital investment process begins to work.  This is the approach to be utilized by the new Millennium Challenge Account.  Countries with leaders that make the hard choices and meet these conditions will be selected participants.

The clear connection between trade and economic development was underscored earlier this year at the Monterrey Summit.  The final document, the Monterrey Consensus, emphasized that trade and investment are primary engines of economic growth, and the new global trade negotiations promise to help developing countries realize benefits from expanded trade and foreign investment.

If expansion of trade opportunities is going to drive economic growth and developing countries, nothing will be more important than continued liberalization of trade in food and agricultural products.  The single-best, and perhaps the only opportunity for achieving trade liberalization in agriculture is the Doha Development Agenda.

Only through global negotiations will we be able to address all of the distortions affecting agricultural trade--export subsidies, domestic supports, and market access barriers.  We recognize that the Doha Round can't deliver the necessary reforms without U.S. leadership.   We are fully and firmly engaged, and the level of our ambition is second to none.

My colleague, Ambassador Robert Zoellick, played a critical role in launching the Doha Development Agenda.  Many observers suggest that without his personal efforts, there might not have been a Doha Round at all, and he continues to exert considerable energies on maintaining the momentum in these negotiations.

Beyond the launch, I also want to note that we were the first to table a comprehensive and detailed agricultural proposal last July in Geneva.  Only the Cairns Group has now joined us in presenting a comprehensive proposal with meaningful detail.  Our proposal addresses all three pillars agreed upon for the negotiations, and it is straightforward.

We propose to phase down over five years, and then end them forever, on export subsidies, and that has been done for all other industrial sectors.

On market access, our market access ambition is the ultimate elimination of all tariffs, and we propose getting there in two steps; first, by using a Swiss 25 formula that reduces the highest tariffs the fastest and that would lower the average world tariff from 62 percent of value to only 15 percent in five years, with no product line having a tariff over 25 percent.

We also propose a 20-percent expansion of TRQs over the five-year period.  Then, in Phase 2, to set a specific date for complete elimination of all tariffs.

We are being equally ambitious on domestic support.  We propose reducing trade-distorting domestic support limits to no more than 5 percent of the value of production in the first phase and then to negotiate a date certain for complete elimination in the second phase.  We believe that this proposal removes much of the inequity remaining from the Uruguay Round and that it addresses the concerns most frequently voiced by developing countries.

The Doha Development Agenda represents a remarkable new global consensus on trade liberalization.  Trade liberalization cannot, and will not, proceed unless all countries are given the opportunity to participate fully in the benefits, but with greater access to the global trading system, also comes greater responsibility.  The global trade rules established in the WTO must apply equally to all countries.  The WTO will not survive if it is turned into a two-track system, with one set of rules and obligations for developed countries and another for developing countries, and this is especially true in agriculture.

Some developing countries argue that they shouldn't have to open up markets until the developed countries first make domestic support reductions.  This is a formula for failure.  We were able to start the process of liberalizing agricultural trade in the Uruguay Round only because all countries committed to putting all policies and all sectors on the table.  We were able to complete the process in this round only on--we will be able to complete the process in this round only on that same basis.

To overcome the forces that are opposed to reform, we will all have to move forward together.  Developing countries can, and should, be given special and deferential treatment which takes into account adjustment challenges that they face, but they cannot be given wholesale exemptions from the trade obligations to which other countries commit.

I also want to mention another aspect of the current trade environment, to which I have already alluded; that is, the widespread recognition of the increased role and influence of the developing countries in this round of multilateral trade negotiations.  This became abundantly clear at Doha last November, and it is no coincidence that the negotiations are named the Doha Development Agenda.

The message of the developing countries is clear; that they must realize tangible benefits from trade agreements if they are to participate fully and grant greater access to their markets.  The developing countries, increasingly, are recognizing this and many, along with international organizations such as the WTO and the World Bank, have undertaken serious trade capacity-building efforts.  This is true for the U.S. Government, and several programs now are operated by national agencies, including the Department of Commerce, the State Department, USAID, USTR and our own department, the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

For many developing countries, trade capacity-building involves, among other things, assistance in realizing tangible market access, where virtual access is already available.  We are focused on one particular aspect of this at USDA, where compliance with sanitary and phytosanitary regulations is the most critical constraint now that tariffs and quotas are no longer significant barriers.

We are making special efforts to assist developing countries to improve their own understanding of SPS regulatory systems and the science base that underpins it.  Moreover, the more widespread the adoption of science-based systems, as opposed to opportunistic ones, such as the precautionary principle, the more trade will be facilitated.

We are, of course, eager to have developing countries gain greater appreciation of these systems, not just ours, but the approach the world approved in 1994, and to help them develop the sound science base.  To the extent that we can achieve greater harmonization of systems, then the greater protection we can afford our consumers and facilitate trade at the same time.

Greater implementation of this notion of trade as a two-way street serves two purposes:  It provides real market access to developing countries and stimulates the growth and development of their economies, while also, in turn, making them potentially larger markets in the future with more opportunities for our producers.

Finally, I want to, again, applaud the work of IFPRI and all of the good projects that you are working on.  I truly appreciate the opportunity to be with you and I want to again thank you for allowing me to be here with you.

Thank you so much.

[Applause.]

DR. VON BRAUN:  Thank you very much for these very interesting and strategic remarks, Secretary Veneman.  It's important for us to learn about the ambitious leadership role, which I think we were looking for this morning in the discussions here.  There were a number of interventions which signalled that the world is looking for leadership in the trade negotiations, and you certainly reconfirmed the ambition of the U.S. to do that.

I would like to just give a few opportunities, with your permission, for questions and answers.  I turn in this direction, first.  I think we have about five minutes.

Ray Hopkins, please.  This is not five minutes for you, Ray.

[Laughter.]

QUESTION:  With respect to the ambitions at the WTO, there are, of course, pressures inside the United States that are--sugar, and you can think of other commodities--that are very concerned about not losing the advantages they have versus the international market price.

Are there ways that you see the U.S. can take advantage of this trade negotiation round to overcome those pressures and provide that market access for developing countries you mentioned?

SECRETARY VENEMAN:  Well, I think that, as you indicate, we do have a number of sectors in our agricultural arena that are more protective than others, but I think that we've seen a commitment on the part of most of our sectors, including many of the protected ones, that if we get an ambitious and comprehensive enough result that provides equity, that there will be, then, support for an agreement. So I would hope that we could reach an agreement that would create the kind of support from virtually all of our sectors by creating an ambitious enough result that provides access and equity all around the world.

DR. VON BRAUN:  Thank you.

Anyone from the middle grounds?  Well, this was--okay, yes, Dr. Byrd?

QUESTION:  Bob Byrd (ph), Economic Commission for Africa.  What's been the reception to the July tabling of the proposal?  And could you give us a time estimate that you think would be realistic for this negotiation?

SECRETARY VENEMAN:  Well, let me answer the time estimate first, and that is, I believe that the negotiating group itself has set out a timeline, and we would hope that others would come to the table with ambitious proposals, such as the EU, so that we can maintain the timeline.  That is our objective, to maintain the timeline that has been set out by the WTO.

With regard to the acceptance of our proposal, I happened to be in Japan at a meeting of agricultural Ministers from Canada, EU, Japan, U.S., and Australia at the time that this proposal was put forward, and Ambassador Zoellick put forward here in Washington at the same time.

Obviously, we didn't have overwhelming support for our proposal from either the EU or Japan, but the Cairns Group, and particularly Australia, at that meeting was very supportive.  Since then, J.B. Penn has attended the Cairns Group down in Bolivia, and I think we've had strong support and we have a fairly consistent proposal, again, from the Cairns Group.

We believe also that our proposal is one which should gain more and more support from developing countries because it does create first some equity in terms of internal supports and then bringing those supports down, eliminating tariffs, export subsidies, and we've had a number of discussions among the developing countries about how common our interests are and should be with regard to our proposal.

DR. VON BRAUN:  Thank you.

Yes?

QUESTION:  Madam Secretary, I listened to the Director General of WTO  last week in London, and the point he made was one year has passed and there are two years left to reach an agreement on the Doha Round.  Do you see any way at all that this can be completed in two years?  Are we looking at another Uruguay Round-type thing that will last for a much longer time?

SECRETARY VENEMAN:  Well, all I can say is I hope not.  I think, again, our position is that we want the negotiations to comply with the timetables that have been set by the WTO negotiations, and we're committed to doing that.  We have been encouraging particularly the EU to come forward.  We've been actively participating in the process.

As you know, there is a review set in Mexico in September, and I think that's going to be a very important point to determine how far we are in these negotiations and to determine what result and how long it will take to get.  But right now I would say I remain optimistic that we can stay on course because of the agreement to the timetable that has been reached in Geneva.

DR. VON BRAUN:  Can we do one more?

QUESTION:  The Mexicans have been asking for a renegotiation of the NAFTA, the agricultural part of the NAFTA agreement.  Does the U.S. Government intend to go back to the table on that as part of extending to the rest of Latin America, or is it going to stonewall them?

[Laughter.]

QUESTION:  That's plain English that I use.

SECRETARY VENEMAN:  Well, we have been very active in discussions with Mexico.  As you know, Ambassador Johnson has been in active negotiations over the sugar issues.  There have been discussions about some of the other issues as well.

We also at USDA have put together a cooperative working relationship mechanism through our cooperation agreement to look at ways that we can help Mexico as it transitions with some of these changes that are to take place beginning next year.  And so we continue to work very closely with Mexico.  I have a good relationship with my counterpart there.  There have been some calls by their congress for renegotiation of the agreement, but we haven't had, as far as I know, direct requests from the administration itself to renegotiate the agreement.

DR. VON BRAUN:   And last from Rob Parback (ph).

QUESTION:  If the United States were to challenge the European Union and the WTO on its moratorium on GMO crop approvals, and if we got the same result that we got in the beef hormone case, which is to say no change in EU policy, would that be better than nothing or worse than nothing or nothing?

[Laughter.]

SECRETARY VENEMAN:  I suppose that different people would have different opinions of that.  I mean, there are some that would argue that even to get that result would at least show in what direction the WTO feels that this dispute--who's on the side of right, for example, if we were to win such a case.  And it would then be a deterrent to other countries from taking other similar action.

I frankly can't answer that.  Having been involved in the hormone dispute such a long time ago, before we even got the SPS agreement in the WTO, it is very frustrating that we cannot make the system work in the sense of getting the changes that are really required after a WTO dispute settlement.

So I think it's a difficult issue to respond to, but, I mean, we obviously haven't finally made a decision of whether or not to file such a case at all yet.  So I think to discuss the result may be a little bit premature at this point.

DR. VON BRAUN:  Well, Madam Secretary, I know that you have to go to another meeting.  Let me thank you once more and close with a couple of remarks.

One is that an institute like IFPRI has a strong sense of feelings, of perceptions of developing country food policymakers.  I think that's an essential element of a well-functioning think tank.  And the perceptions and feelings which we receive from developing country food policymakers about the Uruguay Round results is deep frustration, bordering aggression.  And I think that needs to be recognized.  That may not always come to the negotiation table, and that's why the Doha Development Round, as you have also correctly portrayed or interestingly portrayed, is so important.

Global peace on the trade front will not permit one more half-failure in the trade negotiations.  That's why the market access issues and the liberalization issues belong so closely together, and that's why this is probably also much more important than--if there is a thing more important than trade--more important than trade and economics.  It's important for world security.

So I feel that as we are together in this town, it's good that you applaud IFPRI, and I cherish the neighborhood with USDA and so do my colleagues.  It's important that we compare notes, and those are notes about such perceptions.

I look forward to a lot of good cooperation in the future.  Maybe this round will form new alliances, these trade rounds form new alliances with much more important roles of India and China, together with free trade-oriented cross-examination, than in the past.

Again, thank you very much.  It's a pleasure to have you here.

[Applause.]

