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Preface

Inthispaper, | attempt to take account of the suggestions of numerous globalization theoriststhat some
core concepts need to be reworked as part of the process of developing knowledge of globalization. |
introduce the concept of a‘transnationa policy space’ in exchangefor more usual political science concepts
like* multi-level governance and ‘ policy community’. It isabit of an experiment and definitely preliminary, but
| found the exercise useful. | then seek to show how the concept might work by describing developmentsin
agriculture policy inthe postwar period, arguing that such atransnationa policy space hasgradually emerged
inthispolicy field. | would appreciate any comments membersof the I ngtitute on Globdization and the Human
Condition and team members of the Globalization and Autonomy project might have on thiswork.

The paper hasbeen through aformof peer review. Anearlier versonwas presented at aconferenceon
“Reconfiguring Authority inthe 21 Century” held at the Center for International Studiesat the University of
Toronto in March 2002, under the able direction of two of the scholars from the Globalization and Au-
tonomy team, Edgar Grande and LouisW. Pauly. A revised versionwas presented at asecond conference of
thisgroup held at the Technische Universitdt M tinchen in October 2002, again under the able leadership of
Professors Grande and Pauly. | amindebted to all the participants at these two conferencesfor their com-
ments. Professors Grande and Pauly gave me additional constructive feedback, which | used in preparing this
version of the paper. They are preparing avolume entitled Reconstituting Political Authority: Complex
Sovereignty and the Foundations of Global Governance based on the papers at these two conferences.

William D. Coleman
Editor, Working Paper Series



Globality and Transnational Policy-
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Statesand other collective actors are seeking to reconstitute political authority inthe 21% Century in part to
regulate an ongoing seriesof globalizing processes. These processes are adding to the spread of globality,
consciousnessthat theworld isone place. What isalso clear isthat attemptsto reconstitute authority require
statesto cooperate with one another in ever increasing ways. The global scope of such cooperation, its
regularity, level of ingtitutiondization, and frequency haveal contributed to the growth of densaly networked
transnationa policy spaceson an unprecedented scale.

Policieson agriculture and food may not cometo mind first ascandidatesfor transnational policy-making.
The cultivation of plants and the husbandry of animalsare activitiesfirmly rooted in physical places, sculpting
landscapesthat themselves become central componentsof local and regiona cultures. Similarly, the prepara:
tion and presentation of food are deeply tied to local ways of life and become cherished components of many
local, regional and national cultures. Nonetheless, basic agricultural commodities have long been traded.
With advancesin transportation, storage and communicationstechnologies, thevalue of thistrade hasrisen
steadily inthe postwar period. When coupled to advancesin food processing and preservation, these same
technologies have permitted arapid rise in the trade of prepared and processed foods over the past three
decades. Asaconsequence, loca ways of preparing foods and the foodsthemselves have shifted to accom-
modate and to indigenize foods from other places around the globe. This movement of plant and animal
productshasincreased thelikelihood of the soread of animal diseases and of unsuspected toxinsand dlergens
inprocessed foods. Finally, the development of genetic engineering has permitted thetransfer of basic infor-
mation codes of living matter not only across physical space, but also from one species type to another.
Together these and other developmentshave pushed statesto cooperate with one another on an ever increas-
ing number of agricultural and food policies.

The pushing out of atransnational policy space governing agriculture and food has not led to orderly
policy-making or the shared understandings at the global level necessary for regimeformation. To the con-
trary, this space featuresintense political conflict on anincreasing number of fronts. This paper raisesthe
question of whether such conflict may bethe normrather than the exception intransnationa policy-making. In
the absence of fixed boundaries based on territory, aready division of internal and external sovereignty, and a
state gpparatusto exercisethat sovereignty while controlling these boundaries, policy-making may be bound
to lose some of itspredictable, ordered character found at the nation-statelevel and in someregional political
arrangementslikethe EU.

Inorder to develop thisargument, | begin with somethoughtson theimplications of globalization theory
for understanding transnationa policy-making. | arguethat thistheory highlightsthe likelihood of ashifting,
unpredictable and disorderly policy space. | thenreflect onthesetheoretical pointsby describing the develop-
ment of atransnational policy space in agriculture. 1 show that this space had largely taken form by the
beginning of the Uruguay Round (UR) negotiationsinthemid-1980s. | then demonstratethat the conclusion of
these negotiations, in tandemwith the entry of genetic engineering into the transnational policy space, inthe
1990s not only globalized the spacefurther, but added considerably to itscomplexity, itscontradictions, and its
conflict. 1 concludethe paper with some preliminary thoughtson the relationship between the development of
such apolicy space and the uneven effects of globalizing processes.
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Globalization Theory and Transnational Policy-M aking

| choose to use the concept of a'‘transnational policy space’ inthis paper for several reasons. | begin by
accepting that the concept of globalization and itscompanion term, globality, are helpful for understanding the
contemporary context inwhich public policy ismade. When the many definitions of globalization are surveyed,
some common propertiesbecome evident. Frst, most definitions emphasize that the separation of spacefrom
placeisabasic characterigtic of modernity. Giddens(1990:18) writes: ‘ The advent of modernity increasingly
tears gpace away from place by fostering relations between ‘ absent’ others, locationdly distant fromany given
situation of face-to-faceinteraction. . . . What structuresthelocaleisnot smply that what ispresent onthe
scene; the ‘visbleform' of thelocal concealsthe distanciated relationswhich determineitsnature.” Spacesin
thissenseare‘products (Dirlik 2002:18); they are created through particular kindsof ‘work’, inthiscase,
policy-making ‘work’. Spacesalso contain‘locations or ‘places where peopleliveand work.

Second, individuals and organizationsin these spacesare increasingly highly interconnected in complex
ways. Some seethis phenomenon of ‘ complex connectivity’, to use Tomlinson's (1999:3) term, to bealong-
standing historical development. Othersaccept thispostion, but arguethat new information and communica
tiontechnologieshave created akind of “tipping point” wherethis connectivity takes on exceptional density and
global extensity. Both groupsdo agree, however, that these connections create ameasure of interdependence
insocid relationsthat isunprecedented in history. The combination of connectivity and interdependence, with
the separation of space from place, also leads scholarsto emphasize the supraterritorial or transboundary
character of many of these socid relationships (Scholte 2000). For thesereasonsaswell, globalization schol-
arsoften usethemetaphor of ‘flows' of capitd, ideas, cultural forms, information and peoplesto describethese
socid relationships. The concept of aflow speaksto theideaof movement unconstrained by usual borders.

Thestate of living and experiencing globalizing processesis often described as* globality’. Robertson
(1992) hasemphasized that this stateis one of being increasingly conscious of theworld asone, as* unicity’.
What happensin one part of theworld ismorelikely over timeto have animpact on other partsof theworld.
Appadural (1996, 2002) elaborates onthis point by suggesting that such globality createsnew possibilitiesfor
the social imagination; in fact, socia imagination becomesasocid practice and akey component of agency
under globalizing conditions.

Accepting the concepts of globalization and globality as helpful hasimportant implicationsfor epistemol-
ogy. Sociologigtslike Robertson (1992), Albrow (1997), Beck (2002) and anthropologistslike Tsing (2000)
and Geertz (2000) have noted that many of the core conceptswe usein the social sciences— nation, state,
identity, border, citizenship, society — were developed in atime when nation-state borders* contained’ most
of therelevant activity in politicsand policy-making. They suggest that these concepts must be questioned, and
perhaps supplemented or replaced, if wewishto understand well socia relationshipsand social actorsinthe
contemporary era. Both Beck’s(2002) cdl for a‘ cosmopolitan methodology’ and Robertson’s suggestion of
looking at a‘global field’ are helpful here. Beck (2002:92) notesthe decoupling of space and politicsand the
differentiation between sovereignty and autonomy. Inreferring to thegrowth of a‘transnational state’, he
pointsto the need to act transnationally to realizerelevant outputs. Inthisrespect, statesgive up autonomy in
order to retain and even expand sovereignty.

Robertson spesksof aglobal field that includesindividualsor ‘ selves , nation-states, the system of states,
and humanity. What hasdeveloped over time, he suggests, isthegradual differentiation of each of these poles
fromthe other, such that each hasits own dynamic. For example, theindividual or self comesto definean
identity inreferenceto being acitizen of anation-state, aworld citizen of asystem of states, and ahuman being
with something in common such asrightswith al other human beings. For Robertson, then, thetraditional
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conceptsof socid science must be used relatively, al thewhilerecognizing that differencesand consciousness
of difference are multiplying apace. Inthewordsof Geertz (2000:235): ‘ Resisting the coalescence of the
dimensionsof political community, keeping thevariouslinesof affinity that turn abstract populationsinto public
actors separate and visible, seems suddenly, once again, conceptualy useful, morally imperative, politically
redigic.’

The choice of theword ‘ space’ then coincideswith the epistemological position that bordersand bound-
ariesare variable and are being created and recreated in response to globalizing processes. Thisspaceis
‘transnational’ because states have cometo act more and more in coordinated wayswherethey yield au-
tonomy and pool sovereignty inorder to achieve policy objectives. Grande and Pauly refer to thisphenom-
enon asthe‘transnational cooperation state’, while Cox (1987: 255) refersto the‘ internationaization of the
state’. Herefersto the emergence of a‘complex political structure’ that isthe counterpart to economic
globalization. Headds (1987:258) that thisstructure ‘ gppearsto be more evolved, more definitivein some of
itsparts; lessformed, morefluid in others; and the connections between the parts are more stable in some
casesand moretenuousin others'. Not only states‘act’ inthistransnational space, but also transnational
economic actorsparticipating inanincreasingly integrated, global capitalist economy and transnational socia
movementsand interest organizationscomprising aglobal civil society (Beck 2002:114ff.).

In choosing to usethe concept of atransnationa policy space, | continueto stress, however, theimpor-
tance of placesand specific sitesof power. What ischanging, perhaps, isthe multiplication of these sites.
Moreover, actionsin one place are not necessarily coordinated or consistent with actionsin another. Infact,
they may contradict oneanother. Complex connectivity and highinterdependence associated with globaliza-
tion meanthat, to usethewordsof Dirlik (2002:26), wearein asituation ‘ where place-based differences. . .
areincorporated into the very process of globalization, abolishing the boundary between the externa and the
internal, bringing differencesinto theinterior of the processof globalization, and presenting the global with all
thecontradictionsof thelocal.” AsTsing (2000) cautions, we must avoid making distinctions between global
‘forces andlocal ‘ places’. Processesof ‘ place-making’ and ‘force-making’ are both local and global.

Finally, I accept the methodological advice of many of these scholarswho suggest we cometo under-
stand globalization by beginning with problems, particularly bidsfor power whenit comesto policy anayss.
Returning once moreto Geertz (2000:223): ‘those of uswho are committed to sorting through concrete
meatters so asto develop circumstantial comparisons— specific inquiriesinto specific differences— may seem
naive, quixotic, dissmulating or behind thetimes. But if guiddinesfor navigating inasplintered, disassembled
world areto befound, they will haveto comefrom such patient, modest, close-inwork. . .. Weneedto find
out how, rather exactly, thelandlies” Tradein agricultural commoditiesand foods, particularly asthey involve
biotechnology, represents one such bid for power and this paper isbut one attempt to see how theland lies.

Drawing from Held et al. (1999), we can begin to assess the degree to which globalizing processes
produce new global transnational spacesby observing shiftsinextensity, the degreeto which culturd, political
and economic activitiesare‘ stretching’ acrossnew frontiersto encompassthe ‘world’; intensity, changesin
the magnitude and regularity of interconnectedness; andvel ocity, changesin the speed of global interactions
and processes. Shiftsalong these dimensions should lead to increasingenmeshment, that is, the level of
interdependence of the global and thelocal (Robertson 1992). In charting the contours of such aspace, we
must keep inmind that nodes of power congealed iningtitutionsgive structureto flows. The contoursof the
gpace and thelocationswhere such ingtitutions are constructed and activated are strongly influenced by codli-
tionsof actors, some private and some public (Tsing 2000:330).
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Toward aGlobal Transnational Policy Space, 1947-1986

Intheimmediate postwar period, therewasvery little transnational policy spacefor agriculture. Although
international agreementssuch asthe GATT existed, they werefull of exemptionsfor agriculture, permitting
nationa policy-makersto construct policiestailored to domestic political needsonly. Relatively closed, often
corporatist, policy networks provided theforumfor the design and implementation of these policies. Over the
course of thethree decadesfollowing thesigning of the GATT, more extensve and intengve contactsdeveloped
between national policy-makers, providing the basisfor creating anascent transnational policy spacelargely
limited to developed countiesinthe OECD. Thesecontactsacceleratedinthelate 1970sand early 1980s, in
particular, when the effects of crisesin domestic agricultural economies spilledinto theinternational trading
system. Inbeginning to frameapolicy regponseto thecrigs, policy makersdrew another set of actorsinto the
space, anascent transnational epistemic community anchored inthe discipline of agricultural economics. The
knowledge produced in this epistemic community facilitated the growth of ever more extensive and intense
global contactsamong policy-makersinthesector. Accordingly, by the mid-1980s, agriculture had reached a
position of thinglobality, where policy-makers, farm organizations and agribusiness had adeeper consciousness
of transworld agriculture.

From Protectionist National Policy Communities to Crisis

Two clausesinthe 1947 GATT reinforced strong boundaries associated with national autarky inagriculture.
Article X1 cdled for the eimination of quantitative restrictionsonimports, but permitted such restrictionsfor
agriculture whenthey were needed to enforce governmenta measuresthat limit quantities produced or ‘remove
atemporary surplusof thelikedomestic product.” Although thisderogation wasinspired, in part, by Section 22
of the US Agricultural Adjustment Act, it wasalso inconsistent with the USIaw. Section 22 permitted theuse
of import quotasevenwhen therewere no controlson production. Concerned withthisinconsstency, farmers
advocatesin the US Congress succeeded in securing the primacy of domestic over international rules by
amending the Agricultural Adjustment Act in1951. Therevised legidation stipulated that no trade agreement
or other international agreement could be applied inamanner incongstent with Section 22. Congresswent on
to imposeimport quotasonahost of productswheretherewere no supply controls. Thisviolationof GATT
rulesprecipitated astrugglewith President Trumanandthe GATT. The Congressemerged triumphant inthis
disputein 1955, when the US secured abroad waiver, with no timelimit, fromitsarticle X1 obligations.

AsJoding, Tangermannand Warley (1996:29) observe, thewaiver had a‘ chilling effect oninternationa
tradepolicy.” They notethat ‘at acrucid moment inthe development of the Agreement, the United Statesgave
primacy to itsnational agricultural interestsover itsinternational trade obligations.” The combination of this
waiver and of very few tariffsbeing bound in agriculture left the door wide openfor other statesto reinforcethe
bordersaround their agricultural economies. For example, the European Economic Community wasableto
st up itsautarkic Common Agricultura Policy with variableimport levies.

The second important derogation frominternationa trade disciplinein agriculture camein Article XVI
(SectionB). Thispart of thetreaty prohibited export subsidiesfor manufactured goods, but made an excep-
tion for agricultural and other primary products. In 1955, Article XV was amended to read that export
subsidieswerenot to be used to gain * morethan an equitable share of world export trade.” The meaning of the
term‘an equitable share’ wasto remain very vagueinthe ensuing years. When prompted in 1958, theUS
refused to accept atota ban onexport subsdiesin agriculture. Accordingly, whenthe Common Agricultura
Policy was conceived inthe 1960s, export ‘restitutions’ joined variable leviesaskey policy instrumentsfor
protecting the common market in agriculturein the European Economic Community.
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Under these conditions, agricultural policy-making took place overwhelmingly within states. Various
producer organizationsaso participated through corporatist arrangementsin most European countries, Japan,
and Audtralia. Peak associationsrepresenting agricultural producers participated directly inthe policy formu-
lation process, and more specialized commodity groups usualy worked with public officiasinimplementing
policy. Relations between producers and politicians were more pluralist inthe US, but an ‘iron triangle’
involving informal coalitionsof producers, the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the agriculture
committees of Congress tended to control the policy process (Hansen 1991). More open pluralismwas
characteristic of general farm policy-making in Canada, but corporatism also featured in selected sectors
where production of commoditieswas*‘ managed’ (Skogstad 1987).

These domestic policy-making boundaries created under thelega exceptionsinthe GATT regimecame
under increased economic and political pressure during the 1970sand early 1980s. Problemsininternationa
agricultural marketsgaveriseto expensive pathologiesinimplementing domestic policies. Grain pricesoften
trigger wider economic changesin agriculture, becausethey are aninput not only for the direct production of
human food, but also for livestock raising, whether inthe meat or the dairy sectors. At the beginning of the
1970s, grain pricesrose as supplies becametight. Thiscombination of economic conditionsled to increased
tradein agricultural commodities. Suppliesroseinthemiddle of the decade, triggering adeclinein prices, only
to become short again a theend of the 1970s. Governmentsincreased price supportsto encourage produc-
tion, astep that led, inturn, to faling international pricesand rising production surpluses.

Thisproduction cycle had several unfortunate consequences. The combination of agrowing surplusin
the European Community, and an appreciating US dollar, allowed the EC to use export subsidiesto didodge
US grain companiesfrom sometraditiona markets, particularly inthe developing world. Consequently, US
stocksrose quickly, making more onerousthe cost of agricultura policiesto domestic consumersand taxpay-
ers. Inaddition, many economists and finance ministers began to argue that therising fiscal outlaysto the
agricultura sector represented amisallocation of resourcesthat undermined overall economic growth. TheUS
responded to these circumstances by introducing the Export Enhancement Programme, anew set of export
subsidies designed to recapture market sharefromthe EC. Theresulting trade war was not only costly to
citizensin boththe US and Europe, but also to other grain-exporting countriesthat were caught inalow price
sgueeze precipitated by the export subsidies. By 1986, wheat prices had fallento 1/3 of their 1974 value
(Swinbank and Tanner 1996:17). Farmersin Augtralia, Canadaand the USwereindifficult financid straitsdue
tothehighinterest ratesthey were paying onthelargeloansthey had taken out in order to expand production
inthelate 1970sand early 1980s. Politicaly, it gradually became clear that domestic policy problemswould
require someinternationd policy coordination, if the economic Situation wereto be stabilized.

An Agricultural Economics Epistemic Community

Incompany withtheincreased levelsof conflict over removing obstaclesto thetrade of agricultura commodities,
flowsinthe production of knowledge about agricultural trade were taking on more of atransnational form.
Agricultura economics providesthe knowledge basefor the epistemic community most relevant to agricultura
policy. Higtorically, thisdiscipline had existed outside mainstream economics, often housed with facultiesor
collegesof agriculture, themsalves closdly linked to agricultural producersintheir particular locae. Theseloca
tieshelped give the discipline abroader, moreinterdisciplinary character, and more applied orientation than
economics per se. Gradually inthe US and the Anglo-American countries, however, these characteristics
changed over the postwar period asagricultural economicstook on the neoclassical, mathematical and more
quantitative orientation of sandard economics.
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Thisshift intheresearch ethic provided the basisfor the development of atransnationa policy evauation
framework that could be shared between agricultural economistsin the academic world, agricultural econo-
mistsand mainstream economistsin officia bureaucracies, advisory councilsand semi-public think-tanks, and
even economistsemployed by some producers' interest groups. Further ingtitutionalization of atransnationd
epistemic community camein June 1980 with theformation of the International Agricultural Trade Research
Consortium (IATRC), aninformal association of government and university economistsinterested in agricul-
tural trade. The growthin discussionsaround this expanding body of knowledge added to the extensity,
intengty and velocity of relationshipsin thistransnational policy space.

Accordingly, incompany with the nascent globalization of aknowledge framework for policy evaluation,
aframework that shared important elementswith globalist, neo-liberal frameworksin other policy aress, the
gtesfor agricultura policy-making became moretransnational, albeit ill largely confined to developed coun-
tries. Twodigtinct, but clearly linked, intergovernmenta organizations provided the environment for thischange
in policy-making: the OECD and the GATT, with the agricultural economics epistemic community featuring
prominently inthe proceedings of both of these organizations. Perhapsitsmost crucia contributionscamefirst
inthe provision of mathematical modelsthat showed the gainsto bereaped by all countries, developed and
developing, fromtradeliberalization. Second the epistemic community endorsed and placed onthetablea
new measure of level of protection originally proposed by Timothy Josling at a meeting of the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO) of theUN in1973. Theso-caled ‘ production subsidy equivalent’ permitted
participantsin the policy community to lift policy measuresout of their highly specific national contextsand
place themonacommon scaleof ‘trade-distorting’ protectionism. The smpleintroduction and acceptance of
thisinstrument increased globality by opening the door to seeing better the‘ distortions' inworld markets.

In summary, by 1986, atransnational policy space had formed, which wasincreasingly extensiveinits
global reach. Interactionsinthe space had become more regularized and ingtitutionalized, providing an ele-
ment of indtitutiona stahility. Thevelocity of interactionshad increased significantly asmeetingsbecame more
frequent, both in global and regional policy forums. The density of the networks and the flows of expert
knowledge had risen dramatically and these became more stable asthey were drawn into the OECD and the
GATT. Consequently, locdl agriculturd practicesand globd policy-making were significantly moreenmeshed
than they had been a short two decades before.

New Flowsand Shifting Boundaries. 1986-

Transnational policy spacesfunctioning under conditionsof increasing globalization differ fromnational policy
spacesinthe period of nation-state modernity. Thereisno state exercising some control over flowswithina
specific territory, theinternal and external sovereignty key to managing these flows being now shared and
dispersed, and boundariesno longer being necessarily fixed. AsGrande (2002) remindsus, spaceisno longer
defined interritoria terms, but functionaly. Of course, boundaries continueto exist, but these are porous,
opento new flowsasinterconnections between actorsand stes of power areformed and reformed. Moreover,
theseboundariesareimpossibleto control asthedidecticsof globdizing processescreate new socid reaionships,
reconstruct identities, and create new sites of power, while diminishing others. Accordingly, ever-increasing
globdity asreflected in higher levelsof extengty, intengity, and velocity in socia and political relationshipsmay
add to theingtability and conflict in policy-making.

Thesevery tentative hypotheses gain some credibility when examined inthelight of developmentsinthe
transnationd policy spaceinagriculture ince 1986. Inthissection, | analyze briefly two changesto the space
that have simulated these hypotheses: theingtitutionalization of policy-making a the World Trade Organization
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and theentry of agricultural biotechnology into the spaceinthe 1990s.

The World Trade Organization and Policy-Making in Agriculture.

TheAgreement on Agriculturefromthe Uruguay Round of trade negotiationsadded to the extengty, intengity
and velocity of social relationshipsin the transnationa policy space, perhaps most notably by strengthening
connectionswith developing countries. Thenegotiation of the Agreement wasprotracted, politicaly explosve
at times, and ultimately dependent onthereform of the Common Agricultura Policy (Colemanand Tangermann
1999). Thefinal accord focused onthree areas— market access, domestic support measures, and the use of
export subgdies. Article 17 of the Agreement on Agriculture made provisonfor theestablishment of aCommittee
onAgricultureat theWTO, while Article 18 laid out itsresponsbilities. The Committeewasto review the
progressof member statesin theimplementation of commitments negotiated under the Uruguay Round reform
programme. Memberswere aso enjoined to notify the Committee of any new domestic support policy, or of
amodification of an existing policy, for which an exemption fromthe Agreement wasto be claimed. Finaly,
memberswereto be provided an opportunity to raise any matter relevant to implementation of commitments
under the reform programme, or to bring to the attention of membersany policy of another member that it
thought required Committee notification.

Sanitary and phytosanitary mattersare covered by aseparate Agreement onthe Application of Sanitary
and Phytosanitary (SPS) Measuresthat setsout aseriesof core normsand principlesfor their development.
Parallel to the Agriculture Agreement, thereisaso an SPS Committee, which hassimilar responsibilitiesfor
monitoring theimplementation of policy. The Preamble of the SPS Agreement notesthe advisability of harmo-
nized SPS measures based oninternational standards. Threepre-existing internationa organizations— the
Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC), the Organisationinternationale des Epizooties (Ol E)and the I nterna-
tiona Plant Protection Commission (IPPC) — werewritten into the agreement asrecognized standard-setting
bodies. Theaddition of thesethreestesof authority wove new tiesinto the policy space betweentrade policy-
makerson the onesde and formerly rather autonomous groupingsof food scientists, veterinarians, and plant
biologistsand entomologistsontheother.

All of thisingtitutiondization of agricultura policy-making at the WTO sgnalsa’ thickening’ of globaity in
agriculture. The creation of active Committees on Agriculture and SPS increased theextensity of global
relations. Insetting up committeesopento all 128 membersof theWTO, theinternational policy forumfor
agricultura trade policy expanded well beyond the OECD and the moredlitegroupingsof the GATT that had
dominated the arenaprior to the Uruguay Round. With the Committees meeting four times per year at a
minimum and with the additional interchangestaking place dueto thearriva of the next set of negotiations, the
intensity of political connectionsbetween statesrose sgnificantly. With the more extensive use of the I nternet
by many governmentsand at the WTO, so0 too hasthe vel ocity of interchange increased sharply.

Findly, the Committee’s activities Ssgnal an increasingenmeshment of loca agricultura policieswiththe
new globa arrangements. Ontheonesde, new domestic policiesand amendmentsto existing policiesmust dl
be designed with WTO rulesand policy in mind. Onthe other side, what happenslocally becomes of ever
moreinterest globally. Inthisrespect, the WTO rules have becomeincreasingly internalized in domestic
policy-making circles. Theformer Chair of the Agriculture Committee, Nestor Osorio Londofio (1998:4),
captured thisideaof enmeshment and theresulting globality inaspeechto thelATRC in December 1997. ‘As
aresult, implementation has generaly become a more open, ‘hands-on’ process. What goes on in your
domestic backyard isincreasingly ameatter of legitimateinterest to your fellow WTO members.” Londofio
(1998:7) added. ‘ The basic ideawasto enable WTO membersto keep a’“ collective eye’ on how commit-
mentswere being implemented and to exert peer group pressure at themulltilateral level.” Accordingly, global
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suasionwasexpected to disciplinewhat happened locdly. ‘[1]t wasfelt aslong ago asthe pre-Uruguay Round
preparatory work, that aregular monitoring or review processwould be useful in strengthening the hands of
governmentsin dealing with pressure groupswho, in many instances, would be unaccustomed to international
congtraintson domestic or trade policy options (Londofio 1998:7).

Two concrete examplesillustrate this growing enmeshment and reflexivity of the global and thelocal.
First, aperson closeto agricultura policy-making circlesin Indiatalked about theimpact of the actionsof the
Agricultureand SPS Committeesin hisown country.! He noted that initialy Indiadid not attend these meet-
ings, primarily because the government of Indiahad not fully appreciated the potential impactsof the Agree-
mentsondomestic policy. ‘It took 2 or 3 yearsfor thefact to sink inthat now therewere certain principlesin
place which meant that India could not just do what it wanted to do.” He added that as the changes did
become better known, politica practices changed domestically. ‘Inthelast two to threeyears, whenit comes
to mgjor policy decisions, the agriculture ministry isnow co-ordinating very closely withthetrade ministry. It
even hasitsown WT O staff, who workswith thetrade ministry. Thiscoordination did not happen before.’

Moreover, domestic policy isnow *‘seen’ differently asthe conceptsinthe Agreement on Agriculture
becomeinternalised by domestic officials. My intervieweeillustrated this change with the following example.
Indiahasalong-standing policy to build up food socksthat might be deployedin caseof famine. After aseries
of bountiful harvests, the accumulated stocks had reached such levelsin the late 1990sthat storage costs
became prohibitive. So the country proposed to sell off some of the stocksto other developing countriesat a
rather low price. When officialsof the agriculture department reported on these actionsto trade ministry
officials, they weretold that such common acts of the past were now congtituted as'* export subsidies under
WTO rules. Moreover, the US government had expressed its opposition to the sale at a meeting of the
Committee. Theofficia, however, concluded by noting thereflexivity inthe process. Inresponseto internal-
izing the WT O conceptsand understanding their implicationsfor | ndian agriculture, | ndiahasbecome much
more activeinthe Millennium Round negotiations, either developing itsown policy proposasor working more
closaly with other countries. Almost al observersof thelatest trade discussionsin agriculture comment ona
ggnificant increaseinthe activity of the developing countrieswhen compared to thelast time. Thingsaremuch
more ‘complex’, they will add, because agreement between the US and the EU, although still anecessary
condition, isno longer asufficient condition for an overall accord.

A secondillugtration of reflexivity through enmeshment comesin how statescongtruct ‘regions . Appadura
(2002:8) arguesthat the capability to imagine regionsand worldsis now itself aglobalized phenomenon. He
adds (2002:12) ‘the principal challengethat facesthe study of regionsisthat actorsin different regionshave
elaborateinterestsand capahilitiesin constructing world pictureswhose very interaction affects global pro-
cesses.’ Inatransnational policy space, such regionsmay be‘ non-territoria’. Speaking of non-territorial
regionsintheworld economy, Ruggie (1993:172) introducestheideaof ‘ adecentered yet integrated space-
of-flows, operating inreal time, which exists alongside the space-of-placesthat we call national economies.
Suchaconception can be extended to policy flowsaswell. If Appadura and Ruggieare correct, we might see
some new imaginings of non-territorial regiona spaces as developing countries build on their deeper knowl-
edge of the Agriculture and SPS agreements gained in the respective WT O communities and propose new
policiesinthe MillenniunyDoharound

Thebehaviour of two countries, Mauritiusand Cuba, issuggestive of new imaginingsof ‘region’. Mauritius
submitted itsown proposd, joined inwithan* African Group’ of 39 statesto submit asecond, then partnered
with Antiguaand Barbuda, Barbados, Cuba Dominica, Grenada, Jamaica, Saint Kittsand Saint Nevis, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, and Trinidad and Tobago aspart of a‘small idand developing group’, and with
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Barbados, Cyprus, El Salvador, Fiji, Malta, Mexico, Saint Lucia, Singapore, and Trinidad and Tobago, the
so-caled ‘ nontrade concerns group. Cubaparticipated inthe‘ small idand developing group’ aswell, but aso
a‘developing country’ grouping that included Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, India, Kenya,
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. No former Eastern Bloc country isamem-
ber of either group, but three continentsare spanned. Should we seetheseas ' dliances commonly foundin
thefirst nation-state modernity or asreflexive, new constructionsof non-territorial ‘regiona’ spacesina
transnational policy spacein the second globalizing modernity?

Agricultural Biotechnology: Expanding the Range of Governance

Cagdls(1996:30-32) arguesthat theintroduction of information and communication technologieshasbrought
on atechnological revolution asimportant and asfundamental astheindustrial revolutioninthe 18" century.
Characteristic of suchrevolutionsistheir pervasiveness, that is, their penetration of all domains of human
activity. At thecoreof thecurrent transformeation aretechnologiesof informeation processing and communication.
Unlike many anaysts, however, Castellsincludes genetic engineering in thisgroup of coretechnologies. He
seesthisactivity asfocused on the decoding, manipulation and eventual reprogramming of theinformation
codesof living matter. Inthisrespect, genetic engineering issimilar to the converging setsof technologiesin
microeectronics, computing, telecommunicationsand optodectronicscommonly associated with the‘ information
technology revolution.’

The advances of biotechnology areinherently globalizing processes. Genetic engineering involves mov-
ing theinformation coded in agiven gene or gene sequence fromoneliving organismto another. Unlike past
effortsof thiskind, recombinant DNA techniques permit thistransfer of information to occur outside the
bounds of place, whether defined asphysical location or asspeciestype. A genecanberemoved fromaliving
organismfound inone physical locationin theworld and placed inanother living organismthat would never
have had any physical contact with thefirst. Moreover, the speciestype of the second organism may be
completely different fromthat of thefirst. Under these conditions, genetic engineering unleashesinformation
flowsinawhole new trandocal and trans-species space.

Asacoretechnology in theinformation communicationsrevolution, genetic engineering beganto be
studied inrelation to plant and animal development inthelate 1970sand early 1980s. Sincethat time, ques-
tionsregarding the proper use and diffusion of agricultural biotechnology have gradually entered transnational
agricultura policy spacedong two paths. First, somefear that novel traitsfrom GM cropswill escapeto wild
species, leading to the development of herbicidetolerant weedsor pesticide resistant insectsand inthe longer
term, to areductionin biological diversity. Theunpredictable and perhapsirreparable nature of the effects of
such geneinteraction on biodiversity contributesto such unease. Second, anincreasing number of individuals
and organizationsworry that foodswith GM components may contain higher levelsof toxinsor alergensthat
may become asignificant threat to human health over time.

Approvalsweregivenfor the commercialization of severa genetically modified plant varietiesby the US
and Canadian governmentsinthe early 1990s. Thefour most widely planted GM crops— soybeans, maize,
canolaand cotton— are highly traded. Inaddition, thefirst three of these provide basic componentsto alarge
number of processed foods. Soybeans and maize are also widely sold for animal feed. Concerns over
biological diversity and food safety related to the internationa trade of genetically modified agricultural com-
moditiesand processed foods became more pronounced inthe policy space after thefirst genetically modified
soybeansentered the EU market fromthe USin 1996.
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Theintroduction of economic, knowledge production, bioprospecting and political flowsrelated to bio-
technology hasreconfigured, inturn, thetransnational policy spacefor agriculture. They havefostered the
creation of new networksbetween formerly moreisolated Sitesof power and authority, bringing much moreto
thefore areas of the contradictions between their core principlesand norms. They have aso encouraged in
their wakethe active participation of new setsof transnational non-state actorsranging from corporationsto
ecologica and peasants social movements.

Thereconfigured policy spacefeaturesfour interlocking nodes of power and policy activity: trade, food
security, intellectual property, and conservation and sustainability of biological diversity (Coleman and Gabler
2002). Thefollowing discussion highlights how the latter three nodesrelateto that of international trade
already described above.

Food Security

The Rome Declaration onWorld Food Security (FAO and UNDP, 1996a:3) providesasummary statement of
thefocus of afood security nodeinthe policy space. ‘ Food security exissswhen al people, at al times, have
physical and economic accessto sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food
preferencesfor an active and hedlthy life.” The concept of food security includes both physical and economic
accessto sufficient food and ensuring the avallability of food that issafeand nutritious. The Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) of the UN isthe principal organizing Site, having promoted the general principlesof food
security and their associated norms. It hasalso drawn alinkage between food security and biotechnology. In
aStatement on Biotechnology issued in January 1999, the FAO recognized thistechnology to be apowerful
tool for the sustainable development of agriculture. It noted the potential of genetic engineering for increasing
productivity, whether through furnishing higher yields on margina lands, providing hedlthier plant materid, or
improving food quality. Findly, the FAO acknowledged concerns about the potential risksto human health
and the environment from biotechnological productsintended for agricultural and food use. It advocated a
rigorous systemof risk assessment based upon a‘ science-based evaluation system that would objectively
determinethe benefitsand risks of each individual GMO’ (FAO, 2000:2).

Four ingtitutiona families operating under the FAO umbrellahave an actual or potential role asSites of
authority intheinternational governance of agricultural biotechnology. Asnoted above, three of thesearetied
directly tothe WTO: thelnternational Plant Protection Convertion (IPPC), the Office | nternational des Epizooties,
and the Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC). Thefourthisthe Commission on Plant Genetic Resources
(CPGR) and its Global System for the Conservation and Utilization of Plant Genetic Resources. Thelatter
constitutesapotential polefor opposition to sitesof authority for intellectual property protection outlined
below.

The CPGR wasformed following agreement in 1983 on an I nternational Undertaking on Plant Genetic
Resources. TheUndertaking was conceived with the purpose of ensuring that plant genetic resources (PGRS)
of economic and/or social interest for agriculture be explored, preserved, evaluated and made available for
plant breeding and scientific purposes. Such resources, it was stated, belong to the public domainas‘a
common heritage of mankind’ and should be available without restriction anchored thisagreement. The defi-
nition of PGRsin Article 2 of the Undertaking issufficiently broad to include new productsof biotechnology as
well asfarmers varieties and wild species. Annexesto the Undertaking adopted in 1989 and 1991 added the
concept of farmers’ rightsand subjected the common heritage normto the principle of the sovereign rights of
nation-statesto governtheir PGRs. The 1996 L eipzig Declaration (FAO and UNDP, 1996b) on conservation
and sustainable use of PGRs stressed that world food security would requireintegrated approachesthat would
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combinethebest of traditional knowledge of plant varietiesand of plant breeding with new technologies.

Intellectual Property Protection

Therisein economicimportance of plant and animal biotechnology also gaveincreased significanceto policy
questionsrelated to intellectua property rightsand to stesof authority for building agreement on atransnationa
intellectua property protection framework. Such aframework beganto develop with thedrafting of the Paris
Conventionfor the Protection of Industrial Property in 1883. Including its sevenrevisonsup until 1979, this
formal agreement, along with the 1970 Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT), setsout aninternational systemto
coordinatethe granting of IPRsamong states. These specific principlesand normsbecametheresponshility
of theUN World Intdllectud Property Organization (WIPO), established in 1968. WIPO hasset up aCommittee
of Expertson Biotechnological Inventionsand Industria Property and aWorking Group on Biotechnology to
beginto framepolicy proposals.

Intellectual property wastied inmoredirectly with thetrade regimewith the Agreement on Trade-Related
Aspectsof Intellectud Property Rights(TRIPS) of the WTO. TRIPSisbased onthe normthat the measures
adopted by contracting partiesto enforceintellectua property rights (IPRs) should not themsalves unnecessar-
ily restrict trade. Article 8 makes provision for membersto adopt measuresto protect human health and
nutrition consistent with the SPS Agreement. It also permits membersto excludefromits 20 year patent
protection termthoseinventionsthat (among other things) areathreat to human, animal or plant life or health.
Article 27(3) allows membersto exclude from patentability plantsand animals (other than micro-organisms)
and essentidly biologica processesfor the production of plantsor animals (other than non-biologica or micro-
biological processes). Inthese cases, membersmust providefor an effectivesui generissystemof protection
for new plant varieties. TheInternational Convention for the Protection of New Varietiesof Plants (1961,
1972, 1978, and 1991) under the auspices of the I nternationa Union for the Protection of New Plant Varieties
(UPOV) offersonedternative, so called sui generis, framework. Presumably, any request for exclusonfrom
patentability of aGMO under Article 27(3) based on athreat to life or health would be subject to submission
of relevant scientific evidence. If accepted, the state’'sway isopen for adoption of alegitimate SPS measure.
Responshility for overseeing theimplementation of the policiesrestswith the Council on TRIPS, astanding
committee of theWTO.

Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity
Thethird additiona node of political import inthe policy spaceisbuilt around the principlesto conserveand
sustainably use biological diversity asameansto ensure an environmentaly sustainable world economy. The
most important, legally binding agreementsin thisevolving policy framework that have become part of the
agricultural policy space arethe 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the 2000 Cartagena
Biosafety Protocol (BSP). The CBD st up fiveinterrdated internationa ingtitutions: the Conference of Parties
(COP), the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice, a Secretariat, aFinancial
Mechanismand aClearing House Mechanism. TheProtocol addsaBiosafety Clearing Houseto theseindtitutions.
TheCBD establishesdutiesfor statesto conservethebiological componentsof the earth’'secosystemsand to
use genetic resources sustainably to meet food security, health and other needs of agrowing world population
(CBD, 1992: Preamble). The Protocol setsout proceduresto protect states environmentsfrom risks posed
by the transboundary transport of living GMOs, including GM agricultural commoditiesand seeds.

Severa aspects of these agreements have become crucial parts of the transnational policy space and
providekey stesfor organizing against therulesembedded inthe WTO. The CBD createsdutiesfor Satesto
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prevent environmental harmwithin and beyond their jurisdictions (CBD, 1992:Article 3; UNCED, 1992:Prin-
ciple2), and corresponding rightsto regulate and control cross-border movementsthat could be environmen-
tally harmful, including the diffusion of GMOs (CBD, 1992:Article8). Intheareaof intellectual property,
gatesare enjoined to sharethe benefitsarising out of the utilization of plant geneticresources, *. . . including by
appropriate access to genetic resources and by appropriate transfer of relevant technologies, [including
biotechnology] ...and by appropriatefunding’ (CBD, 1992:Article 1). The special needsand environmental
gtuationsof developing countries, often centresof origin, are seen askey to ensuring equity and fairnessinthe
sharing of benefits, accessto, and transfer of biological resourcesavailable (CBD, 1992:Article 20.5). Be-
sdescompensationto sate holdersof biodiversity, partiesare encouraged to distribute any gainsarising from
theuse of PGRsand associated traditional knowledge to indigenous peoplesand local farmersin recognition
of their uniquerightsand contributions (CBD, 1992: Article 8)).

Intheface of scientific uncertainty about risksto the environment, the CBD and the Protocol providean
additional counter power to the WTO ingtitutions by invoking the norm of precaution asameansto permit
statesto takeregulatory actionto avoid potential harm (Cameron, 1999:241). Specific applicationsof pre-
caution, asincorporated inthe CBD and BSP (CBD, 2000:Preamble and Article 10.6), include duties placed
onstatesto carry out impact and risk assessmentsof the potentialy adverse effects of GMOsonthe environ-
ment and to follow Advanced | nformed Agreement (Al A) proceduresin their transboundary movement. Liv-
ing GMOsarenot to beimported into acountry without itsAI A, which isindependent of the risk assessment
and authorization for releasein the exporting country.

Global Conflict Over Rules

When the principlesand normsunderlying these variousinternationd ingtitutionsand thetiesbetweenthemare
examined, it isclear that they are unlikely to coalesceinto asingle globa governance regime (Coleman and
Gabler 2002). The previousdiscussion suggeststhat the transnational policy space featurestwo foci for
policy-making. Thefirst iscentred on theinternational trade system and includesthe WTO, food security
organizationslikethe CAC and I PPC, and intellectual property rulesfound in TRIPS and the agreements
overseen by WIPO and UPQV. The second clusters around the Convention on Biological Diversity, its
associated Biosafety Protocol, an International Undertaking revised in 2001 and the CPGR. Behind this
competition lie power blocsled by the US, the EU and by developing countries.

Conflict between these two nodes of governanceisrampant, with three areas of incompatibility and
dispute being particularly crucid:?

- Theuseof precaution or strict science-based risk analysisin determining food safety.

- Theflexibility of IPRsinaccommodating claimsfor benefitsfromthe use of PGRs.

- Therdationship between liberalized trading rulesand trade measures adopted in pursuit of biodiversity
objectivesunder relevant multilateral environmental agreements(MEAS) likethe CBD.

Insummary, theemergent transnationd policy spacein agriculture hasquickly cometo featureacomplex,
if not chaotic, politics. The porousboundaries of the space undermine attemptsto close off morefocused and
limited areas of policy where some of the arguing and truth-seeking preparatory for the agreement on prin-
ciples, norms, rulesand procedures necessary for regime formation might be possible. Attemptsby theUS
government to give priority to the WTO and itslinked international organizationshaveyet to succeed. Evenif
the EU wereto joinwiththe USingiving ultimate priority to theinternational trading systemrules, it isunclear
whether different groupingsof developing countrieswould cooperate. What ismore, the presence of dterna-
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tive nodes of power and authority such asthe CBD will continue to provide afocusfor non-state actors
seeking acounter power.

Conclusion: Asymmetriesof Power in thePolicy Space

All of thediscussionsand andyses of globdizing processes stressther uneven effects. Inclosing thisdiscusson
of the development of atransnational policy spacein agriculture, it isimportant to note how some of this
unevenness contributesto important asymmetriesof power withinthat space. First, the growing importance of
expert technical knowledge disfavours some developing countries. Expert knowledge can become an
exclusonary device; only thosewho havethe* credentials , who can‘talk thetalk’ are assumed to berelevant
for policy-making. When oneisdeding withthetechnical complexity involving tariff quotasfor market access,
measuring likely costs of export subsidies, or assessing and measuring the trade-distorting aspects of domestic
programs, one heeds consderabletechnical expertisein agricultural economicsand internationa law. When
oneisdedaling with assessing the potentia impacts of genetically modified organismson the health and safety of
humansand animalsand on biological diversty inthewild, onerequires considerable expertisefromarange of
disciplinesin the physical and life sciences. Theresources needed to engage such experts are much more
readily availablein developed countries. Moreover, these countriesalready have atradition of thinking and
working thisway. Key conceptslike aggregate measure of support, risk assessment, and risk management are
part of the sysems of government in developed countries, but lessfamiliar in the much more poorly resourced
bureaucracies of developing countries.

Thefollowing exampleillustrates how thisimbalanceworks. 1nthe Committee on Agriculture, member
sateshavetheright to bring to the agendaissuesrelated to the programsof other member sates. That is, they
might challenge whether agiven program or programsactualy fit the criterialaid out inthe Agreement. To
make such achalenge, astate needsnot only thetechnical expertisein agricultural economicsand traderules
to assessanother state’s program structure and its effects, but also it must have sufficient expert personnel that
it can afford to devoteitsscarceresourcesto thistask. Inaninterview with adeveloping country representa-
tive, he said when questionsare raised in the Committee  usualy the respondent isa developing country, but on
thefront sdeyou rarely see developing countries. Why? |sit because of thelack of resources?1t’sdefinitely
not because of alack of concern.’?

| assessed thisobservation more systematicaly by examining all of the casesraised at the Committee on
Agriculturewhere one country sought areview of another country’spolicy. TheresultsarecontainedinTable
1. They confirmdefinitively the observation made by my interviewee. Developed countriesinitiated 130 of the
145 reviews, withthe USA aoneresponsiblefor 88 of these. Only developing countriesinthe Cairns Group
initiated reviews and these accounted for asmall 10 per cent of thetota. Intheinitia stagesof the Committee’s
activity, developed countrieswereinterrogating other developed countries often; by thelast stage, thetargets
for reviewswere primarily inthetwo categoriesless-developed developing countries.

This problem extends beyond the Agriculture Committeeto the SPSone. A personat theWTO Secre-
tariat who workswith thiscommittee spoke about developing countriesand their roleat the Committeeand at
Codex: ‘whenyou'retrying to find really world class experts, in some countriesthey don't exist. Andsoit’'s
very difficult to have the expertise needed. And thisisamore serious problem than whether they are actually
at ameeting. Canthey congtructively participate at ameeting? 4 The respondent added arelated point. ‘And
theother concernwith setting Sandardsisevenif they arethere and setting Sandards, what happenswhenthey
arefinished? Y ou know, can they actually make use of these standards when they get back to the domestic
level? That is much more problematic aswell.” 1nan interview with the representative of Pakistan who
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Table1: Initiatorsand Respondents of Program Reviews at the Committee on
Agriculture, 1996-2000

Developed | (USA) Cairns Relatively | NFIDC?

Group Self
Developing' | Sufficient?

Y ear 2000

| nitiator 17 (8 1 0 0

Respondent 1 2 9 6

Year 1999

| nitiator 17 (9 0 0 0

Respondent 1 1 6 10

Year 1998

| nitiator 17 (10) 3 0 0

Respondent 7 1 8 4

Year 1997

| nitiator 46 (39) 6 0 0

Respondent 21 6 12 13

Year 1996

I nitiator 33 (22) 5 0 0

Respondent 15 9 9 5

Total Initiators 130 (88) 15 0 0

Total 45 19 44 38

Respondents

1. Developing countriesin the Cairns Group include Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Fiji, Guatemala, Indonesia, Malaysia, Paraguay, Philippines,

South Africa, Thailand and Uruguay.
2. Includes Panama, Korea, Turkey, Poland, Rumania, Slovak Republic, Hungary, El

Salvador, Ecuador

3. Composed of the 48 |least-developed developing countries as recognized the UN
Economic and Social Council plus Barbados, Cote d' Ivoire, Dominican Republic, Egypt,
Honduras, Jamaica, Kenya, Mauritius, Morocco, Peru, Saint Lucia, Sénégal, Sri Lanka,

Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, and Venezuela.

attended the SPS committee, hethrew up hishandsand said. * We' rereactive. All wecandoisreactinan
unprepared way. | haveto cover five or six committees by myself. The Americanshave 10 personsdoing

what | andoing.’®

A second problemarisesout of thelong-term effects of the agreement. A representativefrom Indianoted
that during the Uruguay Round, developed countries had promised that developing countrieswould gain some
600 hillion dollarsworth of additional exportsfromthe UR Agreement. Thiseconomic breakthrough hasnot
occurred. What ismore, evenwiththe UR Agreement, thereremainsahuge disparity between theamount of
money spent by the US and the EU on support for farmersand that spent by developing countries. Asanother
developing country respondent said, using Kenyaas an example, thisfinancia support createsa’ production
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crigs. Withthearrival of subsidised commoditiesor processed foodsfrom developed countries, thelikeli-
hood of afarmer producing what he does now goes down and more widely the production of the broader
agriculture sector goes down and thusthe chances of further investment in this sector getsreduced. These
kinds of trade distorting policies areimpacting on domestic production systemsin countries.” Speaking of
India, another respondent noted that 700 million of 1ndia’'s 900 million people are dependent ontheagricultural
sector. Evenwithout the problemsarising from subsidiesin the developed countries, with theincreased open-
ingsto international competition, India sproduction system could change drastically leading to alarge reduc-
tion of those employed in agriculture. * If trade impacts negatively onthelivelihood of thishuge population
dependent onthe sector without providing appropriate safety nets, thenit’'samajor threat.’

Third, both of these contributorsto asymmetries of power — lack of technical expertise, vulnerable do-
mestic production systems— are compounded when it comesto agricultura biotechnology. Therangesof
technical knowledge needed expand to includeintellectual property law, microbiology, risk assessment for
human and animd health and safety, assessment of impact of dispersion of GMOson biological diversity inthe
environment and o on. Because much of thetechnology iscontrolled by ardatively smal number of transnationd,
primarily US, corporations, it islargely unavailable to poorer developing countries. Whenit isavailable, they
need to accept the technology onterms set by these corporations. Given the emphasisin development of the
technology onimproving productivity and efficiency of agricultural production, it may hastenfurther thedemise
of traditiond production systems. It may also have adetrimenta effect onthewedlth of genetic resourcesand
biologica divergty in developing countries.

In summary, the political globalization of agricultural policy-making and the development of aglobal
transnational policy space do not appear to havelessened asymmetries of power inthissector. What appears
to be happening isthat these developments have made long-standing asymmetries more transparent and more
opento view. Somewould add that those asymmetries have deepened, reflecting atransfer of wedthfromthe
more marginal farmersin the developing world to the‘industria’ farmersand agribusiness corporationsinthe
developed countries.

NOTES

! Confidentia interview, Geneva, June 2001.

2These areas of dispute are described more fully in Coleman and Gabler (2002).

8 Confidential interview, developing country delegation, Geneva, June 2001.

4 Confidential interview, WTO Secretariat, Geneva, June 2001

>Confidential interview, Permanent Representative of the I lamic Republic of Pakistan, June 2001.
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