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The anti-terminator
By Matei Zatreanu
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“Listen, and understand! That Terminator is out there! It can't be bargained with. It can't be reasoned with. It doesn't feel pity, or remorse, or fear. And it absolutely will not stop, ever, until you are dead!” (Kyle Reese warning Sarah Conner in The Terminator 1984).

They say the storm is coming, the Judgment Day, the beginning of a world war between man and machine. Human casualties will surpass 1.4 billion people.
 And their death will be a slow and painful starvation until each person thins away not just his body but also his social identity. People will have been stripped of a common heritage and their ancestral way of life, only to be enslaved by the robotic corporations.

Some claim the war has already begun, taking its first lives in places like Warangal India. The resistance, much like in James Cameron’s film, comes from one small source: ETC Group. This organization’s website has been the vociferous source of most of the information currently available on this topic. Their influence is felt across time and cyberspace. Many of their facts and figures – which are rarely documented – are incorporated into other reports. Ironically, ETC accuses the seed giants of being “Terminators,” but they do not realize that they are the ones who travelled back in time to preemptively assassinate an unborn technology. 
Therefore, we will try to understand how it is possible for a multibillion dollar industry to humble before a handful of Canadian activists: especially when it is accused of a crime which has yet to be committed. 
The present research is my modest attempt to expose the motivations and strategies which are driving the debate. The data available are profuse yet dreadfully unorganized. They consist mainly of newspaper or journal articles with an occasional report from some inherently biased organization with a clear agenda. Thus, the plan is to start at the core and illustrate how ETC Group and its followers exaggerated the issue by using various techniques. Among these strategies are a clever popular culture frame, a strong initial eruption onto the world stage, the misuse of science to create public fear of the potential risks, and finally an illusion of superior morality.
Arnold the Capitalist

To understand the perspective through which the opponents of genetic use restriction technologies (GURTs) frame their argument we need to start with some analysis of the movie itself. Whenever the issue is discussed in the media, the “terminator technology” term is thrown around without any reference to the blockbuster which inspired the movement. However, the story is incomplete without giving proper respect to this classic film. 
Due to the vast popularity of Terminator 2: Judgment Day (1991), numerous interpretations of the film have been proposed. Among the more popular - and entertaining - is Marxism. There are undoubtedly many motifs throughout the film, ranging from the social impact of technology to the breakdown of nuclear family stereotypes. However, what is more difficult to imagine is the connection between a popular villain and the Terminator. 

Among the proponents of a Marxist interpretation is Thomas Byers who sees the Terminator as embodying “a technology typical of classic capitalism's industrial mode of production.” 
 Arnold's character is the symbol of “American economic power, dominant in the industrial age.” These assumptions are relatively plausible given the fact that the Terminator is indeed a machine that was probably produced in some kind of factory. However, the reference to “mode of production” is misleading because the Terminator was manufactured by the controlling machines in the future and not by human labor. Unless one views his robotic makers as some kind of symbol for corporate control, the analogy is inconsistent. Even in that case one can argue that the corporate machines are fighting a revolutionary war to liberate themselves from centuries of servitude to humans. 

Despite the accuracy of Byers' claims, the important point to note is the techniques he uses to lead the reader into believing his more outrageous conclusions. While it seems possible that the Terminator symbolizes industrialization, what are we to make of the antagonist in the second movie: the notorious T-1000?

Clearly, Byers sees that the contrast between Terminator model T-101 and the new T-1000 “embodies the opposition between classical and late capitalism, between a production-based industrial and a consumption-based informational economy, between modern and postmodern culture, between paranoia and schizophrenia.” This great philosophical divide between the Terminators is based merely on their physical appearance (the T-1000 is of “much slighter build and finer features”) and their inner makeup (T-101 consists of mechanical hydraulics while the T-1000 is made from liquid metal). This superficial analysis does not take into account their beliefs or emotions. For example, he does not discuss T-101’s constant struggle with understanding the subtleties of being human. Instead, Byers is stuck in the material realm which is unfairly regarded as capitalisms sole concern. Thus, he sees the liquid metal of the T-1000 and instantly thinks about its “function” not as the “production of goods [like the T-101] but the organization and movement of capital.” He further characterizes the T-1000:
With his fluidity, his powers of resiliency, permeation, and colonization, his ungraspability, his constant dispersal and reorganization, figures not so much a specific technology, or even a particular mode of production, as the mysterious workings of capital itself. (Emphasis added)

What exactly has the Terminator “colonized”? Byers seems to be alluding to his ability take on the form of his surrounding – such as oozing into the floor. However, this temporary shape shifting is a far stretch from colonization. Furthermore, to conclude that these characteristics culminate into a representation of the “mysterious working of capital itself” is a gross misunderstanding of the Terminator. What Byers has essentially accomplished is to pour the Terminator into his preexisting Marxist mold without considering the actual traits of this character. Everything from the terminology he employs to the analysis and conclusions he reaches can be found in any neo-Marxist document. Now, to understand what he accomplishes through this otherwise repetitive strategy, we need to ask ourselves why he chose the Terminator as a subject. The answer to this question will reveal a stark similarity to the mechanisms at work in the anti-terminator technology debate.

One possible explanation is that the “personality” of the T-1000 is so robotic and devoid of human complexities that he is vulnerable to the projections that others hurl at him. No one knows what T-1000 is thinking. Perhaps he agrees with Marx; or maybe he is a liberal at heart. All we know is that he is very dedicated to his work and willing to give his life for a cause. To conclude any more from the brief and biased exposure we get of him in the movie would be stereotyping based on our preconceptions of a robot. Even the protagonist of the first Terminator movie, Kyle Reese, seems to typecast the robot assassin when he says that the “can’t be reasoned with.” However, as we see in the second film, Arnold’s character gradually develops semblances of human emotions (such as the touching scene when he wipes a tear from John Conner’s face before he kills himself). 

A second reason why Byers uses the Terminator as his subject is not because of any profound messages in the movie itself but because of the power and momentum the films created. By riding in the wake of such blockbusters, one increases his chances of obtaining a larger audience. After all, without talk of robot assassins and nuclear disaster his paper would be just another iteration of a Marxist script. This way his paper generates more hits on a search engine. Not to mention that once people start reading it, they will more likely continue because of the entertainment value it provides. Furthermore, he captures not just a larger audience but a different demographic altogether. Teenagers or general movie buffs might be attracted to the article because of its title and familiar subject matter. 

Therefore, the Terminator is a marketing instrument used to bundle other information and sell it to the masses. It is a cognitive framework to which propaganda can be attached – and the only limit is imagination. Take another example from a paper by Paul Smith who describes the first film as a “perverse kind of meditation on abortion, with the Terminator intent on performing a cosmic hi-tech abortion and the humans attempting to save a single baby for future leadership.”
 Of course it is factually true that the Terminator was trying to kill Sarah Conner before she had the baby, but to cross the line and call it abortion is ridiculous. She is not even pregnant in the beginning, not to mention that the reason she does eventually become pregnant is because the man sent to defeat the Terminator falls in love with her. Therefore, Smith’s interpretation is merely an attempt to hitchhike a social issue on the back of this movie. 

Research in social psychology has revealed that cognitive schemas allow people to quickly process new information, assess meaningful differences between objects, facilitate predictions, and help to organize past experiences.
 The media’s capacity to form schemas should not be underestimated. In the book Cinema and Cultural Studies, Paul Smith reveres the media’s role in the “construction of our everyday culture and popular memory.”  
In this context, thinking about a new social issue in terms of an existing schema – such as the Terminator movie – helps people come to quick conclusions about where to place that information. Take, for example, the “terminator technology” case. Smith thanks the biotechnology industry for its “best” benefit so far: providing an “astonishing metaphor for capitalist production and for the way it works with the trope of technology to elide and wish away the troublesome material base of capitalism’s procedures.”
 However, he is incorrect in attributing this “metaphor” to the biotechnology industry. In fact, the industry’s framing is one of technology protection not termination.
 The credit for the “terminator technology” term goes to Pat Mooney of ETC Group.
 Nevertheless, Smith sees “terminator technology” as a:
metaphor that seems an apt way to talk about Hollywood especially— the locus of technologies that produce commodities which, once they’ve been purchased and planted in the soil, are effectively consumed once and for all since they’re sterile and thus force the consumer to buy them again next year and again the year after, and so on into the new millennium of globalized capitalism. It’s into this image, the image of this terminator seed, that I think some part of the history of the twentieth century most tellingly resolves itself.
 (Emphasis added)

For people who are not aware of this issue, the schema of the Terminator provides a quick parallel between the traumatic violence in the film and the potential for a similar disaster in the real world. This catastrophe, in this case, is the social injustice which will befall on poor farmers in developing countries. Marx’s theme of social injustice, through the termination of the underprivileged, lies at the foundation of the debate.
Strategy Games: the oppositon’s handbook
The origins
“Your clothes – give them to me, now” (Terminator after he arrives … naked)
The story is said to have begun on March 3, 1998 when Delta and Pine Land Co. received a patent on “a new genetic technology designed to prevent unauthorized seed saving by farmers.”
 The Rural Advancement Foundation International (RAFI) reported this a week later in an article entitled “US Patent on New Genetic Technology Will Prevent Farmers from Saving Seed.” Despite the title’s blandness and length, the article itself was much more vocal and influential:
Up to 1.4 billion resource-poor farmers in the South depend on farm-saved seed and seeds exchanged with farm neighbors as their primary seed source. A technology that threatens to extinguish farmer expertise in selecting seed and developing locally-adapted strains is a threat to food security and agricultural biodiversity, especially for the poor.
This scare strategy is quite remarkable. First, they attack with an enormous statistic about the potential targets of this technology. Yet, they never cite the source for the claim that “1.4 billion resource-poor farmers” depend on saved seeds. We will address this dilemma in a later section. Second, we see the verb “extinguish” appear in the context of “food security.” I believe that it is the predecessor of the more powerful “terminator technology” catch phrase. 
As with any nickname, “terminator” is not exactly flattering. But it is definitely appealing. This exact term appears for the first time on March 13, 1998 in another RAFI article entitled “Biotech Activists Oppose the Terminator Technology,” and its origin is credited to RAFI’s Research Director Hope Shand. 
 However, in an email she explains that “the term was coined by Pat Mooney … [who] is known widely for his quick wit and has a brilliant flare with words and phrases.”
 She goes on to “contend that he would have made a lot of money in the advertising business if he hasn't been so committed to social justice issues instead.” Perhaps she is modest and does not want the term’s responsibility on her shoulders, or maybe there was an error in the original article. In either case, the term needs no inventor for it is universal and authoritative. She ends by admiring the term which “beautifully and simply captures the essence of genetic seed sterilization.” “Terminator technology” is indeed beautiful. But as for simple, well, as Einstein put it: “everything should be made as simple as possible, but not one bit simpler.”
 
The following four sections address some strategies ETC Group employed in fighting against the terminator technology. Most of these lines of attack surprised the seed industry, which tragically underestimated the power of small groups. As a result, ETC and its followers were able to lead the debate and achieve some remarkable goals. Two recurring themes in their strategies are the manipulation of science to make their political and social predictions appear devastating, and the appeal to emotion in order to create a false sense of risk.
1. Lord of the seed: the framing strategy
Simplicity is the key to this debate. Few people understand the science behind the technology. It is inherently difficult because more research still needs to be done. In fact, the original Delta & Pine Land patent describes an idea which even RAFI admits will take a few years until it is ready for commercialization.
 The irony here is that the opponents do not want the research to persist at all; thereby undermining the scientific method itself (but we reserve this discussion for the section on Risk and Uncertainty).  
Whenever the science of terminators is addressed in the media – and this occurs quite rarely – one of two methods is used. The first, and most uncommon, is a sketch of the pure science.  This can be found in the original patents
 or in encyclopedia articles. However, the descriptions are filled with words like “recombinase gene,”  “late promoter,” or “repressor protein” which can be confusing for the common reader.
 Thus, the more frequent approach is for the author to interpret the findings. But when this happens, there will inevitably be some bias. 
As the section Arnold the Capitalist reveals, cognitive schemas are an important part of the way we learn: they increase the processing speed, facilitate memory, etc. However, there is a fine line which if crossed leads to the dark side of cognition, namely stereotypes and prejudice. The anti-terminator activists often fall into this trap because the labels they attached to the industry in general and the technology in particular, do not allow room for error (or redemption for that matter). They have already framed it as evil and so their standards for contradictory evidence are much higher. Also, the frame makes them paranoid about any good deeds that companies, like Monsanto, try to engage in (more on this later). Pat Mooney, of RAFI, demonstrates an example of this bias in a paper about the science of terminator technology. He writes that the terminator is “basically:”
a genetically engineered suicide mechanism that can be triggered off by a specific outside stimulus. As a result the seeds of the next generation will self-destruct by self-poisoning. The preferred trigger is the antibiotic tetracycline applied to seeds. The main version of the Terminator consists of a set of three novel genes inserted into one plant; another version divides two or three genes on to two plants, which are later to be cross-pollinated. The end-result is always a dead seed in the following generation.

His portrayal is sprinkled with science slang such as “stimulus” or “antibiotic tetracycline” but he cannot refrain from politically charged notions of “self-poisoning” or self-destruction. This anthropomorphism creates vivid imagery to which the audience can relate. After all, through this frame it is much easier to understand what GURTs actually do than “retreating to increasingly specialized knowledge, thereby restricting the utility of a public discussion on the issues.”
 
In fact, Mooney goes further in the article to suggest that the seeds are committing “suicide.” The analogy itself is somewhat logical because the seeds contain a gene which causes their demise. “Termination” is bad, but suicide has a much more profound connotation. However, the full political and social impact of this term was not felt until it became associated with the farmer suicides in India.

It used to be thought that the industry would terminate the farmers, but their current situation has degenerated to a point where they are willing to end their own lives. The poor have been stripped off all options, including the right to fight, and must now swallow the dreaded company pesticide. Someone must pay for this. But who?
An obvious answer is that the gods of fertility are causing this. Throughout history, the risks of crop failure have caused farmers to have a special connection with nature. From Demeter, the Greek goddess of farming, to the Aztec’s Xochipilli, goddess of corn, we see a similar narrative that farmers worldwide adopt to understand and come to terms with nature.
 An analogous discourse has formed around the role of big corporations in the lives of poor farmers. Newspapers like The Economist and groups like ETC have referred to Monsanto as “Lord.” 
 Perhaps they allude to the feudal meaning, yet the religious connotation is nonetheless there. 
Could it be that Indian farmers, faced with inclement weather and repeated crop failures, are shifting the blame onto the only salient force: Monsanto?  After all, the GM crops they have been planting are new and the big guys up there are bragging about the wonderful increases in yield. However, critics claim that Monsanto has misled them into having unrealistic hopes for GM crops.
 This is possible, but not even Monsanto has seeds that will grow without water – at least not yet. The New York Times relates a story on this issue about Mr. Shende whose two batches of Monsanto seed “went to waste because the monsoon was late”. And when the rain finally came, it “came down so hard that it flooded Mr. Shendes low-lying field and destroyed his third and final batch.”

The most fascinating part in the Indian example is how critics jumped from terminator technology to GM crops. Monsanto is big, foreign and relatively easy to blame, especially when the right scaffolding is already in place. In an article by Vandana Shiva, she claims that “Bt cotton is based on what has been dubbed ''Terminator Technology'', which makes genetically engineered plants produce sterile seeds.”
 This is completely false. First, terminator technology is still in the research phase. Second, Monsanto and other industry giants have pledged not to commercialize it. And finally, Bt cotton is not “based” on GURTs; instead, the terminator technology was devised to protect the Delta & Pine Land’s patent in crops like cotton. In fact, not even ETC Group has made such an allegation that the suicides in India are due to “terminator technology.” This is a classic case of people, like Shiva, who are using an existing frame to situate their cause in the middle of a larger war.
Case Study 1
Fear of monsters: the link to monsanto

Analyzing the first RAFI Communiqué
 dedicated to “Terminator Technology,” we see that from the beginning they are determined to create as big an impact as possible despite the available evidence. For example, they use statistics to inflate their audience’s view of the seed companies’ market share. The report starts by showing the magnitude of Delta & Pine Land Co. It claims that D&PL 1997 annual sales were $187 million and that it "holds 73% of the US cotton seed market." First, notice how they are using US data to draw conclusions about the global impact of this technology. Moreover, D&PL is not guaranteed this market share by the time the "terminator technology" would even reach commercial state (if they commercialize at all). In fact, a report by Monsanto
 shows how D&PL's market share of US cotton has significantly dropped to 56% by 2005. Competition is fierce and monopolies are hard to achieve.

When RAFI realized that D&PL was not a significant global player to threaten the "food security" of poor farmers, they quickly turned their attention to Monsanto. In the same Communiqué – before any talk of mergers – RAFI is keen to list Monsanto as a “participant” in the terminator debate. Monsanto’s only crime (besides being a “seed giant”) was that it was a “minor shareholder in D&PL.” They proceed to impress their audience with Monsanto’s staggering revenue numbers of $9.26 billion. The industry’s size and consolidation means that “farmers are increasingly vulnerable and have far fewer options in the marketplace.” To illustrate this point, they claim that the “top 10 seed corporations control approximately 40% of the commercial seed market.” Omission bias is the key here. What RAFI neglects to tell its readers is that the commercial seed market accounts for only 33% of the total seed used in global agriculture (another third is farmer-saved, and the last is provided by public institutions). Also, Monsanto offers for sale only 3% of the world’s seeds. 
 The situation is clearly not as catastrophic as the limited comparison or billion dollar revenue figures might suggest. The net effect of RAFI’s technique is to dramatize a rather small issue and drag the big players into the debate. After all, if Monsanto is forced to make a public response then RAFI gets significantly more media coverage.

RAFI’s big break came two months after the Communiqué when Monsanto announced that it would purchase Delta & Pine Land Co. It finally seemed like their prophecies were coming true, that apocalypse would soon fall upon the poor farmers of the world. Headlines from RAFI were full of doomsday rhetoric: “It’s Now or Never for Agricultural Biodiversity.”
 That article points out that Monsanto, the “Lord of the Life Industry,” would control 85% of the US cotton market and that US anti-trust authorities were “already admitting concern” over this fact. However, more problematic than the cotton monopoly is the fact that Monsanto now “bought control of the Terminator patent.” Needless to say, the acquisition did not go through due to the pressure of anti-trust agencies, and Monsanto dropped its bid in December 1999 (instead, Monsanto merged with Pharmacia).
 However, during its courtship with D&PL, RAFI kept referring to Monsanto as “co-owner (with the USDA) of the Terminator Technology” even though the company had not actually bought D&PL.
 The big Monsanto was the criminal.

RAFI’s biased view of Monsanto becomes especially clear when the company decided to donate money to Grameen Bank for the development of a Center for Environment-Friendly Technologies which would provide micro-loans to Bangladeshi farmers. 
 RAFI devotes an entire article to spreading doubt about this endeavor. They hypothesize that the reason for Monsanto’s generosity is to put political pressure on Bangladesh to approve genetically-modified organisms. Of course they do not cite any evidence for this claim. But what is more surprising than the usual Monsanto bashing is how they pressure Grameen Bank to step down. They start by praising the work of Grameen as “the proof that a kinder, gentler capitalism can work for the poor.” Then they print a subtle threat from Vandana Shiva who “fears that Grameen has turned mean – or lost sight of its founding goals.” 

In fact, the threats to Grameen were anything but subtle. Shiva’s open letter included the usual un-cited evidence (from her Research Foundation for Science, Technology and Ecology) such as her claim that “Monsanto’s technologies are not environmentally friendly.” Furthermore, RAFI also wrote a letter in which they urge Grameen to “drop the deal and to throw the Bank's support behind the right of farmers to save, exchange, and develop their own plant varieties.”
A month later, Grameen Bank abandoned the project. 

There is no way for Monsanto to win. At first, they were vilified for being too large, then for coming close to owning terminator technology, and now for trying to appease critics by giving charity. The only solution would be for Monsanto to surrender. And this is exactly what they did in 1999 when they decided to “abandon the Terminator.”
 With that came the end of RAFI’s harassment, right? “Not so fast, hombre!”

Upon hearing the news of Monsanto’s surrender, RAFI ponders whether the Terminator has really been terminated. Robert Shapiro wrote Rockefeller Foundation’s Gordon Conway that he decided to “abandon plans to commercialize Terminator Technology.” 
 However, the company would still pursue other technologies to protect its inventions. The argument in favor of this protection is logical: the farmers can replant seeds but if they want the extra productivity (which researchers spend lots of time and money on) they should pay for it. RAFI, nonetheless, still sees a problem with it. They cleverly nicknamed this technology “traitor” because a seed’s “genetic trait(s) could be turned on or off with the application of a propriety chemical.” This might also lead to “bioserfdom.” These are the same arguments, the same “evil” corporation, but this time it is a different technology. 
In spite of all the doubt involved in this debate, one certainty remains: ETC Group will not leave Monsanto alone. Even after Monsanto surrendered the commercialization of terminators, ETC still hunted them. When Monsanto tried to give charity, ETC intervened. Finally, the latest article on ETC’s website is a most ironic flashback: “Monsanto Announces Takeover of Delta & Pine Land and Terminator Seed Technology (again).” Everyone is now awaiting the sequel. 

2. Take over the world: A Globalization Strategy
“We believe there is a need for a global campaign to prevent the use of Terminator technology," Camila Montecinos.

In the RAFI article entitled “Terminating Food Security?” we see the emergence of another marketing technique.
 They begin to simulate a wide global opposition to the technology by saying that “the patent's implications are causing a furor among farmers and breeders around the world.”  Conceivably, this claim could be true. However, it does not become evident from their article. The structure of their argument is a medley of quotes from various opponents. Yet, the first two sections feature quotes from two RAFI members: Hope Shand and Pat Mooney. The “global” opposition consists of just two other people (Neth Dano of SEARICE Philippines and Camila Montecinos of CET Chile). They are repeatedly quoted in this and other articles. It is not doubted that the movement is now a large international one, however, part of this could be a self-fulfilling prophecy: because RAFI exaggerated the global impact of the technology, more newspapers around the world picked up this story, and so more people got involved. 
As part of their recruitment strategy in 1998, RAFI launched a “global e-mail campaign aimed at stopping Monsanto's negotiations with the US Department of Agriculture.” 
 This illustrates an inexpensive yet highly effective weapon in their arsenal. E-mail, of course, was made possible by the otherwise dreadful “globalization.”
The whole global attack plan is outlined in the March 1998 RAFI Communiqué. First, RAFI calls on the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) to “publicly denounce the technology as a threat to food security in the South.” Next, they will address the issue at the Fourth Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity. Third, they will go after the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. Finally, they have a more generic message to “farm advocacy groups” in America to protest the USDA research. 
They understand that it is too early to face the “monster” directly, so they must first gather an army. Notice how they do not try to get involved in America right away, instead they urge other groups to protest there. Their strategy is instead to burst onto the international scene with as much force and noise as possible. To achieve this they decided to go through the United Nations channel. All three organizations outlined in their original plan are either affiliated or directly controlled by the UN. They also figured that the more conferences they attend, the greater are their chances to recruit supporters. Obviously, they chose organizations, such as UN-funded CGIAR, which are known to be sympathetic to the needs of poor farmers. Specifically, CGIAR’s goal is to “promote sustainable agriculture in developing nations.”
 Not surprisingly, a few months later CGIAR “recommended that its 16 member institutes ban the technology in their crop-improvement programmes.”

Despite a few setbacks such as the UN’s 1999 Convention on Biological Diversity rejecting proposals to recommend a permanent moratorium on GURTs, RAFI’s overall success is impressive. With the help of former chairman of the FAO Council, Dr Swaminathan, RAFI was able to influence the Indian government into banning the technology in late 1998.
 This early victory helped push the issue to the forefront of the international stage. 
More triumphs would follow including a change of heart at CBD’s 2000 meeting where member countries now adopted a recommendation “not to approve field testing or commercialization of GURTs … until additional scientific research has been done.” 
 This sounds a bit hypocritical since field testing is part of “scientific research.” However, the fear of true experiments in favor of junk-science is evident through their campaign (and will be addressed in the next section). 
Shortly thereafter, the FAO prepares a report which favors the needs of “world’s rural poor” over the interests of corporations. In a 2000 RAFI Communiqué, the organization recalls these and other achievements in the war against the terminator. It also makes more plans for the future, such as addressing the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention about the lethal potential of terminator technology. 
 Do they seriously think of GURTs as biological warfare?
Regardless of what their beliefs actually are, the truth of the matter is that their strategy of causing global ruckus has been working. The key to understanding why is globalization.
In a RAFI 2001 Communiqué, they claim that “concentration in corporate power is the defining feature of today’s global economy.”
 While they may have spotted a growing trend of mergers, this by no means makes it “the defining feature” of globalization. After all, British companies have been “global” for hundreds of years, and their power was much more concentrated (think of the East India Company’s monopoly on all trade with the Indies).
 There is nothing dramatically new in that trend.
What is much more defining of today’s global economy is the impact of individuals – and small groups – on people and places thousands of miles away. RAFI is a beautiful example of discourse theories at work in international relations. If not for globalization, how else could a few Canadians stir so much international havoc through a website? They cleverly used the existing international channels provided by the UN to build up public momentum. By starting a network of concerned activists around the world, they were able to unite (to a much greater extent than would have ever been possible in Marx’s factories) and scare large companies, international institutions, and national governments into avoiding terminators. 
Case Study 2
The Quest for 1.4: A Study of Junk Science

Although the strategy employed by anti-terminator groups relies heavily on notions of social justice, they often turn to science to validate their claims. This becomes particularly interesting when the original sources of the research are not cited. Early in my research I came upon such a figure which immediately caught my attention. In the first RAFI article on terminators they claim that terminator technology could “threaten the food security” of “up to 1.4 billion resource-poor farmers in the South [who] depend on farm-saved seed and seeds exchanged with farm neighbors as their primary seed source.” 1.4 billion people means 22% of the world’s population according to the 2006 figures.
 If true, this could indeed be catastrophic for our planet. 

Regardless of its accuracy, this number will keep haunting us for many years. Many websites and articles – some written as late as 2006 – have taken this statistic for granted. For example, the GM Freeze website, which has a copyright year of 2006, describes this debate on their current issues page and states that: “For the 1.4 billion people in the poorest regions of the world who depend for their food on crops grown from saved seed Terminator Technology is a serious threat to their food security and livelihoods.”
 The time discrepancy brings up a very interesting dilemma. Even if RAFI’s 1998 statistic is accurate, it is hard to imagine that given the 1.4% growth rate of the world's population
 the number of people potentially affected is unchanged after almost a decade. If one accepts that figure on the GM Freeze to be accurate today, it would imply that either the original RAFI figure was overstated or that the effects of GM crops have decreased. Furthermore, 1.4 billion represents the number of farmers who depend on saved seeds, but they make no attempt to forecast the actual number that would be affected by Delta & Pine Land’s patent. In fact, Delta & Pine Land was primarily a cotton seed company with limited market share outside of the US, so this patent would not affect other farmers. Thus, the number of people potentially affected is much lower.

This is reminiscent of a skit by comedian Ali G who tries to market his “ice-cream glove” to various company executives by showing them a Venn diagram with “people who like ice-cream” on one side and “people who has [sic] hands” on the other. The middle section, of course, is “our target market.”
 Just because 1.4 billion people save seeds, does not mean that “terminator technology” will “extinguish” everyone’s way of life. 

After extensive research into the “1.4 billion” statistic, I finally came across what appears to be the original source. On March 20, 1998 RAFI published an article which credits Hope Shand with saying “half the world's farmers are poor and can't afford to buy seed every growing season, yet poor farmers grow 15 to 20% of the world's food and they directly feed at least 1.4 billion people - 100 million in Latin America, 300 million in Africa, and 1 billion in Asia.” Although no source was cited in RAFI’s news article, in their March/April 1998 Communiqué, they provide an endnote which attributes this number to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN in a report entitled “The State of the World’s Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture.” However, they qualify the citation with a parenthetical explanation stating that that data did not come from the report itself but rather from the “Background Documentation prepared for the International Technical Conference on Plant Genetic Resources.” 
On the FAO website, I came across a report entitled “Who are the world's farmers and how are their contributions to PGR recognized?”
 Here, the author attributes this “estimate” to a 1996 report by Spillane. No additional information about this report is given. At last, I found the name of the researcher who estimated these numbers. 
Shortly thereafter I came across “Background Study Paper No. 9,” a report written by Charles Spillane.
 In the section on “Agricultural biotechnology and poorer farmers,” Spillane states that “While such resource-poor farmers practice approximately 60% of global agriculture, they produce 15-20% of the world’s food.” It turns out that this was not even his research. He was attributes that figure to “Francis, CA (1986) Multiple cropping systems. New York: Macmillan p383.” Unfortunately, I could not get access to Charles Francis’ book. Nor did I find any reference in that article to the 1.4 billion people who depend on saved seeds. Subsequently, I spent hours trying to find the original study so that I can analyze its methodology, only to realize that I had already found what I was looking for. 

First, the original report on the 15-20% statistic goes back more than 20 years (it could be significantly more if Francis cited yet another source). In 20 years much has changed in agriculture, especially since the introduction of GM crops. Therefore, we should not rely on an old estimate; but many people still do. Second, I realized – the hard way – that although providing references for data is considered good research manners, a citation does not guarantee accuracy. For example, if one searches for “1.4 billion farmers” on Google, they will find countless articles about the impact of terminator technology. Of the ones which cite a source, it will most likely be RAFI. RAFI, of course, cites FAO which in turn cites Spillane who finally sends us to Francis. 

A recurring theme in the propaganda against GURTs is this pseudoscientific approach taken by the media. Numbers are liberally thrown around without any citation of sources or methods used to obtain them. After all, when journals publish numbers they appear intelligent and seem to have the full support of scientific facts, which in turn makes any conclusions appear more valid and reliable. For instance, in RAFI’s case, the conclusions are rarely based on science. Their original article on the new technology admits to this by ending with a summary “in RAFI’s view.” They are clear that what will follow is merely the option of RAFI. However, in subsequent articles this “view” becomes “RAFI’s analysis” or “research.” 

The truth is that, as with any new discovery, no one really knows what the implications of terminator technology will be. However, unlike with other inventions, the opposition does not even want testing to occur. They are willing to relinquish any benefit this might offer (in this industry or others) to eliminate all social  risk. 
3. Child soldiers: Tiki’s risk strategy
“Why the rush? The companies say they want to feed all the world's starving people. I wish I believed that.” – Tiki the Penguin

As part of their growth strategy, opponents of terminator technology are dragging children into the debate. OneWorld created a website called “Genetic Engineering: A Guide for Kids by Tiki the Penguin” to teach children about the dangers of this technology.
 The fact that the guide is aimed at children makes the content very blunt and honest. For instance, Tiki explains to children the meaning of Pat Mooney’s “biopiracy.” Tiki recalls how “pirates were a bloodthirsty lot who stole and killed to make themselves rich.” But today’s biopirates are a little different in that “they don’t kill, they patent.” And what definition of biopiracy would be complete without Vandana Shiva’s comparison of patents to Columbus’ robberies in America? 
Even if people are against terminator technology, they should see the dangers that such “guides” pose for children. Not only is it unashamedly biased against GM crop and corporations in general, but it also denigrates all patents which, as we will see in the last section, are an important part of our human rights. 
So what is “wrong with genetic engineering?” Well, Tiki says that “it’s back to speed again.” He recommends that “for safety’s sake [we should] slow down!” This boils down to an argument about risks and uncertainty. 
	A Government’s Response to Risk: The Indian Example

	When it comes to spreading doubt, ETC Group is an expert. From the beginning, they abused science to suggest that the impact of this technology will be devastating. This got the attention of many activists as well as poor farmers who were “at risk.” They appealed to popular culture to enlist an emotional response from their audience. And, they targeted this fear towards an already weak and deprived group of farmers in countries such as India.

The Indian response was quick and uncompromising. A few months after Pat Mooney coined the “terminator technology” term, we see it being used in the rationale of India’s government to ban the technology. The Minister of State for Agriculture, Shri Sompal begins his statement by testifying that some influencing sources of the decision were “reports [that] have appeared in a section of the press regarding the harmful effect of American terminator seeds to Indian Agriculture.” 
 (Emphasis added) Since when do governments base public policy on “a section of the press” without doing research of their own into the issue? Following in the junk science tradition, he cites one academic report from the University of Agriculture Science in Bangalore which merely paraphrases the patent. The rest of his explanation contains the usual unsubstantiated doomsday rhetoric: “the technology would have serious implications on the crop bio-diversity … it may lead to gradual extinction of traditional varieties.”

Furthermore, Mr. Sompal incorrectly claims that Delta & Pine Land is “a subsidiary of Monsanto.” In fact, the two companies were merely discussing a merger at the time, and Monsanto will withdraw its bid a year later. This is a famous example of a government relying on the media for false information and reaching a premature decision. 



Caution must certainly be used when dealing with a new technology. However, the tragic flaw of science is that no matter how many experiments are conducted, risk can not be eliminated. There will always that tail-end probability that all hell breaks loose. And it is the goal of public policy to set a standard level of tolerable uncertainty. Yet, in the terminator technology debate that level is a catch-22. The opponents are calling for more evidence, but they are banning the research. 

This paradox is most evident in the Five Year Freeze campaign. In May 2000, around 310 scientists called for the:

Immediate suspension of the release of genetically modified crops and products, both commercially and in open field trials, for at least five years, for patents on living processes, organisms, seeds, cell lines and genes to be revoked and banned, and for a comprehensive public enquiry into the future of agriculture and food security for all.


Five years after the Five Year Freeze campaign was launched, it was forced to change its name to the simpler and indefinite GM Freeze campaign.
 Among their reasons for staying in business they include a demand for “an independent assessment of the social and economic impact of genetic engineering on farmers” and also a system “to prevent harm to human health.” GM Freeze Director, Pete Riley agrees that “much more needs to be known about the health, environment, social and economic impacts of GM crops before any decisions to go ahead are made.” But how can those issues be addressed without seeing what the technology is actually capable of? This can only be achieved through experiments, and even then a point is reached when the laboratory needs to move into the field. 

The most ironic part about GM Freeze’s never ending quest for evidence is its dedication to “independent assessments” and other high standards for its own research. In fact, this becomes evident in the section describing why we need a freeze. Among their reasons appears the now infamous prediction that: 

For the 1.4 billion people in the poorest regions of the world who depend for their food on crops grown from saved seed Terminator Technology is a serious threat to their food security and livelihoods.


Perhaps GM Freeze should take their recommendations for research seriously. Or maybe they should just be more open to actually scientific findings.
4. morality: the customer support strategy

There are two arguments in favor of patents. The first stems from a liberal state’s commitment to protect individual rights. Article 27 (2) of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights guarantees a person’s “protection of the moral and material interests resulting from any scientific, literary or artistic production of which he is the author.”
 The civil law system of most societies is tailored towards rewarding creators for their “intellectual efforts and/or their expenditures of time and money.”
 This approach assumes a particular bond between product and creator, which endows him or her “with a moral as well as an economic claim to exploit those products to the exclusion of third parties.” 


The second argument has as its focus not the individual creator, but society at large. This instrumental view of intellectual property does not presuppose a moral obligation to compensate inventors, rather it grants such legal protection to them “because the products they create enrich a society’s culture and knowledge and thus increase its welfare.” 
 A familiar example of this is found in Article I (Section 8) of the United States Constitution, which authorizes Congress to “promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries.”
 The instrumental philosophy is based on the assumption that without proper incentives, creators will not invest their time and money into a product which will then be stolen by others. This is extremely pertinent in the terminator technology debate.

The underlying challenge facing seed corporations is that “new varieties are relatively expensive to create, but are trivially inexpensive to propagate once they are in existence.”
 In economic terms, the marginal cost of producing each seed is practically zero, so profiting from these products is difficult. There are currently other forms of intellectual property protection used by the companies. For instance, it is common for farmers who purchase seeds to sign a document waiving their right to save seeds. However, the obvious challenge now becomes enforcing such contracts. The classic Percy Schmeiser case illustrates the public relations nightmare which can follow an attempt to protect technology. 
The critics’ concise argument is that “terminator technology” is evil because it is a “dead-end for farmers and food security.”
 The long part of it is much more complex. For instance, a compromise could be allowing the seeds to be fertile but requiring the farmer to buy a chemical activator if he wishes to have the extra benefits. This protects the farmers’ right to replant seeds, but also protects the rights of the inventors to be compensated for their work.
It is beyond the scope of this paper to address in detail the role of GURTs in the larger system of intellectual property rights. However, it must be briefly touched upon because the opposition has been framing the debate strictly from the point of view of the farmer. They bring up issues of farmers’ rights to save seed, but they ignore the equal rights of the inventors not to have their seeds stolen. What is even more disturbing is that the creators are often dehumanized by association to a hegemonic corporation and by insulting names like “terminators.” Few critics speak of the man, Melvin Oliver, who invented the original D&PL patent; instead, they only talk about the giant seed companies and their quest for profits.

Another manifestation of this technique becomes evident in the “customer support” skills of the parties involved. Here exists a great divide between ETC Group and Monsanto. ETC Group can even make a student feel like he is part of an important cause. In my correspondence with Hope Shand I felt a personal connection not just to her, but to the issue itself. The most significant implication of Ms. Shand’s email was not any particular piece of information she wrote, rather it was the simple fact that she responded promptly. I sent a similar message to other parties involved in the debate such as Harry Collins of Delta & Pine Land and the generic Monsanto question forum, but I have yet to hear back from either. Furthermore, the “contact us” section on Monsanto’s website desperately tries to replicate this personal connection by saying that they “look forward to visitors’ questions, requests for information, [and] constructive criticism” (Emphasis added) and that “effective communications includes listening.”
 However, by telling us what “effective communication” entails they are undermining their goal. We already know what communication includes, and all we ask for is a timely response from a human and not a computer.
Perhaps it is the small size of ETC Group which enables more “personal” connections with its senior management (but this does not excuse Monsanto from trying harder). Ms Shand’s tone was warm yet inspiring. By addressing me by my first name, she created an intimate bond which lasted throughout the message. To call this a marketing ploy would be a complete misunderstanding of ETC Group’s strategy. On the other hand, it not a superior sense of morality either. I would argue that they are genuinely concerned about this issue and want to share their pain with others. As a result, an intimate relationship starts to form between fellow activists. 
Conclusions

“3 billion human lives ended on August 29th, 1997. The survivors of the nuclear fire called the war Judgment Day. They lived only to face a new nightmare: the war against the machines.” – Sarah Connor in Terminator 2


Well August 29th, 1997 came and passed without the prophesized nuclear disaster. Perhaps that means that we can write our own destinies. Maybe ETC Group did stop “terminator technology” from ruining the lives of 1.4 billion people. But at what cost? Are we willing to surrender the principles of scientific investigation for a risk of social injustice? It seems so. Unless the industry learns to counter the strategies of the opposition, science and society will suffer.
Essentially this is a political debate about science. Yet, the science part of it makes a strong appearance in the beginning, but is then forgotten – or rather, assumed to be true even though no proof or real evidence was given. The momentum is then continued through various strategies through which ETC Group and its supporters are able dominate the discourse on GURTs.  Some of these strategies outlined in the paper include:

· a skewed framing of the issue based on popular culture, 
· a strong initial burst onto the world stage (which was facilitated by globalization), 
· an appeal to misleading science and fear which spread doubt and uncertainty, and
· a personal warmth which made the opposition appear morally superior to the industry.
The seed industry’s essential flaw was that it underestimated the power of a small Canadian group. It did not take RAFI seriously. For instance, at the first UN meetings the industry’s representatives were either not present or silent. They did not expect the escalation of this debate. Now, they learned the hard way. So what lies ahead?

Well, with the latest announcement by Monsanto to acquire D&PL we better expect that the Anti-Terminator will be back.
� I will only briefly analyze the India farmer suicide case in the context of framing. Of course, these tragedies have much more complex causes and impacts on the GM debate. For more on that see Rekha Reddy’s paper.
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