WTO Seattle——Gettmg Beyond No

Mark thr/,ne, Preszdem‘ M TP

The -recent World Trade Organrzatron (WTO) '

Ministerial talks in Seattle failed largely because. the .
negotiation process was undemocratic. Negotrators
from nearly all of Africa, Latin Amierica and the
Caribbean and parts of Asia bitterly condémned

the talks as coercive and exclusionary. Accordrngly, ‘

these representatives of the South' would not agree
to d'new, round of talks ‘

\

These complamts Were not new; in fact the WTO |
process has been described as undenoeratic for -

yeats, both from the “inside” by delegates and from
the “outside” by-non- governmental advocates.. In
the past, however, protesting delegations had

always beefi forced by superpower pressures to go

.

along w1th the prescnbed agreement

But th1s time 1t ‘was dlfferent

Ministefial- and non—goVernmental represeritatives
insidé and outs1de the ‘meetings. Several Third

World delegates confirmed: that. they found . the

strength to hold to their positions in part from the
powetful, _ever-present voice of pubhc protest
outsrde the meetmg halls. 5 :

Thess protests 1ncluded newspaper . advertrsements
opposing expansion of the WTO from groups

ranging from .the Swiss Parliament to- the Humane

Soc1ety of America. It was the fitst time, in‘my mem-

oiy, where the developing nations stood fast agaihst -

the trade agenda of the’ econormc superpowers .

The Broader Impllcatlons

“WTO Seattle” was, as the papeis called it, the first
post—modern global gathering --bothwithin and
outside the Ministerial. Fréed from Cold War-era
alliances and constraints, and takirig lessons from
past trade agreement fallures, thé nations of the
South .combined with represéntatives of civil
society to write a new chapter in global governance:
The outcome creates the possibility of far-reaching
charige in the WTO, in the broader Bretton Woods -
economlc systern, and in global governance. Civil

'There Wwas near
unanimity between and ‘among the.key forces:-
leading Southern * country . delegates to the -

soc1ety has moved to the center stage in these affarrs

lnsrde the VVTO the old process, whereby the
Urtiited States (US)-and European Union (EU) cut a
déal and then nnposed it on‘everyone else is, I believe, -

countnes,-rrch and poor, are insisting ‘on”a"new.
process—one that'is more 1nclusrve and democ.ratrc _

- At thie same time,. ma}or changes are needed to
include civil socrety in'a formal way in both future.
“ministerial meetings-and in the on-going WTO

“process. If the WTO cannot be changed sufficient- .

ly to.accomiodate these demands from govern-

‘ments’ and c'itizens it will become'unmanageable .

In’ the broader Bretton. Woods system there is
al_ready an active re-examination of the ent1re
system taking place; with htera]ly hundreds of think-
" tanks and -academic institutions workrng to evolve
from, the Bretton Woods system of 1nternaponal
economrc management This we call the “new

archiitecture” for the global economy. Untiknow, the " -
" human rights arenas. The WTO, itself 4 reflection .’
these discussions althougl it is the third leg of this -

“WTO has been eonspxcuously absent from ‘many bf

“ system, along with the World Bank and the IMF:
Wholesale reform or. restructuring of the entire

" _system-is now much more likely ini the aftermath of
the WTO orgamzanonal fallure in Seattle. B

With respect to- global governance, [ beheve that -

somethrng profound happened in Seattle. The

process : of re-examining the framework and

rationale behind. the entire system of global gover- -
- nance has taken a giant leap forward.

“rhore apparent. Protesters and delegates alike raised
‘an xrnpressrve range of i issues, nearly all of which wﬂl

. require coordinated action over long distances and -

democratic global rules and procedures to address.

Those raising concerns.about the loss of species-and.
" biosafety wanted to reinforce the global Convention
on Biodiversity. Those- concerned with protecting
‘children” from employer explortatron or slavery -

: demanded globally effectrve sanctions.

' N . .o

. In some mstances, the ‘need was to change exrstrng

global rules. An excellent -example is the Nobel: .

" Prize-winning group, Doctors Wn;hout Borders, -
a thing of the past now. Almost all the member .

that led an effective campargn “across Borders” to

- convyince delegates to givespecial global protection

to' essential -medicines “from - intellectual property -

-rights. :The need for coordination and ‘democracy
““across - borders was highlighted over and over .
‘ Athroughout the mrmstenal—both inside and outsrde

v

Second, we have transformed the “table” of global .

_governance.- Civil society has _,omed niational gov- -

ernments and multilateral institutions in a full-scale
debate on the shape of global decrsron—makmg and

. governance 'ini the future In Seattle, the credrb].hty ‘

of “global institutions; such as the WTO, as
managers of global: affairs has been deeply 2
damaged. National governments were able only to

defénd their national interests. and were therefore .

unwilling and unable -to tackle truly global..
coneerns, especially in’ “the énvironmeéntal ‘and

of these national governments, was deadlocked by .
the same lrmrted vision and narrow: 1nterests,

’ A ha]f century ago, delegates from many natxons

came to San Francisco to créate the United: Nations. -

- They engaged in a great debate over the opening -
Jlanguage of the founding charter for the UN. Many
. governments wanted the Charter. to declare that .

“We the governments of the world weré creating
the UN. The representatives of civil society present

‘in San Francisco- fought for language that declared'_. )
. that “We the“people” were - creating, legitimizing; "«
 First, the need for global cooperatlon has never been - :

and ernpowermg thrs new. global institution.

The same -debate. over control of. global affarrs .

‘continues " today. In Seattle civil $ociety said
to' the world that global affairs are much too -
- important to be left up to national governments or .

global bureaucracies. We have announced that -we
are ready to.engage-in a. dialogue with others

concerned with’ global: governance: governments,

e Beyond Seattle ——continued zmzde: :



“ Bretton Woods— The site of the post WWII discussions
which led to the creation of the World Bank, the,
Internntronal Monetary Fund (IMF), and the GATT

Bmdrversrty— The awesome diversity of specres :md
genetic diversity within species that constitutes the complex

web of rnterdependent orgﬂmsms . d Z

Copyright— ag intellectual property right that registers :

your right to certairi work, such as written works suchasa -

play or book, or photographs, etc.

Countervailing duty—- a duty levied on the import of certain -

foreign goods when it is felt that they were produced under
conditions amounting to unfair trade practices.

Country of origin or source country— the country from
whrch an rtem is imported if that country is where the item
was made. i

Dump'mg— When products are sold in a second country
at prices below the cost of production in the home country,
an anti- competrtrve practice exercised by those exporters
seek.mg to gain market share by wiping out the local

¢ competition. :

.

Dumping duty— a duty levied on items brought into the

. U.S. when those items are believed to have been dumped;in
the country. May apply if items were previously dumped, even
though current prices do not indicate dumping,

Duties— fees paid on items as they pass the border of a
country. Duties are based on many thmgs, sometimes on the
value of the item, as a percentage of the value, or based on
quantity, or both.

N

Fast Track— Legislation granting the U.S. president

authority to negotiate trade agreements and preventing

Congress from amending any trade deal submitted by the
_ Executive branch, effectively restricting Congress to an.
‘up/down vote contrary to the U.S. Constitution.

Food security— Concept which discourages opening the

“domestic market to foreign agricultural products on the

principle that a country must be as self- sufficient as possrble
+ for its basic dietary needs.-

GATT— “General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.” -
_Formed in 1947 to regulate international trade. Met period-
ically to negotiate lower trade tariffs on goods and, in later

* years, non-tariff barriers to trade as well. . Y

Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs)—Legn.l rights

(patents, copyrights, and-trademarks) granting individuals . .

or, more often, corporations the right to exclusively markef
“products of the mind” such as deslgns, technelogies and
. other intellectual products

Harmonize——To make: consistent (i. e. to find the lowest
common denominator) the trade standards used by all
WTO members to ease- and accelerate the flow of trade.

. Liberalized trade— The el_imination of government regula-
tions on imports, primarily, with the ostensible goal of increas-
ing trade and thereby economic growth. Nothing in trade lib-
eralization, however, ensures that the economic gain will
“trickle down,” and the elimination of many.regulations can
jeopardize health, safety, and other social protections.

Multilateral vs. Bilateral vs..Un.il_ateral — The WTO in
theory fosters multilateral negotiations among all of its

members. In reality, due to the global power structure, many

decisions are still made bilaterally (between two countrxes),‘
. principally between the U§ and European Union. The

United States, i in particular, is renowned for its exercise of -

unilateral trade sanctions - that is, withholding commerce

 from other countries if-order to force them to change their
policies to the U.S." liking. Unilateral sanctions are GATT-
illegal, but only recently Has the EU objected while other
countries lack the economic power to object.

NAFTA— “North American Free Trade Agreement.” A
regional treaty established in 1994 liberalizing tride among
Canada, Mexico and the U.S.;establishing rules and i msrrru—
tions much hke the WTO -

What’s at Stake?
Key
g _WTO Agnculture Negot1at10ns .

= year record lows and hrghs "The years of low prrces

have ruined millions of farmers and the years of

ISSIE[GS 11’1 the Upcomlng ~high prrces have led to sharply higher food i import. "

bills for most developmg countrres Unable -to -
_afford these expensive prices, many countries have - _

- cut back on food 1mports leading to mialnutrition’

Desprte the fal.lure of the WTO to reach an
agréement. during the Seattle Ministerial, the

- following key toprcs are part.of the “built-in

agenda” as agreed to at the end of the Uruguay. -

" Round. IATP’ suggestions are intended to achieve

* food - security and safety, support family farmers °
sustainable rural -

" The Uruguay Round eliminated previously enacted )
" GATT rules that permitfed quantitative import -

S FOOD SECURITYISSUES

and peas'ants, “and to promote
economic development

Food Stocks and Emerging Supphes

One of the most dramatic outcomes of the Uruguay ’
Round General Agreement on " Tariffs and Tradev
' (GATT) agreement was the elimination of govern- -

ment-controlled emeigency_ food stocks. This has
led to shortages (causmg record high prices) in'some
years and uncontrollable surpluses (causing record

S

low prices) other ‘years. We need .new WTO rules

that encourage emetgeficy: food stocks instead of '

dlscouragrng them o o, -

4

Import Controls and Safcguards

controls to protect food ‘security and small-scale

farmers. The controls were permrtted only when .

" . used in conjunction with domestic supply. and.

'

demand balancing. pohcres, often called inventory-
“control or stocks managément. The current rules.
“-permit countries toimpose high tariffs with or
- without supply management rcqurrements and are
" subject” to undermining by currency manipulation.”

We need to return to previdusly successful GATT
rules permrttmg 1mport controls 5

-

Price:S tabrhty

A riumber of the new rules for agrrcu.lture trade
" resulting from the Uruguay Round agreement have -
* led to a dramatic increase in price’ instability in.

many basic food crops. -*Since enactment, global»
prices for the world’s major crops, such as corn,

soybeans, wheat, cotton, and rice have reached 20-

T R e A . - .

ments to take actions .(tax

“and even starvation: We néed to change the rules to
permit countries to stabilize prrces at levels fair to
farmers and consumers :

- [l

ExportDumprng ‘v AR
WTO - rules normally prohrbrt exportlng

" comparies from selling products at" prices-below -

the cost.of production, an unfair trade practice..
commonly called “dumping.” The current WTO"
ag tfade rules encourage dumpmg We need to
proh1b1t food dumping, - - -

Export Subsrdres

_Orie’of the ways: that corporatrons are able to dump
is through a variety of export subsrches Current
“WTO .rules . permit. and in- some_cases promote :
direct and jindirect export subsrdres, hke export-
credit guarantees and some food aid piograms. We
need to prohrbrt a.ll forms of export subsrdres

PR |

! Exp(‘)rt Controls’ and Régulations‘

- Current WTO Trules permrt countries to -regulate
the volurne of exports by . corporatrons of their.
“basic food crops in‘times of shortage. -We need to |
stop attempts to use the WTO to. prevent govern-
ments from using. export controls when necessary
) protect food securrty

Food Security and the

- Marrakech Agreement

Many of the “provisions “of the Uruguay Round

: agreement have negatively affected the.food secunty

of many developing countries. This impact -was
predicted at the end of the Uruguay Round talks, and.
a special accord, called the Marrakech Decision, was
“signed by all the parties guaranteeing., spec1al assis-
tance to poor countries who sufféred a loss of food
-security asa ‘result of the Uruguay Round agfeement.
Despite negative impatts on many countries, as doc-
umented by .the Uhited - Natrons ‘Food “and
Agriculture . Organization, this- Decision has not
. been 1mplemented We need to ensure the proper
1mplementanon ‘of ‘the Marrakech Decision and
other food security proposals, including prowsrons in
the next WTO .agreement that would protect all -

food secu.nty measures fror attack

FAMILY FARMER PEASANT AND

FARMWORKER ISSUES

Famlly-Farm Support Programs

Current. WTO rules limit the rights of govern—
reforpis e.g.) to
encourage and support farnily farmers One result
-ds the massive growth in'corporate-owned, indus-
trial-style livéstock facilities. We need to alter
WTO rules to allow governments to take ‘steps to
protect and encourage family farms and to. dis-
courage rndustrral -style agrrcultural productron



N

Supply Management
% The Uruguay Round abohshed the prevrous
' GATT rules (formerly” Article- XT) permrttmg
countries to balance supply and demand “through - .
* supply management Citizen groups are calling for
a restoration of Article XI rules and 4 commit-
“ment by the WTO to support, instead of o opposmg,
domestic | and 1nternat10nal inventory manage—
.ment regrmes E

Farmworker and Mrgrant Labor’ Issues

While the WTO is pushing for the de—regulatron,

" .and the ehmrnanon of all- restrrctrons on the flow-

_ of goods services, and investment; it ‘has refused,

~.thus far, citizen demands that they consider the
need for. proper rules and regulatrons for labor

- and migration, 1nclud1ng minimam, labor
standards, protection of the rrghts of mrgrant and -
1mm1grant workers

. Indlgenous Knowledge

Mouch of the food produced and consumed on the -
1nd1genous knowledge of

planet relies on local,

" plants,” anrmals, clrmate, and other essentlal

factors. The Uruguay Round | agreement has -.

' -resulted in the displacement of literally millions of
the small farmers and peasants that developed and
. used this knowledge ‘We need to reform WTO'

rules. to permit countries to protect mdrgenous

: producers, and’ fully respect multilateral agree- .
like : the United Nations. Convention on

" ments,

Blologlcal Diversity, Wwith. provisions to protect -

 indigenous knowledge and rights: The U.S. Senate-
1mmed1ate action  to ratlfy this”

should take
Conventron

- Multlfunctlonal Agrrculture .
. Farmérs’ provide a wide range of services to society,
ineluding employment enviforimental protection,

" and-the promotlon of. brodrversrty These valuable . »

services need to be recognized .and: supported
*Some - governments are - proposing”to-us¢ the
"WTO rules to prohibit the recognition of these
. servrces We need - to  make  sure
the new negotiations are not used to block. the .
prom,otron'of multrfunctronal.agncult'ure.r ;

N

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION ISSUES

Chmate Change & '

Greenhouse Gas Emlssxons A

One result of the Uruguay Round agreement is a
s1gmﬁcant increase in the',
changmg gases due to farmmg, transport, food pro-
cessing. and “distribution, "and 'importing" dnd-
exporting. We need -t6 alter WTO' agricultural
.. trade rules to encourage changes'in the farming and
food systems to réduce greenhouse g gases emissions.

In’ addltron, we need formal recogmtlon by the
WTO that Multilateral Environmental Agreements ',

(MEAS), like the Montteal Protocol”or the
Convention on Biodiyersity, cannot be * compro-
mised § in any way by trade ‘rules or trade pracnces

Envuonmental Protectron
Several of the new WTO agrlculture rules have

rresulted in. envxronmental destruction. " For

other.- WTO sanctroned predatory business

practices have resulted in the abandonment oflarge”
. -areas of land in a number of countries, resulting in

. the loss of extremely valuable biodiversity and an

- 1ncrease in environmental problems such as soil- -
- erosion. We: need to- change a number,of WTO -

; agrrculture trade rules'to correct these problems

Loss of Genetrc Resources - T

Under the Uruguay Round" agreement the ability ,

of farmers to protect- genetie resources was limited,

ermssron “of climate

example price cuts induced by export dumping” and ‘

) food chain has led to near monopoly condmons in’

both. the farm supply industry. (credrt, fertilizer,

equipment, etc.) arid in the food processing and dis- -

tribution systems (milling,* retail). We need to.
incorporate anti-monopoly (anti-trust; PIOf'CO‘IIlpC;
tition) policies in-the next WTO- talks that would
address awide range of restrictive busmess pracnces
to all sectors, including agriculture. =~ «

)

‘Sui Generis and other -

" Intellectual Property. R.lghts Issués

_ of the Trade-Related Intellectual Property Rights -

Under. the Uruguay. Round, local communftres

maintained the right to protect 1nd1genous plants '
= and anithals.under, specra.l rules, called Sui Generis
»(m effect, “local system,”).which permits them to :

protect their food supply resources. The United

States has proposed as part of the re- negotlatrons -

,_(TRIPS) prowsrons of the WTO, to remove this:

- while large -scale, mono-cropping for exports . was_ .

~encouraged. The resulting loss in biodiversity has

been dramatic. We need to reforrn WTO agricul-
“tural trade rules to encourage ' the- protection of |

‘nature and expansion of b1od1versrty, and we need
“to ensure that the WTO cannot stop any nation

from protectmg their biodiversity, and genet1c_
_ resources from dangers bemg created by genetic

engxneerrng

Genetica]I‘y EngInEered 'Crops and'Foods

. Under current WTO rules, countries have the’

- right to limit growing and/or importing of genet-
‘ically engmeered ‘plants and animals.
this _right as crucial for hurnan, plant and ammal
safety, and the protection of blologmal drversrty
‘We must make sure. that the WTO does not in
anyway ‘restrict the rrght of individuals, communi-
ties or-nations to protect themselves from known
and unkriown dangers - of genetically engineered
crops, animals or- foods, including the rrght to

 require ‘mandatory labeling of genetrcally—engr— o

neered foods and to ban products not praven safe.

b

UNFAIRTRADEAND - .
RESTRICTIVE BUSINESSA S
PRACTICES ~ - . .-
Monopohes and Other Restrrctrve ' :

~ Business Practices - P
SlnCE the signing of the Uruguay Round agreement

- agrrbusmess concentratlon in a]l segments of the’

\

« 5

Many see .

_prov151on and to requrre all ‘nations to enact U.S.’

: -style patentlng laws for plants and animals. We

must oppose this proposa.l and work to ensure that
the Su1 Genens system is protected :

’

Patentmg of ere

“Several governments are pushlng to have new

"WTO rules that would make it illegal to ban the
. patenting of life forms. Many nations are wofklng'
" to" stop biopiracy and to* protect the rights to ban

the patenting and ownershlp of humans and other

) ammals We need the WTO to fu]ly exclude from

1ntellectua.l property" (TRIPS) provisions all b1od1— ‘
vers1ty—related products and processes and to ban -
. the patenting of life. _Current exemptions: on

“-patents for pubhc pohcy objecnves should be

vexpanded rather than ehmlnated R

TarrffEscalatrons _ L b C

-

Current WTO. rules encourage countrles to -

increase tariffs for processed goods, even while they

; promote relatrvely low tariffs on raw commodities.
This “practice creates a situation where “value-

- added” processing is- discouraged in the countries.

- where faw commodities are- the main source. of

export revenues, which’are often’ poor: countries in

Asia, Africa and Latin America. We need new*

trade rules. 'that “eliminate. tariff escalations. on
processed; or otherwise value-added, foods. .



N Agreement (NAFTA). We must--
strongly ¢ oppose the. inclusion of any aspect of thls

-

Afﬁrmatlve Procuremerit '
An essential policy. for encouragmg local sustain--

products meeting specific production characteris-

: tics, such as organic production or locally produced.-,
" There are * proposals to prohibit government
‘agencies from:this kind of preferent1a1 treatment in
purchasing. These proposals need to, be defeated,
- and-we heed - WTO support for the r1ght of gov-
‘ernments: to set standards for procurement based ,
on sustainable developrnent objectivés. )
Currency Fluctuatlon s, ’
Many- farmers and consumers °have been. seriously’
- hurt by unstable - currencies. . since the - Uruguay
Rourid. Although there were proposals to address this
* problery presented as part of the Uruguay Round,

| they were rejected by-the United States and other
countriés whose banks benefit from speculauon on”™

cu.rrency volatility. The new round of talks must tackle
the issue of currency 1nstab1].1ty, mcludmg addressmg
Cits negative unpacts on food security,

'State-Tradgng Enterpnses and Farmer— R
 Owned/Controlled Tradmg Enterprxses X

A number of governmeiits have proposed that the -
. 'WTO prohibit state ‘trading -
'proposals are seen by mariy as an attempt to use the
'WTO to tie the hands of farmers and governments
so that the gra1n tradlng monopohes can operate
“We need to. block these

enterprises. These

without- competition.
attempts to cornér the matket while ensuring that
global: anti-monopoly- rules apply to state< tradmg

enterprrses just as- they apply to pnvate enterpnses

Multilateral Agreement on Investment -

"With the recent - defeat of .the Mult1latera1

5 Agreement on Investments (MAI) in .the

Orgamzatron for - Econormc Cooperatron and»

Developrnent (OECD), some

governrnents are

attemipting to fevive .this. proposal by bringing; it’

the . WTO Any MAIT agreement would

inside -

severely restrict the- right of governments to protect -
- their food secu.rlty, to limit foreign and absentee ~
ownership of food—producmg land; and to regulate‘

their currency and other aspects of _their economy.

Currenit MAI proposals would also allow-transna™ - .

tional corporations to sue local, state, and national

governments for loss-of anticipated proﬁts due to

health and safety and other regulations as they have..

done " under the North America Free Trade
-continue to

- agreement in the WTO
- coNsuMER ISSUES .~ . .
Food Safety and the Precautlonary Principle

Current WTO ‘rulés have greatly increased the

_volume of goods fnoving in international trade; but
there has not been any m,crease in funds available

for safety mspectmns of imports.'One result is'a ~

sharp’increase in food safety problems, We need to

' ~ raise food safety standards and provide adequate "

" aspects -of food safety and.

e % v

' 1nfrastructure and training to minimize food safety

problems without mterference from the WTO In.

" addition, we need to ensure that the 'WTO fully
able agriculture has been government purchasing of  incorporates the Precautionary Principle and the -

right of countries to apply this Pr1nc1p1e in, all

Schemes to weaken food safety inspection, like
HAACP (Hazard Analysis and Critical Control
Pomts), should not be mandated by the WTO or
WTO related bodles hke the Codex Allmentarrus

Consumers Rrght to Know and Labelmg ‘

. There are proposals to use the next WTO.talks to
prohibit or limit a countrys nght to label products
accordlng to origin, genetic manipulation, produc-
tion method (e.g., organic) and other characteris-

‘tics. We need to make sure that the WTO- cannot -

limit the ab111ty of countrres to. " ensure the
consumer right to know, e.g., via mandatory
labehng

ry S <
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AGRICULTURE
mul

ATRA]\JE POLICY

“The Institite for.Agriculture and Tradg Policy is a
research institute headquartered in Minneapolis; * --
Minneésota. Founded in 1986, the mission of the

Institute is to create envuonmentally and economically
“sustainable rural communities and regions through -
. * sound agricultural arid trade policies. !

g

Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy
2105 First Avenue South  *
" Minneapolis, MN 55404
Tel. 612-870-0453 . - il
Fax: 612- 870v-4846 ¢
S s . email: iatp@idtp.org

www.iatp.oig

K

consumer affairs, - .

_between WTO members.

' : GLOSSARY

 Quotas— spec1ﬁc limits on the quannty or value of certain

items which can be imported.

Services—a “performance” product, i.e.,a product which it
not a good and which involves mostly the provision of
assistance, advice or other-help to the customer. Examples
include accounting, legal services, architectural services,
and engineering.

SPS regulations—t Sanitary and Phytosanitary

" regulations - governmental standards to protect human,

animal and plant life and health, to help ¢ ensure that

food is safe for consumpnon

'S&D— "Special and differential treatment” provisions

for developmg countries. Contained in several WTO
agrcements X .

’

“Subsidies— payments or benefits given by one country to

the manufacturers or producers of a particulir product in .

" their country to help them compete mternanonally or to

give them an advantage.

", Tariff rate quotas— quotas which allow certain quantities

or values of an item to come into the country at a reduced

_ duty rate. After the specific quantity or value is met; other

items may be imported but the duty rate will be higher.

TNC Transnational Corporations with operanons in_
ma,ny different countries, maximizing their profits by smng
various aspécts of production - from raw materials extractic
to labor-intensive assembly to packaging and shipping -
wherever costs are lowest. As mergers and acquisitions
eliminate competmon ‘in many sectors of the economly, a fé

", TNCs can gain significant control of a market. With little

comipetition and little government regulation, unfair trade

= pracnees often’ result.

Trade deficit— commonly used to describe the situation in
which a country purchases more goods imported from othe
countries (imports) than that country sells in foreign
countries (exports)

Trade surplus'——_commonly used to describe the situation i

‘which a country exports more products (sells more product

in'foreign countries) than it imports (buys from foreign
countries).

Trademark— a mark or symbol or sometimes even a name
that is “owned". by a company which’ has registered the righ
to exclusive use of it.

»

TRIPs— “Trade-Related Intellectual Property Rights." Th
agreement under which IPRs were brought into the

" GATT/WTO during the Uruguay Round

; - = e
Unfair trade practices— activities considered to be unfair
because they influence or affect the free trade of goods and

_services. Examples include subsidies and.regulations pro-

hibiting:foreigners from'sélling certain products.

The rules on which countries can use trade practices
generally seen as unfair are complex, because some less
developed countries have been allowed to kéep some
trade programs intact even though the programs may,
have some “unfair” aspects to them. The U.S. Trade -

- Representative examines unfair trade practices and publish¢

a yearly summary of those practices (available through the
government printing office). (v

Uruguay Round— The most recent round of GATT
negotiafions (1986-1992), which expanded the agreement
to include other issues sueh as intellectual property rights
and the “harmonization” of standards, and created the
World Trade Organization (WTO) execunve, Judlcxal and
leglslanve functrons

,WTO— Created in ]anuary, 1995, to implement. the -

Uruguay Round agreements and its new enforcement
mechanism, a standing Appellate Body to review panel
reports and render final decisions regarding dlsputes

B
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businesses, cultural 1nst1tutrons,, “and
movements. " Global’ governance has been and will
be transformed forever, We find ‘this historic
breakthrough deeply gratifying and i 1nsp1rmg

“Fhe .implication for civil socrety is enormous. We

‘must find a way to engage governments and others. "’
: They must be changed

.in a dialogue o how we will organize global, long—
‘distance and cross-border “affairs. And ‘we must
develop the ideas and concepts that can address the
problems that led to the  collapse -of. the: WTO

talks, -including ways to construct democratic

debate and decision- makmg at th1s scale.

‘The Road From Seattle
‘Getting Beyond “No”

Most .of the civil society advocates gathered in

“Seattle were united in one demand — opposition .

to the launchmg of a new round of trade ru.le—

making by the WTO

‘Almost everyor;e belreved that we needed to take o
fstock of our current situation and fo address very :

serious shortcommgs and problems before consid-
ering whether and how to proceed In this: ‘objective
we were successful. This was, again, a breathtaking

_victory.. " For the -overall WTO" structure, many
n'rx it” in the

groups think we must cither “ﬁx it”
coming months

o

However, there are key WTO- led negotratrons.

already under way .in the areas- of agriculture,
services, and the - ‘patenting of life that will go

foryard desprte te collap se i geattle, We. a.lready - The v1ctory in Seattle Joms the dema.l of fast track

know that the talks in these areas will be greatly
accelerated in hopes of finding quick agreemcnts to
prove that the WTO is not dead or. damaged

soc1al .

Partrcularly in the agricultural area; there is great

danger that these new- agricultural talks will make .

matters even worse for farmers and ﬁshers, both in -
. the North and in the South. At the same time, the
‘curtent WTO rules in agriculture have proven to

be  disastrous. for both producers and “consumers..

Y Y

Before Seattle, we had very | Little hope of makmg any
. changes: After Seattle, the situation hds changed

completely If the WTO cannot deliver a successful
agricultural negotiation it.may, in some respects, be

- placed on “life support.” If the WTO continues fo

refuse to také our views and concerns into consider-

- .ation, the outcome will most. likely be-unsugcessful
. and threaten the very surv1va.l of the WTO.. -

To test_this opporturuty we need td move qurckly

- We need an efficient and inclusive global process -

over the next months that can hammer out our
1deas in t_hree areas. I 2

Ftrst we need fo determme areas in which we -do”

not rdesrre any WTO involvement whatsoever. °

Second, we need to highlight some of the areas of
current WTO rules, such-as proh1b1trons against

- the dumping of agricultural eXpots, where we want .
‘the WTO to start enforcmg its own rules. Third,

we need fo identity key issues on which we want .
the WTO to take affirmative action. For example,

‘-we want the WTO to prohrbrt the patentmg of life

and essential drugs. =~ © . _ §

.

negotiating authority to Presiderit Cliriton and the
suspension of talks on the Multl.lateral Agreement

- making, but a lot -more work on thls is. needed

‘on Investments (MAI) as proof of crv1l socretys '
“ability to block ill-considered initiatives in -the -
global arena. We can ‘say clearly what we do not
support, arid we can stop some of the worst threats.
And. we will continue to' do* so withever-greater
strength _ -

" But Seattle also dernonstrated that we-are prepared
to express our ideas on: what is needed in terms of
global governance ‘and. to’ engage in constructive.
dlalogue on these 1deas with all concerned actors,
including governments, religions, cultures, busr— :
MESSES,. and other,global 1nst1tutrons . s

Many of the groups from ‘around the world that
came together in, Seattle will continue to work
_ together at an even higher degtee of copperation on
- both- WTO issues -and on_ other ‘global concerns. .-
Agreements on specific activities such as the creation

- of-a globally coordinated WTO lobbying - operatton -

and plans for ‘regiondl and' global - meetings Were
" hamimered out. Some progress was made on the
mechanics -for on-going. debate and . decision-

Seattle will “be- remembered for many thmgs,
“including the courage of the mostly young people
who steod solidly. and steadfastly. in ‘the face of a~
" furious assault: My hope. is -that. it will -also be
remembered as a watershed event—a. time and
place where “we the people” confronted dysfunc—

* tionial and: ‘oppressive global institutions with new

- ideas and new energy. I hope that T will be able.to .
. look hack someday soon and say-that this Battle in
.Seattle helped jolt the world onto a new path, one
leading toward a just and truly sustainable system
of global governance and world peace.

A Vlsmn for Agrlculture at the WTO

‘By So])/na Murpby, IATP dee and A, g7 zrulture Progmm Acz‘mg Dn ector

When government negotxators met in’ Seattle at the
WTO Ministerial, agriculture was at the top of the

agenda For many countries in the world, agricul-’
ture is an important elemént of _their export-

-economy (sometimes the ‘only elemient!), -and- it
prov1des a livélihood - for the overwhelming
majority of their poor people. The serious disagree-
_ments- over agrrculture among ‘the ‘135 (and
counting) countries that belong to the WTO con-
tributed to the ultimate breakdown in the negotia-

tions. These disagreements can be. traced back the:
Uruguay Round of the GATT, which delivered.
little “on agrrculture for ‘the developmg world. .

Despite. the failure ‘of ‘the Seaftle Ministerial,
WTO negotratrons on agriculture are scheduled to

begin in’;2000 as -agreed to -under the Uruguay.-

Round Agreement oh Agr1cu.lture (AoA)

The AoA has two objectrves that; careful.ly deﬁned
many. non- governmental organizations support.
The ﬁrst is.to rernove “raarket distortions,” which
for us means breakmg monopohes and olrgopolres,
banning: patents -on living organisms, burldmg in

differential . treatment for_ poorer countries, and.

allowing countries to decide their priorities for food
and-agricultural policies, including the: 1mportance
they choose to place on exports.

5 VThe second is ‘the . promotron of food securrty,
which is mentroned in the agréeement at the outset*

as an important - “non-trade concern” but not"
addressed- by the existing provisions. Those

~ working  to -promote food .security in the world -
“know that food security is. not abouf global food
~supply levels. It is about farmes, above all women,

who put food on the table for their families. It is
also about protectlng indigenous cultures and bio-

diversity. It is about employment and having the - ..-

means to secure, food. It is certamly ‘not about
‘dependence on food aid, and it should:not be

,dependence on world commodrty prrces either. .

The first need——and this is an obhgatlon under the
exlstmg AoA—is to review, the implementation
experience four "years' into.the WTO. What

" happened? This should be an exercise-for us, who:
eat,.and for those who grow food. It is also an~
_obligation of governments that are asking'us to .

accept “more " deregulation” in- agriculture .as' the

means to achieve the two-goals mentioned above.

So_far, farm’ orgamzatrons, non-profit researchers,

“even, multilateral organizations, are .critical of the .-

existing rules ‘and want to see changes. We do not
need more of the same. S -

¥
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Here are a few thmgs that need to be put on the ‘

agenda or strengthened '

1. Prohibit -the, sale of agrlcultural products in
world markets at less than cost of productron :

"9, Affirm the prmcrple of specral and differential

.. otreatment by allowmg developing ctountrres flex-

ibility in.managing their' domestic agrrculture
and their trade policy.
3. Afﬁrm the'i 1mportance of other parts of the mul-
. tilateral system, e.g., the Convention on Biological
- Diversity is the appropriate multilateral forum to _
address’ the use and exchange of biotechnology.-

.4._Ensure trade "rules that allow domestic farm
" - support programs that support small farmers, .

-'sustainable agrrculture and safely produced

‘healthy food o o -y

5. Regulate the handful of - compames “that over-
whelmingly dominate ‘world (and -sometimes
"local) trade in food to avoid the “abuses “and .
_ market drstortrons created by olrgopolrstrc power

- 6. Affirm the Precaut1onary Prmcxple in t;onsrder— '
- - ing the introduction and dissemination of new

'-technologres -
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. busrnesses, cultural 1nst1tut10ns, “and
be transfoitned fovever, We find this historic

breakthrough deeply gratifying and i msprrrng

The 1mplrcat1on for civil soc1ety is enormous: We

‘must find a way to engage governments and OthEIS-""

» They must be changed

in a dialogue on how we will orgarize global, long-
‘distance and cross-border “affairs. And-we must
develop the ideas and concepts that can address the

.'problems that led to the. collapse -of the: WTO
talks, -including ways to construct democratic
debate and decision- maktng at thls scale.

.The Road From Seattle:
‘Getting Beyond “No”

Most .of the civil society -advocates: gathered in

-Seattle were united in one demand ~— opposition .

to the launching 6f a new round of trade rule—

makmg by the WTO

Almost everyor}e believed that we needeEl to” take -
;'stock of our current situation and to address very

serious shortcommgs and problems before consid-
ering whether and how to proceed In this' ‘objective
we were successful. This was, again, a breathtakmg

_victory., " For the -overall. WTO" structure, [many
- groups think we must cither “ﬁx it” or “nix it” in the

coming monthis:. R

However, there are key WTO- led negotlatrons
a].ready under way -in the areas: of agriculture,
services,. and the -patenting of life that will go

forward desp itk the collapse e Seattle We already -‘.The v1ctory in Seattle joins the denial of fast track

know that the talks in these areas will be greatly
accelerated in hopes of finding quick agreements to
prove that the WTO is not dead or, damaged

“social . )
movements.’ Global governance has been’and will -

- placed on “life support.”

Partlcularly in the agricultural area; ¢ there is great
.danger that these new- agricultural talks will make .

miatters even worse for farmers and ﬁshers both in -

the North and in the South. At the same time, the

“curtent WTO rules in agriculture have proven to

be disastrous. for both producers and consumers.-

. Y

Before Seattle, we had very | Little hope of makmg any

- changes: After Seattle, the situition hds changed
~ completely. If the WTO cannot deliver a successful

agrrcu.ltural negotlatron it. may, in some respects, be
If the WTO continues to

refuse to take our views and concerns into consider-

. _ation, the outcome will most. likely be- unsuccessful
. and threaten the very survwal of the WTO

’

To test this opportunrty we need td move qu1ckly

" We need an efficient and inclusive global process

over the next months that can hammer out our
ideas in three areas. AL

Fl.rst we need fo determrne areas in which-we do”

not - destre any WTO involvement whatsoever.

Sécond, we neéd to highlight some of the areas of
current WTO Tules, such- as proh1b1t10ns against

- the dumping of agricultural expots, where we want .
‘the WTO to start enforcing its own rules. Third,

we need to  identity key issues on which we want .
the WTO to take affirmative action. For example,

"we want the WTO to proh1b1t the patentrng of life
and essential drugs. ~ - e

negotiating authority to Presiderit Cliriton and the
suspension of talks on the Multrlateral Agreement

-t

‘on Investments (MAI) as proof of crvrl socretys )
“ability to block ill-considered initiatives in -the -
global areria. We can say clearly -what we do not
support, arid we can stop some of the worst threats.
And we w111 continue to do so with- ever—greater

strength

=

- But Seatt_le also demonstrated that we-are prepared

to express our ideas on what is needed in terms of
global governance ‘and- to’ engage in constructive.
dra.logue on these 1deas with all concerned actors,
mcludmg governments, rehg1ons, cultures, busr—
-nesses, and other,global 1nst1tutrons + ¥

Many of the groups from ‘around the world that
came together in, Seattle will continue to work -
 together at an even higher degree of copperation on |
.. both-WTO issues and on_other global concerns. .-
Agreements on specific activities such as the creation

- of a globally coordinated WTO lobbying- operation -

and plans_for regiondl and global ‘meetings were

" hamimered out. Some progress was made on the
mechanics -for on-going. debate and . decision-
making, but a lot ‘more Work on thrs is. needed
Seattle will Sbe- remembered for many - thrngs
‘including the courage of the rnostly young people
who stood solidly and steadfastly in'the face of a-
" furious assault: My hope. is -that.it will -also be
remembered as a watershed event—a. time and
place where “we the people” confronted dysfunc—

- tionial and ‘oppressive global institutions with new
- ideas and new energy. 1 hope-that T will be ableto .
look hack someday soon and saythat this Battle in -
-Seattle helped jolt the world onto a new path, one
‘leading toward a just and truly sustainable system -
of global governance and world peace.

A VISIOH for Agrrculture at the WTO

'B_y Sap/na Murp/yy, IATP dee amz’ Agr zczz/z‘me Pragram Actzng Dzrm‘or :

‘When government negotrators metin’ Seattle at the
WTO Ministerial, agrrculture was at the top of the

agenda For many countries in the world, agrrcul—'v
ture is an important element of their export-.

economy (sometimes the only element'), -and- it

prov1des a livélihood - for the overwhelmrng‘

majority of their poor people. The serious disagree-
_ments~ over agrrculture among : the -135 "(and
counting) countries that belong to the WTO con-
tributed to the ultimate breakdown in the negotia-

tions. These drsagreements can be-traced back the
Uruguay Round of the GAT'T, which delivered,

little “on agrrculture for " ‘the developrng world.
Despite the failure ‘of ‘the Seaftle Ministerial,
WTO negotiations on agriculture are scheduled to

begin in’,2000 as ‘agreed to -under ‘the, Uruguay,v
. experiénce four years' into, the WTO. What

Round Agreement on Agrrculture (AoA)
The AoA has two ob)ectrves that; carefully deﬁned

many non—governmental organizations- support
The first is. to rernove “rharket distottions,” which
for us means breakrng smonopolies and oligopolies,
‘banning: patents -on living organisms, building in

differential . treatment for, poorer countries, ‘and-

allowing countries to decide their priorities for food

and-agricultural policies, including the i importance,

'they choose to place on exports.

3 The second is the . promotron of food security,

which is mentioned in the agréement at the outset-
as an important - “non-trade concern” but not-
addressed- by the existing provrsrons Those

working  to -promote food .security in the world -
“know that food security is. not abouf global food
~supply levels. It is about farmers, above all women,
who put food on: the table for their families: It'is . .

also about protectmg indigenous cultures and bio-
diversity. It is about employment and having the -

meansto secure. food. It is certainly ot about -
"dependence on food aid, and it should:not be.
‘ ,dependence on World commodity prices either.

The first need—and this is an obligation under the
ex13tmg AoA—is to review, the implementation

happened? This should be an exercise for us, who:

eat,.and for those who grow food. It is also an‘j
, obhgatron of governments that are asking‘us to .

accept “more ' deregulation in- agriculture .as the

means to achieve the two-goals mentioned above. '

So far, farm’ orgamzatrons, non-profit researchers,

“even, multilatetal otganizations, are .critical of the .-

‘existing rules and want to see changes. We do not

‘ need more of the same. B

b
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Here are a few thrngs that need to be put on the A
agenda or strengthened ‘

1. Prohibit the, sale of agrrcu.ltura.l products in
world markets at less than cost of productwn 3

"Z.VAfﬁrm the prmcrple of spec1al and dhfferentlal'

'treatment by a].lowmg developing clountrres flex-
.1b1.hty in;managing ‘their’ domestic agrrculture
- and their trade policy.
3 Afﬁrm the'i 1mportance of other parts of the'mul- .~
. ftilateral system, e.g., the Convention on Biological
- Diversity is the appropriate. multilateral forum to -
address the use and exchange of brotechnology

r4.'Ensure trade rules that allow domestic farm
‘- support programs that support small farmers,.

~sustainable agriculture and safely produced.
_healthyfood Y . . €

5, Regulate the handful “of - cornpames that over-

. whelmingly dominate ‘world (and ‘sometimes
“local) trade in food to avoid the abuses and .
_mmarket dxstortrons created by ohgopohstrc power

6. Affirm the Precautxonary Prmcrple in tzonsrder~ '

- ing the introduction and drssemmatron of new .
' »technologres . 3 5
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. BIOTECHNOLOGY AND
' BIO SAFETY

In 1997 US.. Secretary of - Agnsulture Dan thkman, called dlsputes

over biotechnology and the patenting of life “the Battle Royale of 21st:

century agriculture.” The U.S. leads the world in producmg genetically

modified organisms (GMOs) and is desperate to protect its dominant *

~ position in the world grain market. Consumers in Europe, Japan and
elsewhere object to GMOs in the food supply, and some 160 countries

5 _led by the African Group ate calling for a rigorous Biosafety Protocol .

in negotiations manddted by the parties to theé Convention .on
. Biological Diversity. The market’s reaction to'these consumer and envi-
ronmental problems is causing many farmers in the U.S. to reconsider

. their plans to sow GMO seed next year, to the dismay of the agri- .

~chemical-pharmaceutical industry that supplies them.

Disagreements among U.S. governmental agencies about how to use the
WTO to advance agricultural biotechnology interests contiriue to delay

 the: formulation of an explicit U.S. biotechnology policy for the launch
of WTO negotiations. For” example; an October 21 Cabinet-level -

meeting to formulate a blotechnology polrcy for the Seattle mlrustenal
- was postponed. -

A US. 1ndustry government paper drafted in September to advance‘

' 'brotechnology included among its options:-1) form 2@ WTO working
" group on biotechnology; 2) “clarify” the Agreement on the Apphcatron of
Sanitary- and " Phytosanitary Measures (SPS) .agreement in favor of
biotechnology without renegotratmg the Agreement; 3) seek to influence

WTO dispute resolution panels on biotechnology.through such forums .

_as the Codex Al.\mentanus Commissien, a food safety standards’ body

- whose decisions are regarded as authorative by the WTO. Thomas, Bllly,

a U.S. Department of Agriculture administrator, will
‘be the Codex Executive Committee Chair for the

‘next two years and is expected to guide the formatron:
of a Codex commrttee on brotechnology

Ina November 6 meeting of WTO heads of delega- g
* tions, developmg countries, together with Norway

" ‘and Switzerland, rejected both the Canadian and
]apanese proposals for a. biotechnology worklng 3
party “to consider the adequacy and effectiveness of
existing rules as well as the capacity of WTO -
Members  to  implement  thes¢ . rules.”
The U.S. supports the proposal for a workmg party,
but one focused more narrowly on approval»
processes for agncultural GMOs. The. US. is ‘also
hoping to settle biotech disputes with the European

Umon brlaterally

Numerous developmg countries as well as Norway
. and Switzerland have insisted that biotechnology
issues should be negotiated in ‘the Biosafety Protocol
-"under the Convention on Biological Diversity, a
position that the United States rejects. In these nego-
tiations, the U.S. has _|o1ned Canada, Austraha, _ : r
Argentina, Chile and Uruguay in blocking the rest of i
.- the world’s preference for a comprehenswe protocol that would. mclude
agricultural GMOs in its scope. The next talks under these auspices will'
take place in ]anuary in Montreal.
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* PATENTS ON LIFE. AND

PATENTS ON MEDICINES

Until the Uruguay Round, most countries’ patent systems did not cover
guay patent sy.

living organisms. In that, many actually denied patents on.foods and
medicines on grounds these socially valuable products ought not to be pri-
vatized nor priced out of the reach of the general-public. Encouraged by

an “Intellectiial Property Committee” consisting of major pharmaceutical
companies, the United States : Office’ of the Trade - Representative
succeeded in drafting a Uruguay Round Agreement on Trade-Related

Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) that strengthens the '

private monopoly rights of the drug industry, and .obligates all WTO
Members to provide patents for genetically engmeered organisms .and

micro-organisms and to provide either patents or a “sui- generis” (“of its

own kind”) system. for protecting the breeders of plant varieties.

ances that.technology transfer would be forthcoming, and other “special

and differential treatment” negotiated to assist them in complymg with

TRIPS requirements. The agreement is subject to brenmal review.

- 'Developmg countries were granted longer phase-in periods, vague assur-

In the draft Ministerial Declaratron, alarge group of developmg countries

other. concessions achieved during the Uruguay Round. Therr text also

proposes amending TRIPs so that all living organisms and their parts
* cannot be patented and so that the list of exceptions to patentability .

includes the list of essential. drugs identified by’ the ‘World Health
Orgamzatlon Consistent' with the Convention en Biological Diversity

" has insisted on language to “operationalize” technology transfer and the **

_and the International Undertaking on . Plant Genetic' Resources, their °
proposal would “ensure the protection of innovations of indigenous and .
local farming communities; the continuatiorr of traditional farming ¢

processes including the right to use, exchange and save seeds, and promote -

food securrty
" On November 11, however, both the Uhited States

governmental organizations from around the world
responded with letters t6 President Clinton and the

“soften” its position ‘on TRIPs. “As we enter the 21st
' century,” states the letter, srgned by-more than 250
- groups and individuals from 47 countries; “it is
_ imperative that global coherence refer not only to
coherence among the WTO, IMF and World Bank;
equally if not more important for global food
security, health and welfare is coherence among the
*WTO, other treaty bodies and the many United
-Nations agencies... If the WTO is to preserve -its
authority as an arbiter of intérnational trade, it must
‘recognize that other international laws and under-
standings must be respected.” z

- More specifically, the NGOs c;lled for amending

- TRIPs to expand the list of exceptions  to

"parts as well as the list of éssential drugs published

transfer of technology on fair and mutually advantageous terms; and to

establish transitional arrangements that enable developing countries to - -
~ comply without counteracting their obligations under other internation-

al agrcements, partrcularly the Convention on onloglcal Drvcrsrty

By Kristin Dawkins, IA TP Trade and A, grzcultme Pragram Director.
&

and European Union rejected their proposals. Non-'

* patentability to-include living organisms and their.

US. Trade Representative, urging the US. to °

by-the World Health Organization; to ensure the



