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Summary

Friends of the Earth argues that communities, farmers, workers, consumers, small businesses, the environment and
health issues have all suffered serious negative impacts as a result of global agricultural trade rules. These,
particularly World Trade Organisation (WTO) rules, have generally meant further liberalisation of trade but
significant restrictions have remained. Developed countries, particularly the US and the EU, have largely
maintained a ‘regulated’ trade system for the North with high import tariffs on certain agricultural products. This
makes it difficult for other countries to sell their products in these markets. Production subsidies in these same
markets remain high with the majority going to large farms. At the same time, developing countries in the South
have been forced to accept liberalised trade rules. Tariff levels are now generally low and subsidy levels almost
non-existent. Developed countries are therefore able to protect their own market places from cheap imports, while
also taking advantage of export markets in the developing South.

The impacts of trade rules on farming and corporations: Farming is in crisis across the globe. Globalised trade
has brought about a fall in world prices. Continued high levels of subsidies in the North have resulted in global
over-production and increased trade. At the same time, demand has been relatively weak due to economic
downturns in Asia, Russia and Latin America. This has resulted in the dumping of surplus agricultural produce
into other markets, depressing prices and forcing many small producers out of business. Falling prices is also being
compounded by increased production and trade in the South as countries are forced to increase exports to pay off
debts.

Worldwide, falling prices are contributing to a significant fall in the number of farms and farmers. In part this is
also due to reductions of import tariffs which is driving local farm gate prices down and jeopardising millions of
livelihoods particularly in the South. Smaller farms are generally being bought up by larger enterprises,
contributing to the trend towards intensification and larger farm units.

In general, many developed countries are committed to further agricultural trade liberalisation as a means of
enhancing the competitiveness of their farming sector. However, many small and medium-scale farmers across the
globe face a ‘double whammy’. Many only survive because of subsidies. As subsidies are reduced, a significant
number will go out of business. Ultimately, complete trade liberalisation - in which farms would be exposed to
the full force of the global market and only the most efficient would survive in such a competitive environment -
might mean that some farming sectors disappear. In the UK, for example, the livestock and horticulture sectors
have little if any competitive advantage when compared to other producers.

But farming at a global scale is not just about producing food (even when produced in the most efficient manner).
It is about the rights of countries, communities and/or people to make decisions on how and where food is grown,
to secure sufficient quantities of safe and healthy food, how to manage the landscape, to protect the environment
and conserve wildlife. It is also the life blood of rural communities. In short, farming also supplies a range of other
‘public goods’ many of which are best supported by small-scale, family farms. These goods and rights are rapidly
being lost and eroded because of large-scale, intensive farming (see below). Thus Friends of the Earth does not
believe that the complete liberalisation of agriculture would necessarily lead to a fairer trade system that
encourages food security and sustainable food production. More sustainable agricultural systems require targeted
support for rural communities and sustainable agricultural practices across the globe.

Farming is also in crisis because of other trade related aspects. The increasing globalisation of trade is though to
have contributed to outbreaks of foot and mouth in many countries. And transnational corporations (TNCs) are
increasingly exerting their control over the food system.

The impacts of trade rules on the environment, health, rural communities and workers: The declining
number of farms has had a corresponding impact on rural communities and services. Globalised trade demands
uniformity of produce and consistency in supply; together with more modern ‘efficient’ agriculture, this has led
to the increasing uniformity of the landscape (with the destruction of natural habitats) and the loss of varieties and
breeds. The emphasis on export-led development in the South is causing wide spread habitat loss, often with very
low labour, health and environmental standards. And food is now travelling about 50% further than it did 20 years
ago. Transport pollution has risen as has the use of chemicals during transport and storage to ensure products reach
the market in pristine condition.



The impacts of trade rules on development and consumers (with knock on affects on workers and small
businesses): Trade rules and the influence of TNCs are having serious implications for employment and consumer
choice and consequently value for money and prices. WTO trade rules favour free trade principles over
development and social concerns (the banana dispute) and over consumer/health issues (the beef hormone dispute).
Despite lower farm gate prices over much of the 1990s, it also appears that companies are not always passing these
benefits onto consumers.

Conclusions and recommendations: WTO trade rules were only introduced for agriculture in 1995. Previously,
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (the forerunner to the World Trade Organisation) did not include
agriculture. The conventional wisdom was that food production was such an important domestic objective that it
should be dealt with separately from trade. But the prevailing view now is that food should be treated just like any
other commodity.

Itis not too late to begin promoting sustainable agricultural practices and to allow local communities and countries
to make their own decisions about agriculture and food self-sufficiency. This would require fundamental change
to agricultural policy within the European Union. Rural development policies that reward landowners for good
stewardship of the land and biodiversity; and support diverse local, sustainable food production and distribution,
such as organic, should be significantly expanded.



Part 1: Introduction
World trade and globalisation

Globalisation, which can be defined as a process of economic, political and cultural integration across the world,
is having a major impact on all our lives.

We eat food that is produced on the other side of the world. We wear clothes produced by multinational companies
and manufactured around the world. When we travel abroad we find we can buy the same soft drinks and fast food
almost everywhere we go.

Technological advances, such as electronic communication and low cost air travel, have led to an increase in the
speed of globalisation, particularly in terms of the global marketplace. The emergence of the United States as the
unchallenged leading world power, and of the European Union as the world’s largest trading bloc, has also meant
that globalisation has developed largely along lines set by the rich, developed and capitalist countries of the North.
This has brought some benefits to people around the world. Most people are better off financially than they were
50 years ago. However, there are notable exceptions such as those living in sub-Saharan Africa, countries in East
Europe and those in transition, and individual examples such as Venezuela. The trade liberalisation of food now
means that consumers also have an increased choice of products from around the world.

But there are also negative effects from the liberalisation of food and agriculture, which have hit local
communities, small farmers and producers, and the environment particularly hard. Even consumers in developed
countries can find that the apparent range of choices open to them is not as wide as first appears, as high streets
are homogenised by large retail chains, and choice of key, often local food products (apples for example) is either
removed, with the loss of small local producers, or restricted to those consumers with particularly high incomes.
In part this is also due to the increasing trend for companies to merge operations in an attempt to reduce costs,
remain competitive and at the same time increase market access. This has serious implications for employment and
consumer choice and consequently for value for money and prices.

The crisis in farming and food insecurity - a global perspective

Friends of the Earth believes that many of the negative impacts of global agriculture and food are a result of trade
rules governing this sector. These, particularly World Trade Organisation (WTO) rules, have generally meant
further liberalisation of trade. But significant restrictions have remained.

Developed countries, but particularly the United States and European Union, have largely maintained a ‘regulated’
trade system for the North. Import tariffs remain high on certain agricultural products, making it difficult for other
countries to sell their products in these markets. Production subsidies in these markets remain high, for example
under the EU Common Agricultural Policy and in the US under the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of
2002. Atthe same time, developing countries in the South have been forced to accept liberalised trade rules. Tariff
levels are now generally low and subsidy levels almost non-existent. Developed countries are therefore able to
protect their own market places from cheap imports, while also taking advantage of export markets in the
developing South.

In addition, the main impact of this globalised trade has been a fall in global prices. The continued high levels of
subsidies in the North have resulted in global over-production. At the same time, downward pressure on prices has
been compounded due to relatively weak global demand as a consequence of economic downturns in Asia, Russia
and Latin America. This has led to the dumping of surplus agricultural produce into other markets, further
depressing local prices and forcing many small producers out of business. Falling prices are also being
compounded by increased production in the South as countries are forced to increase exports - for example soya
and oil palm - to pay off debts. In some countries the outbreak of animal diseases - particularly BSE and foot and
mouth disease - has further depressed global prices.

Falling prices have in turn led to an increased emphasis on efficiency, cost reduction and competitiveness often
achieved through economies of scale. It has therefore resulted in more intensive farming, which has had a major
impact on the environment.



Such economies of scale and production have also affected consumers, workers, and the wider public. There have
been effects on health and consumption habits, changes to the local environment and indeed changes in cultural

identity.

In spite of this over-production, more than 800 million people in the world are still malnourished.'



Part 2: The impacts of trade rules on farming and corporations

Farming at a global scale is not just about the production of food. It is also about the rights of countries,
communities and/or people to make decisions on how and where food is grown, to secure sufficient quantities of
safe and healthy food, how to manage the landscape, to protect the environment and conserve wildlife. It is also
the life blood of rural communities. In short, farming also supplies a range of other ‘public goods’ many of which
are best supported by small-scale, family farms. These goods and rights are rapidly being lost and eroded because
of large-scale, intensive farming (see Parts 3 and 4).

In the North

Loss of farms/farmers: Farming in the North is in crisis. Falling prices, mainly as a result of global over
production and weak demand, have contributed to a significant fall in the number of farms and farmers, particularly
in the US and the UK. Farm incomes roughly halved on both sides of the Atlantic between the mid 1990s and the
end of the decade.*® In 1999, more than 20,000 farm workers left the sector in the UK, mostly from small-scale,
family farms.* Small-scale farmers warn that falling prices leave them trapped in a vicious cycle in terms of
production and protecting the environment. Falling prices force them to farm more intensively even when they
know that the extra output will lead to surplus production.’ This puts further pressure on prices, as farmers attempt
to reduce costs and improve margins from their land or livestock.

Small-scale family farms are particularly vulnerable to the effects of falling prices, and so are more likely to go
out of business. This has been compounded by the way that subsidies are distributed unequally through the CAP
with the majority going to large farms.® Smaller farms are generally being bought up by larger enterprises,
contributing to the trend towards larger farm units. Small farms cannot compete with these financially more
efficient - or more heavily subsidised - intensive farms (see Box 1).

Box 1: Pork farmers in Iowa

Lavon Griffeon and her family run a small farm in Iowa, in the US. Lavon is vocal about the problems family
farms increasingly face. Many farmers are selling up because they are being squeezed by urban sprawl and by the
power of agricultural conglomerates, particularly in pork (a staple of the lowa economy). Pig farming is now
highly intensive. The large food producers have created vast pork factories, which drove down prices by about
40% between 1997 and 2000. More and more small farmers are giving up the struggle. One farmer, Todd Lust,
has lobbied politicians to enforce competition rules to stop family farmers from going out of business. Lavon has
seen many of her small farming neighbours leave. “It's becoming a lord-serf kind of thing”; but as her family have
been in farming for six generations, she herself has decided to continue the campaign.’

Small farmers in the UK

Mike Hart farms 120 acres and went part time at the beginning of 2000 to bring in extra income from lorry driving:
He earnt just £1,800 from farming in 2000. “We have lost a third of family farms in the past decade...the
government does not recognise the small farmer at all. They see us purely in economic terms and say you're
inefficient and must intensify. They take the line that it is inevitable that we will go. They told us to diversify but
they offer no way forward. They have done almost nothing to help us.” Part of the problem he continues is low
prices: “There’s very little we are producing in this country that we are selling above the price of production.”’

This process can clearly be seen in the US. Here, the average size of farm tripled between 1935 and 1987.
Consequently, the farming community was decimated. In the 1920s, there were 32 million farmers living on farms;
by the 1990s this figure had fallen to just 4.6 million.'® Small farms are disappearing at a rate of 30,000 a year."'
Similarly, there were 450,000 farms in the UK in the 1950s; now there are about half that number.'*"?

Small and medium-scale farmers in the UK (and indeed across the globe) face a ‘double whammy’. Many only
survive because of subsidies. But in the UK, the Government has stated its commitment to the further globalisation
of agriculture and has made it clear in its strategy for agriculture that it favours further ‘restructuring’ of farming
in order to enhance financial performance. This will invariably involve “some further shift towards larger
enterprises” and a “decline in the total number of farms and in the number of people working”.'* The Government
predicts that 25% of farms (mostly small) will have closed or merged by 2005; and a further 50,000 people will
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have left the industry." The UK government’s rural affairs co-ordinator goes further by predicting that the number
of farms in the UK will have halved by the year 2020.'°

If agriculture was completely liberalised in the UK what might this ultimately mean for UK farming and the
countryside? In the absence of subsidies and with unrestricted access to the UK market, UK farms would be
exposed to the full force of the global market and only the most efficient would survive in such a competitive
environment. Recent research tends to confirm that in relation to other countries in the EU, the southern
hemisphere and also with the US and Canada, the UK might have some competitive advantage in arable and dairy
production. On the other hand, the UK has little if any competitive advantage in livestock and horticulture.'”'®
Whilst these findings need to be interpreted with caution, taking this research to its logical conclusion might
indicate that livestock and horticulture farming would disappear over large areas of the UK in an increasingly
competitive global agricultural economy. Some of the UK’s most important habitats -such as wild flower meadows
- have evolved and now only survive partly due to the grazing of animals.

Spread of disease: The increasing globalisation of trade is thought to have contributed to outbreaks of foot and
mouth in many countries, from the UK to Japan.'**” One reason for this could well be the greater distances which
animals now travel for sale and slaughter. A survey of farms affected by foot and mouth disease in the UK
indicated that as many as 40% may now reduce farming activities or get out of farming altogether.*’

Supermarkets and prices: Supermarkets also play a role in controlling food prices and therefore farmers’
incomes. Supermarkets have been accused of de-listing, or threatening to de-list suppliers who are unable to meet
the retailer's price demands, forcing UK prices down.** The process of globalisation is tending to aggravate this
problem. As market access increases and domestic supplies are undercut by foreign imports, supermarkets'
bargaining power increases. For example, dairy producers in Cornwall have been asked by supermarkets why they
should purchase local milk production at 21p a litre when dairy products such as butter, cheese and skimmed milk
products are available at an equivalent cost of 15 to 17p litre from abroad.”® Small producers cannot match these
prices and are struggling to survive.

The cost of food and animal welfare standards: High food quality, food safety and animal welfare standards are
desirable, but UK farmers are currently trading at a disadvantage in a number of sectors because some imported
agricultural goods are not produced to the same standards as are required in the UK. For example, concerns have
been raised over supplies of pig meat, including Dutch and Danish bacon.*

Increasing corporate control: The main benefactors of trade liberalisation have been large land owners in the
North and the agro-chemical industry that supports them. On balance the support system continues to favour large
farms at the expense of the small. Large farms tend to be more intensive producers, benefitting from new and
higher yielding agro-chemicals. These also further damage the environment (see below). In Europe (and in the
North generally), agro-chemical companies have, indirectly, been subsidized by the taxpayer. As one respected
author argued: “The agro-chemical companies have good reason to be grateful to the agricultural policy-makers.
That they now share a multimillion pound market is thanks, in part, to government intervention. Without public
subsidies that market could not have developed to anything like its present scale.”

In the South

Farming in the South is also in crisis. Yet here the crisis is even more severe as a much higher proportion of the
population rely on agriculture.

Loss of farms/farmers - caused by exports: Lower global prices are leading to small farmers being forced out
of business, and therefore to an increase in the number of large farming enterprises. Again, smaller farms find they
cannot compete with the more ‘efficient’ intensive farms.

But in developing countries this process is reinforced through other trade liberalisation rules which promote export-
led development through the World Bank, the IMF and the WTO. Consequently there has been an explosion of
production for export - for example of soya and bananas in Latin America and oil palm in Asia. Export-led
development is often forced upon developing countries through structural adjustment programmes in order to
service debts to rich Northern countries. Such development can lead to the over-exploitation of natural resources.
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It can also result in gluts of produce on the market which force prices down even further. It often offers little direct
benefit to local people, who may find themselves displaced by large highly-intensive operations. Such employers
may offer work, but often with low pay and poor standards of health and safety.

Box 2: Export-led development in Ghana

Almost all land in the Wassa-Fiase regions of Ghana has now been given out for mining prospecting. The local
communities are mostly agrarian and as their lands are taken over for mining purposes, the people are deprived
of their livelihoods. Dora Biney, a 37-year old farmer and native of Prestea Himan lives at Bodwireagya-Anikoko.
She said the mining companies have been offering alternative homes, built of sandcrete blocks and cement.
However, the houses and facilities provided by the companies are woefully inadequate. “The companies maintain
that the resettlement scheme is based on affordability but it's not what we want,” she said. Fewer rooms and
inadequate facilities are provided. Dora added: “we prefer to live in mud houses with sustained livelihoods as we
were happier in our original communities than now”. Dora cannot even pay for the school fees of her children.
She has been compelled to withdraw them from school because the farmlands which provided her with income
have been taken away. Neither can she afford medical care nor maintain a decent standard of living. “This
phenomenon if not immediately checked will perpetuate poverty in our rural areas” she said.*®

For example, in Brazil soya production has increased from 200,000 hectares to some 12 million hectares over the
last 30 years.”” The introduction of large scale, mechanised soya production for export in the state of Parana
displaced over 100,000 farms of less than 50 hectares between 1970 and 1980.%* Across the world, various types
of export activity - from industrial, intensive agriculture to mining activities - are forcing farmers off the land (see
Box 2).

Loss of farms/farmers - caused by imports: Prices are also driven down because subsidised surplus Northern
agricultural production is often dumped in the South, undermining local production. At the same time, developing
countries are being required to cut their own import tariffs. India is struggling to compete with cheap imports of
agricultural products. For example, import tariffs on edible oils were being progressively reduced from 65% to
16.5% between 1995 and 1998. One estimate concludes that the livelihoods of three million people have already
been lost.” Similarly, the Philippines is liberalising imports on a range of agricultural commodities. As a result,
tariffs on maize will be halved by about 2005. This is expected to jeopardise up to half a million livelihoods in the
Philippines, as maize prices fall.*

Spread of disease: Again, the increasing globalisation of trade is thought to have contributed to outbreaks of foot
and mouth in many countries in the South, for example in South Africa, where an outbreak was traced to food
waste for pigswill illegally imported from Asia.”!

Box 3: Monsanto and seed piracy

Percy Schmeiser lives near Bruno, Saskatchewan on a 1,400 acre farm growing mainly canola (commonly known
in Europe as oil seed rape). It is thought that through the company’s now defunct ‘free phone’ sneak line (and
subsequent investigations by private investigators), Monsanto discovered that Percy was growing its patented,
genetically engineered Roundup Ready canola without having paid them for it. The company’s GE canola can
survive its own Roundup herbicide which will kill other plants but not the canola. Under the patent, farmers cannot
save seed from one year to the next as farmers have done for generations; they must buy new seeds every year.

Percy claims he has never bought Monsanto’s canola seed and maintains that the likeliest sources are wind blown,
cross-pollination or that further contamination could have occurred when he kept back seed from previous years.
Once in place it is difficult to displace; its “all over the place," he said. "It blows in the wind, cross-pollinates."
On opening a canola pod, he reveals the freckle-sized, black seeds. "Little plant like this makes a minimum 4,000
seeds...maybe 10,000 seeds," he said. "Now they're saying it doesn't matter how the (Monsanto canola) gets into
a farmer's field. Doesn't matter if it's blown onto the field or if it's by cross-pollination. They say it's their patent
and if they find it on your field they'll take your crop, they'll sue you, they'll fine you."*

In March 2001, a court agreed with Monsanto and found against Percy. The judge ruled that whilst some of source
of the GE seed may have got to the farmer’s fields without his knowledge, it was the concentration and extent of




the Roundup canola that counted against him (which led Monsanto to claim that it was a case of old-fashioned
theft’®). Whatever the merits and ruling of the case (Percy appealed against the decision, he questions the results
of Monsanto’s investigations, he still maintains that he did not plant the company’s seeds and consequently has
launched a counter-suit against Monsanto) it raises a number of important issues. Namely pitting small farmers
against the growing domination and economic power of TNCs and the ability of farmers to save seed - under
potential threat of legal action - which has severe consequences for food security worldwide.

In the North and South

Intellectual property: Trade liberalisation generally means deregulation. However, the opposite is the case in
respect of intellectual property rights (IPRs) protection. The WTO's Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights
(TRIPs) Agreement lays down rules about how governments must regulate to protect various aspects of intellectual
property including patents, copyrights, designs and trade marks. Industrialized countries hold over 97% of all
patents.** It is estimated that about 750,000 patents are granted annually.”® It is also estimated that 90% of
technology and product patents are held by transnational companies (TNCs) based primarily in the North.*

The use of patents has increased dramatically in recent years as biotechnology and genetic engineering companies
have sought protection for 'inventions' such as Monsanto’s Round-up Ready Canola. Backed by WTO enforced
patent laws, companies have the right to sue farmers if they collect and use seeds from patented plant varieties.
Monsanto has staged a series of ‘seed piracy’ cases - 475 in the USA alone (see Box 3).

Such actions by companies could pose a significant threat to food security in the developing world. Some 1.4
billion people around the world are believed to depend on farm-saved seed for their food security.?’

Control of world markets by corporations: Transnational corporations (TNCs) - such as Monsanto, Cargill,
Syngenta and Nestle - are increasingly exerting their control over the food system. To compete in the global market
place, they seek to reduce costs and capture greater market share. The increasing trend is for corporations to merge
operations - the process of globalization is concentrating trade rather than opening-up markets. This has important
implications for food security. For example, the top seven agri-chemical companies dominate some 80% of the
market (the largest being Syngenta, Monsanto and Bayer/Aventis).”® 80% of world grain is distributed by just two
companies, Cargill and Archer Daniels Midland.”
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Part 3: The impacts of trade rules on the environment, health , rural communities and workers
In the North

Rural communities and services: Farms are at the heart of rural economies. As they decline (in number, in income
and in numbers of people involved) so do the communities in which they are based. As workers have left the
countryside, so other support services have declined. By the end of the 1990s, 42% of rural parishes in the UK had
no shop, 43% had no post office, 83% had no doctor, 49% had no school, and 75% had no daily bus service.*’

The uniformity of the countryside: Globalisation is increasing the size of farm enterprises. This will tend to
change the landscape for the worse. Modern, more ‘efficient’ agriculture - driven by machinery and chemicals
rather than people - is dominated by bigger fields and the increasing uniformity of the countryside. As a result,
wildlife has disappeared and natural habitats have been lost. Since the war, the UK has lost 95% of its wild-flower
meadows, half its heathland and up to a half of its ancient woodland.*' Farms now tend to specialise in one or two
crops (or breeds of livestock) to reduce costs. As a result, much of the UK is now covered in a small number of
varieties of cereals; for example, just four varieties of wheat account for two-thirds of the entire area sown.*

Loss of varieties and breeds: In common with other countries, the UK is losing traditional varieties of plants and
breeds of animals. Supermarkets can now scan the globe looking not only for the cheapest produce but also for
uniformity and quantity putting UK producers at a disadvantage. UK apple producers for example have not been
able to meet criteria demanded by the supermarkets. Consequently, most apples are now imported from New
Zealand and France (three-quarters of French production is of Golden-Delicious).* Orchards in the UK have gone
out of production; and farmers have even been paid to grub up uneconomic orchards by the EU. Thus whereas the
UK could grow up to 6,000 varieties of apple, the bulk of production is now restricted to just nine. 94% of pear
production is down to just three varieties. Similarly, the UK has lost 26 breeds of farm animal including five breeds
of cattle, seven breeds of pig and eight breeds of sheep.*

Intensification and the environment: Despite the Government’s ”Set-Aside” programme, UK land is being
farmed ever more intensively. Fertilisers and pesticides are used heavily on land in production. Since the early
1990s their use has increased, particularly on arable crops.****” Dairy herds have also increased in size as have
sheep flocks.*® Consequently, over-grazing is a major problem, as is the deteriorating quality of a wide range of
habitats.

In the South

In the South, the effects of globalisation on the environment, health and rural communities are mainly the result
of the proliferation of monoculture crops for export. Corporations prefer monocultures in that they reduce costs
throughout the product’s cycle. Consequently, the number of varieties currently grown is also declining rapidly.

Impacts from soya production and exports: The production of soya and bananas provide good examples of the
impacts of exports from intensive farming. In Brazil, where soya production has increased greatly over the last 30
years, displaced farmers in the south of the country have migrated into forest areas. They have started to clear forest
so that they can use the land for farming.* Recent soya expansion is now focused on states much closer to tropical
rainforest, for example in Para.” The expansion of soya in Bolivia has been supported by multilateral development
institutions such as the World Bank who provided a grant of $12 million to increase production which resulted in
the cutting down of tropical forest.”!

Impacts from banana production and exports: The largest banana producers are located in Latin America.
Labour, health and environmental standards on banana plantations there are appallingly low. Workers commonly
receive just three cents from every dollar earned exporting bananas, and are often subjected to agro-chemical
pollution, both in the fields, where they get sprayed along with the crop, and during packing (see Box 4).>*> In
Costa Rica, pesticide poisoning on banana plantations is three times higher than in the rest of the country.
Chemicals that the workers are currently using include at least four classified as extremely hazardous by the World
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Health Organization, including paraquat. Because the plantations use high levels of agrochemicals, rivers have also
been polluted, killing fish and coral reefs.* 30% of the current extent of banana plantations in the region were
originally covered by forests.” On parts of the Caribbean coast, there appears to be little life of any kind, except
for bananas grown in a featureless landscape.*®

Box 4: Banana workers in the banana plantations in Central America

Feliciano and his family have worked on the banana plantations in Guatemala for 60 years. He is an active trade
union member. Feliciano, and fellow workers Octaviano, Guillermo and Ubaldo, recount life working on the
plantations. The work has left some of them destitute; there is often nothing good to eat; electricity and water has
been cut off and drinking water from the wells is polluted. Workers are paid as little as 63 cents an hour ($28 a
week). Some have been affected by chemicals in packing plants, making them sick and giving them sores. Workers
in the field are subjected to aerial fumigation of the crops without protective clothing. The foul-smelling chemicals
make them feel nauseous, causing nose bleeds and sore eyes and they have difficulty breathing (the chemical is
reported to be the organophosphate insecticide chlorpyrifos, which attacks the nervous system).”’

In Costa Rica, Carlos Mora is one of the 20% of plantation workers that have been left sterile after handling the
toxic chemical DBCP (now banned). Another worker, Juan, also handled the chemical. His wife gave birth to a
baby whose head was four times larger than his body. “I couldn 't even hold him because it seemed to make things
worse. So I just talked to him and cried with him. It’s the worst thing that can happen to anyone. There are no
words than can tell what life is like,” he said.™

In both the North and South

Food Miles: The term ‘food miles’ covers the many environmental and social impacts associated with the
increasing mileage that food now travels. Because food is now travelling 50% further on average than it did 20
years ago, pollution from transport has increased.*” Food is often transported by air freight; fruit and vegetables
account for 13% of all imports of UK air freight (see Box 5).% In the UK aviation is the fastest growing emitter of
climate change gases. The distribution of one kilogramme of apples from New Zealand sold in the UK produces
its own weight (1kg) in carbon dioxide emissions.®!

It is not just fruit and vegetables that create food miles. Livestock is also transported around the world, creating
serious animal welfare problems as well as environmental damage.

In the UK, some 20 million animals find themselves at auction houses annually. Some are then shipped thousands
of miles for slaughter in southern Europe. This invariably entails cramped and filthy transport conditions for
journeys which can take two days or more.**®

Because transported food has to reach us in pristine condition, more chemicals are used in production to achieve
this goal, and chemicals are also applied in transport and in storage. Some of these chemicals are associated with
serious health risks. Yet chemical residues are routinely found in UK food. The widely used organophosphate
pesticide chlorpyrifos has been severely restricted in the US because of fears about its effect on the nervous system.
It is reported to be widely used on banana plantations (see box 4). Illegal levels of residues have also recently been
found in the UK in grapes imported from Israel.**%

Methyl Bromide is commonly used for post-harvest pest control during transport and storage; for example, on
grapes, raisins, cherries, rice and nuts. It is highly toxic and can result in central nervous system and respiratory
system failure.**%

Box 5: Increased air freight and local communities

The volume of freight and number of passengers through London Heathrow continues to climb. Cargo tonnage
increased by 11% to1.2 million tonnes between 1996 and 1997, and passenger numbers by about 7% between 1997
and1998. With British Airways’ new cargo freight terminal, these figures are set to rise. Rita Pearce has lived in

12



the immediate vicinity of the airport for 55 years. In that time she has witnessed its enormous growth and
experienced the environmental impacts, particularly noise, pollution and congestion. “The quality of our lives has
deteriorated greatly. There are more aircraft movements, night flights, early morning arrivals and aircraft using
reverse thrust on landing in order to vacate the runway quicker”. The growth in cargo has made matters worse.
“Heathrow has recently opened a massive new cargo terminal for British Airways which is a magnet for heavy
goods vehicles on the already congested roads. Not just on motorways, but these beasts come trundling through
the villages . Such is the demand for warehousing around the airport that other employment is vanishing. “/¢’s
being replaced with large tin boxes employing a handful of people. My fear is this area will end up with only

25 68

unskilled jobs .
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Part 4: The impacts of trade rules on development and consumers (with knock-on effects on workers and
small businesses)

To date, the overall trend has been one of growing choice for consumers. However, as established in Parts 1 and
2, trans-national companies (TNCs) - such as Monsanto, Cargill, Syngenta and Nestle - are increasingly exerting
their control over the food system )often through mergers). This has serious implications for employment and
consumer choice and consequently for value for money and prices.

Consumers, workers and choice: Consumers are now presented with a choice of products from around the world,
often in direct competition with products grown or produced in the UK. Examples include beef from Latin
America, butter from New Zealand, green beans from Africa and strawberries from the US. But choice for the
consumer is being eroded through trade rules.

WTO trade rules favour free trade principles over development and social concerns. So, for example, the EU's
preferential import regime for Caribbean banana farmers - aimed at supporting small scale growers where costs
are high because of steep terrain, poor soils and climatic hazards - has been deemed incompatible with WTO rules.
This has put at risk the livelihoods of 200,000 banana farmers in the Caribbean (see Box 6).

Box 6: Banana growers, Windward Islands

Message from Emile Thomas, a Dominican banana farmer:® “My farm is typical of the Windward Islands. It covers
7 acres of mountainous terrain and provides me with an income which does not even meet my family's needs.
Bananas are the only year round crop that can produce again within months of damage or destruction by storms,
floods or hurricanes, which are constant Caribbean hazards. We know we can only sell our bananas in the
European Union (EU) because of the special arrangements which the EU provide us with as traditional suppliers
to the UK. The World Trade Organization (WTO) have ruled against these arrangements and we could lose our
market as a result of this. Employment in Dominica is hard to find and if | stopped growing bananas I simply do
not know how else I could earn a living for myself and my family. I urge the Commonwealth to support the cause
of the Caribbean banana industry on which so many livelihoods depend”.

Similarly, St. Vincent banana farmer Alroy Smart is frustrated and angry; his decent, legal, livelihood may well
be snatched away because of the ruling by the WTO: "The situation is really bad now. I feel like abandoning the
fields. The question is: what to do? If I plant marijuana, I'’ll go to jail. There is no other alternative in this country.
Unemployment is very high. Bananas were the only thing that we could depend on.""° Banana grower, Thomas
St Hill will also be affected: "If the banana industry goes down, St Lucia goes down with it.” "’

The banana dispute also resulted in trade sanctions being imposed on the EU which have had a serious effect on
small businesses and workers (see box 7) . Consumers, who may well support the aims of the EU preferential
regime, are instead forced to buy bananas from other large scale producers with poor environmental and
employment records (see box 4 above). It is widely suspected that the $500,000 donation from the US company
Chiquita to the democratic party in 1996 was instrumental in persuading the US administration to lodge a
complaint against the EU just a few days later. Chiquita, together with Dole Food, dominates the world trade in
bananas.

Box 7: Trade sanctions and small businesses

At the end of 1998, Iain Russell was reviewing the prospects for his family run business, Arran Aromatics, on the
Isle of Arran in Scotland. The outlook was favourable; expansion plans would increase employment and take
turnover from £4.25 million in 1998 to eventually £15 million (amounting to half the total turnover for the Island).

Imagine his surprise and anger when he found out in early 1999 that his products - bath products - had been hit
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by sanctions imposed by the US as result of the WTO ruling on the 'banana wars'. As much as 40% of the
company's turnover in 1998 was exported to the US. Iain was equally incensed because he only found out by word
of mouth that the company would be the unwitting victims of this dispute. There was no official notification from
the EU or the UK Government that the company was a potential target.

As lain explained to Friends of the Earth, despite the fact that he supports the principle of EU support to small
banana producers in the Caribbean, the impact on his company from this trade dispute is completely outside his
control. Planned turnover was £6 million for 1999 but the company reached only £3 million because of the dispute.
Customers in the US have turned to other suppliers. The company reckons that the cost overall will be about £12
million. Whilst the company will survive, it caused economic hardships to employees. For example, there were
no pay increases in 1999 and the directors have had to take pay cuts. As the largest employer on the Island of
Arran, the fortunes of the company have a great effect on the local community. For example, the banana dispute
has put in serious jeopardy continued company support to the local school and to local charities.’

Choice is likely to be further eroded if the use of eco-labels is challenged and deemed to be illegal under WTO
rules. Some countries, notably the US, have questioned (but not yet challenged) the use of labels as a barrier to
trade. The US opposes the labelling of GM foods, arguing that they are ‘equivalent’ to traditional foodstuffs (in
other words the US considers there to be no difference between GM food and non-GM food). However, the EU,
Japan, Australia, New Zealand and a number of other countries have all introduced GM labelling requirements.
Any challenge to these measures could also impact on other labelling schemes, such as organic and fair trade
products.

Consumers and health: The European Union has imposed a ban on the import of hormone-treated beef. The main
user of such hormones is the US. One of the reasons that the EU imposed the ban is a fear that the hormones used
may cause health problems; the EU specifically cited health issues surrounding breast and colon cancer. The ban
has been controversial because of differing opinions between the US and EU on whether the banned products are
safe for human consumption (the EU invoked the 'precautionary principle'). There is also the additional argument
for a ban on animal health and husbandry grounds (it is unethical and dangerous to use chemical treatments to push
animals to grow faster than their natural rate). Micky Kantor, the then US Trade Representative initiated the
dispute action in the WTO in response to strong lobbying from Monsanto (Micky Kantor is now a board member
of the company).” The ban was subsequently deemed illegal by the WTO. If the EU complies with the ruling,
consumers may find that they are unwittingly eating hormone-treated beef from the US, whatever their personal
preferences might be.

Consumers, value for money and prices: There are two related issues at stake here: One is adequate
remuneration for farmers: The second is a fair price to consumers. In many cases, both North and South, it is the
middle-men - traders, processors, retailers - that take the lion’s share of the product’s final price.

For example, in Costa Rica’s banana plantations, just three cents of every dollar goes to workers on the plantations.
57 cents goes to the owning, importing or exporting company; and the retailer takes 40 cents.”

In the North, for example in the UK, retailers are failing to pass on lower prices to consumers: According to the
Meat and Livestock Commission, between 1995 and 1998 “multiple retailers had not shared any of the decline
in overall industry return, at a time when producer prices [for beef, lamb and pork] had declined substantially.””
Falling beef prices between 1992 and 1995 were generally reflected in corresponding changes in the retail price
index (RPI) for beef. But between 1995 and 1997 there was a 20% drop in beef prices to producers. This was not
reflected in the RPI for beef, which remained almost constant. According to the BSE Inquiry: “This would lend
support to the view that at least some, if not all, of the additional BSE-related costs incurred by slaughterhouses

were being passed back to the farmers...by buying at lower prices”.”

Part 5: Conclusion and solutions
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