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Laura Montesi
Good afternoon and welcome, everyone. We are very happy to be here at the Casa de la Ciudad, the polis, where politics are also made, to discuss a topic of public interest, such as food sovereignty, health, and biocultural heritage in times of socio-environmental crisis.
My name is Laura Montesi Altamirano. I am a health anthropologist, medical anthropologist, and researcher at the Secretariat of Science and Humanities. I am affiliated with CIESAS. CIESAS is a public research centre dedicated primarily to social anthropology and related disciplines. We have seven locations throughout the country, and one here in Oaxaca, where you can find us on Crestón Hill. I hope those of you here today will be able to visit us up there. Together with my colleagues, Dr Paola María Cesia, who is currently connected by videoconference, and Dr Gabriela Martínez, who is fortunately here in person and will be moderating, we are participating in an inter-institutional project called "Embodied Inequalities of the Anthropocene", in collaboration with University College London in England and the Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul in Brazil.
And basically, in this project, whose research and dissemination results can be consulted at "www.embodiedanthropocene.com" and which we invite you to browse, to learn about, disseminate, and use in your activities, we seek to understand how, in the current era that some scientists call the Anthropocene, the age of humans, the socio-environmental crises fostered particularly by the capitalist and colonial system impact the health of humans and non-humans, of all living beings that participate in the fabric of life. As part of this project, we are currently addressing the issue of food and agricultural production within the framework of global food systems that are governed by unequal power relations and influenced by commercial interests that, as we well know, do not always align with the principles of public health and are framed by industrial, commercial, and social treaties and legislation. We know that globalised food systems are central drivers of the climate and environmental crisis, as well as the health crisis related to the Anthropocene, as industrialised, racialised, capitalist and colonial forms of food production continue to expand. As a result, the Mexican team decided to focus on disputes over genetically modified corn and native corn varieties within the framework of the North American Free Trade Agreement.
In December 2020, a panel of experts ruled in favour of corporate agribusiness and biotechnology giants from neighbouring countries to the north, particularly the United States.
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Together, but also from Canada, they create, produce and export cheap genetically modified maize to Mexico, speaking out against the Mexican government's health and environmental restrictions, and we think this undermines the biocultural richness of native maize. Today and next week, on 5 June, we want to examine the legal, toxicological, agricultural and epistemic implications of this dispute, the threats to native maize and scientific knowledge as well, and the significance that native maize has in the lives, eating habits, health concerns and cultures of indigenous communities, farming communities and consumer communities in Mexico. To this end, we have a very rich panel that I will now proceed to introduce:
We are very grateful for the participation of the following individuals, listed in alphabetical order: Aldo González Rojas, an engineer from Guelatao de Juárez, Oaxaca, is a member of the indigenous rights department of the Union of Organisations of the Sierra Juárez de Oaxaca, where he has worked to defend the rights of indigenous peoples in various disputes and issues. Since the last decade of the last century, he has maintained a permanent campaign for the defence of native Mexican corn and against its contamination by genetically modified organisms. He is a member and promoter of the creation of the Network in Defence of Corn, and also a promoter of the right to self-determination of indigenous peoples in Zapotec communities in the Northern Sierra of Oaxaca. He has participated in the Oaxacan collective in defence of territories and, together with his colleagues at UNOSJO, he is currently organising the Summer Workshop on Strategies for Community Teaching. Engineer Aldo, welcome, thank you for being with us.
We also introduce Professor Ernesto Hernández López. He is a professor of law at Fowler Law School, Chapman University, California. He researches the legal aspects of agriculture and food production, including international law, biotechnology, sanitary and phytosanitary standards, trade agreements, constitutional law with a focus on cruelty to farm animals, and local law. He has published articles in several journals, including the Journal of International Economic Law and World Trade Law, and has written opinion pieces for Contralínea in Mexico, Al Jazeera, the Los Angeles Times, the Chicago Tribune Nation in Kenya, and other media outlets. He was a professor of international relations at the Universidad del Rosario and the Universidad Javeriana, both in Bogotá, Colombia. He holds a Doctor of Law degree from the George Washington University Law School. He studied Latin American studies at George Washington University. He holds a bachelor's degree in Latin American studies and history from the University of Texas at Austin. Welcome, Ernesto, and thank you for accepting our invitation.
Dr Alma Piñeiro Nelson is a biologist and holds a PhD in Science from the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM). She completed a postdoctoral fellowship at the University of California, Berkeley. Since June 2015, she has been a senior research professor at the Autonomous University of Mexico (UAM) Xochimilco, attached to the Department of Agricultural and Animal Production, where she is currently in charge of the Plant Genetics and Biotechnology Laboratory. Her areas of expertise are the molecular genetics of plant development, biosafety, biomonitoring of native corn in Mexico, and the evolutionary ecology of corn development. She has participated in various research projects related to the detection of transgenes in seeds, grains, and foods derived from

, as well as the study of the ecological and human dynamics that favour the flow of transgenes in this grass. Thank you very much, Alma, for being with us.
We are joined by Professor Polette Rivero Villaverde. She is a full-time lecturer at the Centre for International Relations in the Faculty of Political and Social Sciences and a PhD candidate in the Postgraduate Programme in Latin American Studies. She holds a Master's and Bachelor's degree in International Relations from the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM). She has collaborated on various research projects and articles on Latin American geopolitics and geoeconomics, economic crisis, civilisational crisis, as well as food security, sovereignty and the role of food in wars, which I think is also a very hot topic, and financialisation. She has participated in the development of scientific outreach materials and, in her professional experience, worked in 2019 as Deputy Director of International Policy and Regulations at the Inter-Secretarial Commission on Biosafety of Genetically Modified Organisms of CONAHCYT. She was Academic Secretary at the Centre for International Relations of the Faculty of Political and Social Sciences and Director of the Journal of International Relations.
Finally, we have Ana Laura Wegier Briulo, Dr Ana Wegier, welcome and thank you for coming to Oaxaca. She is a researcher at UNAM, specialising in conservation genetics and agrobiodiversity. She studies complexes of wild and domesticated species such as cotton and maize, integrating science, politics and society for the conservation of biodiversity in Mexico. Passionate about scientific dissemination, Dr. Wegier works actively on issues of agrobiodiversity, conservation, evolution, and public policy. In addition to teaching at the undergraduate and postgraduate levels, she participates in national and international commissions related to sustainability, conservation, and biosafety. She is currently a member of the University Council of the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM) and served as an expert witness on the USMCA Panel on Mexican measures regarding genetically modified corn in matters of gene flow and biodiversity.
Here we are, I finally give the floor to my colleague Dr Gabriela Martínez and we are about to begin. As you can see, it is a very rich panel and I hope we will take advantage of it to ask many questions, to clear up our doubts, to discuss and debate this very important issue. Thank you.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, good morning, and to begin with, to the audience here with us, as Dr Laura said, a rich panel. I believe we will also gain valuable insights from these sessions because that is also what this is about, debating and reflecting. And many thanks also to our speakers who are making the effort to respond to the request we made to them through this project. I will be moderating this panel with our speakers, as we have already agreed, but I will also explain to the audience that we will be providing each of the speakers with a series of questions. To this end, each of them will have about 10 minutes to answer the questions we ask them. At the end of that first round, we will have a collective participation of the same speakers for some questions, clarifications or additions to those interventions, and then we will have another 15 minutes for some clarifications that they will also provide.

want to do collectively, and finally we will have 15 minutes with the audience, with you, with the people who are joining us via YouTube, for any questions we want to ask or comments or direct questions to the speakers as well. So let's begin. We will start with Ms Polette Rivero Villaverde, and we have a series of introductory questions for the panel. I will read them out and then give the floor to Ms Polette. The first question is:
- What was the trade dispute within the USMCA between Mexico on the one hand, and the United States and Canada on the other, over Mexican restrictions on imports of genetically modified corn for human consumption? She will be able to answer this question during her presentation. What are the implications of this dispute and, more generally, the defence of native maize from a human rights perspective? We will now move on to the first presentation by Professor Polette. If necessary, when we reach the 8-minute mark, I will indicate that we have 2 minutes left to finish the presentation.
Polette Rivero
Thank you very much. First, good afternoon to everyone. Thank you to Dr Laura Montesi, Dr Paola Cesia and Dr Gabriela Martínez for generously inviting me to participate in this dialogue. Thank you also to CIESAS, Pacífico Sur and, of course, I am very pleased to share this dialogue with such distinguished colleagues. Well, as we have limited time, I would like to raise a few specific points:
The first thing I want to say is that the policy of the Fourth Transformation Government, is not revolutionary and does not take measures that truly transform the reality of food or farming in the country. The truth is that this controversy within the framework of the USMCA has its origin in two official decrees that were published, one in 2020 and the other in 2023, by then-President Andrés Manuel López Obrador, to prohibit the planting of genetically modified corn in the country. This, of course, alerted the United States, even though the first decree had made it clear that these measures would not affect industrial maize imports.
However, and we must begin here by mentioning the factors that raised alarm bells, it was the large agro-industrial corporate lobby, such as the Mexican Seed Association (ANSAC), which includes companies such as Corteva, Bayer and Syngenta, three companies that control genetically modified corn, and the National Agricultural Council, that exerted strong pressure to ensure that in 2023, rather good results would be generated. They wanted to go against these decrees, but what the government did was to issue a lighter decree, which stated that genetically modified corn would not be allowed in tortillas and the corn dough used to make them, but left out many issues, including a very important one: the consumption of these products, which contain agrochemicals and are associated with the technological packages that come with imports.
In August 2023, the Ministry of Economy received a request from the United States Government to initiate a Dispute Settlement Panel on Mexican regulations on genetically modified corn, and Canada soon joined in.

This dispute panel was based primarily on Chapter 9 of the USMCA relating to sanitary and phytosanitary measures, and it must be said that all kinds of reports presented as scientific by the United States and corporations were used. Although it is not stated, it is widely known that these reports have been financed by the same companies that produce genetically modified organisms and agrochemicals, concealing the damage they cause to human health and the environment.
The outcome of these disputes was mainly decided on 20 December 2024, when it was declared that the Dispute Panel agreed with the United States on the various legal claims and that Mexico had failed to present scientific evidence to prove possible damage. On the other hand, the United States argued that these measures did not affect the terms of free trade established in the USMCA, and the Panel agreed. Well, its predecessor, NAFTA, right? It was then that the head of the Department of Economy and Trade Representation at the Casablanca, Catherine Taylor, welcomed that determination and mentioned how the Mexican government was undermining the market access it had agreed to provide under the USMCA, and the Mexican government was given 45 days from this final report to comply with the Panel's conclusions, in particular to reverse these decrees.
This is very important background information for raising this controversy, and what has the Government done in the present? Well, we will skip ahead here, as my colleagues may elaborate further, but I will just mention that on 17 March this year, after significant discussions, particularly within civil society, the Mexican Constitution established a ban on the cultivation of genetically modified maize throughout the national territory, in Article 4. For example, it will be recognised that, as Mexico is the centre of origin and diversity of maize, it will be an element of national identity, a staple food of the people and the basis for the existence of indigenous and Afro-Mexican communities.
This is part of the conflict and part of the introduction we should give, but what I want to highlight is that this controversy actually centres on a dependence on food imports that is the result of an agri-food model of domination that has come from the United States since the 1970s and has forced our people to depend mainly on basic grains.
It is important to note that what has been achieved so far has been more of an accomplishment of the peoples and, let us say, of the peoples and the multiple communities, both rural and urban, activists, scientists, critics, who, since 2001, had detected the contamination of maize crops and illegal planting, as well as a simulation of consultation with indigenous peoples. As a result, in 2013, as a result of this collective struggle, a collective lawsuit was filed against the release of genetically modified maize in Mexico, which has been challenged more than 100 times by large agribusinesses.
And well, while we are on that path, we have to keep thinking about how this issue is related to life itself, to our rights, questioning the fact that commercial law has been placed above human rights and collective rights. This leads us to think that in these courts, what is being disputed is the scope

commercial, that of large corporations' agribusinesses, and that the private sector has taken precedence over the public sector. In this regard, and also in response to the second part of the question, it must be emphasised that the impact of these industrial and capitalist food production systems affects the human right to food, which was recognised since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948 and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, known as the ICESCR, in 1966. However, it has also undermined the right to food sovereignty that our peasant peoples and our most conscious consumer communities have defended so strongly.
In terms of human rights, we must also consider the impact on the right to a healthy environment, given that these biotechnologies pose risks to biodiversity and ecological balance. In Mexico, it should be noted that many organisations have also advocated for the right to information and labelling, so that we can know when a product contains these transgenic modifications and choose whether or not to consume it.
We also have the right of the people as heirs to the varieties of maize and other grains and vegetables, so their privatisation through all the plant breeders' rights that are generated from mechanisms such as the signing of the USMCA, or rather its renewal, has been forcing the Mexican State, which fortunately has not signed up to UPOV, in 1991, for example. We could go into what this means later, but basically it is the privatisation of seeds and these plant breeders' rights, as they are called, which also undermines the historical, civilisational and community process. In this regard, it should be noted that this dispute is actually pitting two important models of life and food production against each other, represented in a very significant way by maize in the case of our people, but not only maize. Although Mesoamerican cultures are very important to us, maize is important for genetic diversity and for the world in general. So here we could enter into another discussion that would be more relevant to our colleagues who are knowledgeable about these issues, but I would like to close by raising the idea of the importance of this grain for our people, historically as part of the construction and shaping of a worldview of material and immaterial sustainability, of an economy, of a history and of a cultural identity. In this sense, the struggle for native corn and the milpa, let's say as a whole, also represents the defence of territories, not only against corporations, but also against the interests they have had, as there is now a whole system of exploitation such as mining companies, soft drink companies and multiple megaprojects whose implementation has involved dispossession and forced displacement. So the struggle is much more complex, but it is represented precisely by these two opposing models. I would like to conclude this introduction by considering what has been the dispute at the heart of the USMCA and maize.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, teacher. Yes, exactly, and let's also take advantage of this opportunity to talk to the speakers. We will have 10 minutes for further clarification, so? Well, thank you for

staying on schedule. And now, secondly, we have Dr Ana Wegier, who is here with us in person. We thank her very much again, and I will read the questions we asked her:
- At the end of 2024, the group of experts declared that the Mexican ban had no scientific basis and violated the agreement between the United States, Mexico and Canada. What does it mean to assert that the Mexican arguments "have no scientific basis"?
What are the epistemological and political implications of the Mexican government's rejection and underestimation of the scientific evidence presented? Over to you, Doctor...
Ana Wegier
Well, thank you very much for the invitation. I'm not going to repeat everything, as I have a feeling that we panellists are going to be repeating ourselves a little, but we'll also be adapting a little as we go along. Well, the first thing I want to point out is that we, as a country, as a society, as individuals, have safety guarantees provided by our maize and how we use it, and these guarantees are actually sustaining our food sovereignty. We need to think differently in order to understand the major conflict we have with genetically modified maize and why we are defending Mexican maize in this way. which is an entire system that can range from wild relatives, native varieties, even hybrids and improved varieties. All of this is part of a Mexican corn system that gives us safety guarantees, so we know that it is safe to consume this corn 365 days a year, however we feel, whatever our age, and we can do so throughout our entire lives.
I invite you to think about what guarantees you have for corn, what you think about your community, whether exchanging corn is harming those with whom you exchange it, and whether inheriting it guarantees that you are not inheriting a problem. All of these are very important because we live in a world that is constantly changing. We are changing everything that has allowed us to survive for hundreds of generations. We are changing it without even realising it many times, and this is also affecting our ability to maintain our food sovereignty. This is what is happening to us with corn. We are arguing that we do not want all these changes because we know that there is a foundation that sustains us. As you can see in the box, we are losing varieties that are very diverse and have the capacity to resist different changes. We are replacing them with varieties that are not diverse, as Polette explained to us, due to many intertwined factors.
Now, what is a genetically modified crop? This has been misrepresented and muddled with many complicated words. Today we have a new way of saying this to make it even simpler. It is a crop that has been modified using techniques that overcome the natural barriers of reproduction or recombination. They can be transgenic, genetically edited, synthetic biology, whatever you want to call them. How can I recognise them, because I think this is easier to understand? Because they are those that cannot be produced, for example, in maize, between a female maize flower and a flower...

male corn, you will always be able to produce an ear of corn. Well, and there, those changes are natural, but when I need to cross corn with a fish, a bacterium and a virus at the same time, no, I can do it between flowers naturally, so I realise that this goes beyond the natural barriers of reproduction and recombination, and that is how we are going to understand it: genetically modified organisms are those that require us to intervene in a way that goes far beyond what would happen naturally. And we can recognise that the changes come from these introductions, manipulations, changes, removing and adding to this genetic code that is outside of what would be happening and therefore, the information that was always corn is no longer corn, right? For example.
Now, why are we making such an effort? Because basically, since 1996, without any information generated in Mexico, without taking into account everything that was said here about corn reproducing, multiplying, being pollinated by the wind and travelling very far, we were assured that our corn would not be contaminated in the same way. They told us this without considering how much, how and where we feed ourselves. They also claim that we should trust or try to see what happens. So, from the first assertion, we can see the map of Mexico, how we are currently, where the municipalities in grey are those where genetic contamination in maize was sought and not found, The municipalities in green are where genetically modified sequences were found in our corn, and the white areas are where no search has been conducted. This is the current situation, the current picture. So, if all these sequences have already arrived, it has already been approved that if it is sown, it can reach our maize, and that other forms also reach our maize that is sown. How can we now trust that nothing will happen to us without considering how much, how and where we eat? So yes, indeed, the USMCA is a process in which countries were tasked with agreeing among themselves on what phytosanitary and sanitary measures could be considered. They made sure there was a procedure. So we can implement measures as long as we follow a procedure.
Why did Mexico lose the Panel? Simply because we did not follow the procedure we had agreed upon. This is a formality. Those who conducted this, let's say this trial, this Panel, were not scientific experts, nor doctors, nor anthropologists, nor anything of the sort. They were lawyers who knew how to interpret in terms of the USMCA, and that was exactly what they had to analyse. Were the USMCA procedures followed? No, they were not. How did the United States know that we were going to lose the Panel from the outset? Because in that process, we should have carried out an analysis called a risk analysis. We should have shown it to the other side and they should have given their opinion. And then after that we could have put forward our measure. What happened? We didn't show them a risk analysis, they said, give me proof that you showed it to me and show it to whoever is checking whether you did this process correctly, and so that is the evidence that Mexico was unable to present. It is not scientific evidence about how, when, and what corn does; it is not evidence that we had carried out a process that we had not carried out. And that is why the final result says that Mexico provided the scientific information, yes, but it did not provide it analysed, and that is why it is not showing that the analysis yields a result because we did not do it. So, even though we have a nice database or a lot of

information, many articles, if they are not analysed, as the legal procedure says we have to do, then we had not reached that point, and so we were never able to show that we had consulted and notified our peers.
Now, what happened? We also had some expert reports. I was an expert on gene flow and biodiversity, there was a health expert, there were two experts on biocultural heritage, all the expert reports were very serious and very well established, however, the United States said, why would I want to see these expert reports if I am not discussing whether it does harm or not, what about health, or biocultural heritage, I am only discussing whether you followed the process, and that is why the scientific information was not included.
What they call scientific information is following the risk analysis process, because a risk analysis using that method can be done in Mexico or China or the United States and yield a result. So we didn't do what we needed to do. Well, I'm going to go faster, OK, what are we going to do? We had to see what we should have done, which was to counter-sue, saying, look, you're not complying with the USMCA either, you're not giving me the correct assessments, so let's put everything on the table. Mexico didn't want to do that, the organisations asked it to, and we're still waiting to see why we've been, why it wasn't listened to.
What is happening? As Polette said, as of 17 March, we have a constitutional reform. All the states ratified it, it passed through the House of Commons, it passed through the House of Lords, first the House of Commons, then the House of Lords, then it was ratified, and it became a constitutional reform. Therefore, many things are now recognised. First, that Mexico is the centre of origin and diversity, and second, that crops grown in the national territory must be free of genetic modifications that exceed the barriers of recombination and reproduction. That is why I am telling you this here, because this is the new way in which we are going to say 'this includes everything', and be very careful, any other use of genetically modified maize within the national territory must be tested by whoever is trying to introduce it, use it, or bring it into the country, which is free from threats to biosecurity, health, and heritage. It is turning the tables, literally now, it is now the United States that has to prove or whoever wants to not bring in that maize. It has to prove that the use to which it will be put does not jeopardise our health or the way we live in this country. In addition, there are many other features included in this reform that we can certainly explore later, but basically, the knowledge we have about maize in science, innovation, public research centres, and traditional knowledge is also brought into line. In this way, the reform manages to put, let's say, the importance of processes and guarantees on an equal footing, and this is a comprehensive way of looking at it together with the context so that we can, well, I'll leave it there and we'll continue later. Thank you very much.
Gabriela Martínez
Well, thank you very much to Dr Ana Wegier. We now give the floor to Dr Alma Piñeyro Nelson, and I will read out the questions for her:

- First, what have been the positions of the federal government, the academic community, and community and socio-environmental activists regarding native corn and genetically modified corn in recent years? What measures did Mexico attempt to implement regarding the planting, importation, and human and non-human consumption of maize? Genetic editing during the government of Andrés Manuel López Obrador? What were the phytoecological, food, political, and sociocultural reasons why Mexico attempted to restrict imports of genetically modified maize in recent years?
Alma Piñeyro
Hello, yes, thank you very much. I am going to focus a little more, I am going to address some issues in a little more depth, others not so much, among other things because I knew about a topic that several colleagues who are here today could actually contribute more than I can to some of those answers. But with regard to the first question, although it focuses on recent years, I think, what have been the positions of the federal government? The academic community and socio-environmental community activism regarding native corn and genetically modified corn in recent years. I think just to remind the audience and put into context what we are discussing today, although we could only cover the period from 2018 to the present, I think it is important to emphasise that the federal government's position on the presence of genetically modified corn, its position between 2002 and 2018, was openly ambiguous and contradictory, right? And why do I say it was ambiguous and contradictory? Because, on the one hand, regulations were established for its regulation and use; and I emphasise use because that in itself is not just use, but the promotion of the use of genetically modified organisms is a fundamental contradiction in a law. This regulation, in particular the Law on Biosafety of Genetically Modified Organisms, which came into force 20 years ago, in 2005, was based on the precautionary principle, which is in fact addressed directly in the first articles of this law. but in essence it remained a law that significantly promoted the use of organisms derived from modern biotechnology, i.e. GMOs, and on the other hand, it put in place very weak, very ambiguous measures against, let's say, the possible detection of gene flow, that is, contamination with transgenes from different crops for which Mexico was the centre of origin, is the centre of origin and diversification. It also establishes that maize and other crops that were to be, and are, central to Mexico, for which Mexico is the centre of origin and diversification, should have a special protection regime. However, this special protection regime in the Regulations derived from the Biosafety Law remained empty, that is, nothing concrete was established as to how this protection was to be carried out and, in fact, it became inoperative. So, although this law, which at the time was called the Monsanto Law, was established, it has these kinds of contradictions, both in substance and form, and it devotes more time, let's say, and more space to regulating how genetically modified organisms are used than to preventing and, where appropriate, sanctioning the presence of transgenics where they should not be, that is, in crops native to Mexico. However, during this same period from 2002 to 2018, some monitoring laboratories were also established within the relevant ministries, in particular SEMARNAT in the laboratory of the

INEGI, SAGARPA, now SADER, through SENASICA, which is its agency responsible for monitoring various aspects of crops.
Various biomonitoring efforts were funded, mainly by academics, to assess the presence of transgenes in native maize. Derived from the Biosafety Law, a coordinating body for biosafety in Mexico was created, namely CIBIOGEM. However, given the approved evidence of the presence of transgenes in some native corn varieties in Mexico, not only in the 2001 report that Professor Polette already mentioned, but also in the various studies that were carried out after this first report in 2001 and that were submitted as technical reports in 2002 and 2005 and later published as academic articles. So, despite this evidence, a process was carried out that sociologists "inaudible", French sociologists who have studied, let's say, the phenomenon of the implementation of biosafety and the different actors involved in the specific controversy of genetically modified corn in Mexico called a serious approach to biosafety, where in reality they were pretending to be conducting studies and taking a precautionary stance when in fact this was not the case. In turn, this serious action was reinforced by a phenomenon that continues to this day, which is the government body that should be centrally involved in regulation, monitoring and, in particular, implementing practical measures in the field of containment, in the dispersion of transgenes from transgenic hybrid varieties, improved hybrids towards non-transgenic native crops in Mexico, which is SAGARPA, now SADER, always had during the period in question an openly "pre-use" stance on genetically modified organisms, which resulted in the ineffectiveness and opacity of its monitoring efforts, which we do not know about in a systematic way today. I would like to emphasise that this stance, although SADER has not been an open promoter of the use of genetically modified organisms since 2018, has in fact continued to be one of omission, despite once again being the central figure when it comes to cultivated plants. Its laboratory, which is the most important monitoring laboratory in existence, is part of CENASICA and has not produced consistent or public results of what it has found when it has had the opportunity to do so. I will not dwell on this because it is not the subject of today's panel, and Ana Wegier would be the expert to speak on this matter. as it has also taken a passive stance on, for example, the presence of genetically modified cotton in different parts of the country. It must be said that this stance was maintained during the six-year term of the previous government of Andrés Manuel López Obrador, where the authorities that tried to address this situation were those that were not, in my opinion, directly involved or should not have been the central authorities such as SEMARNAT and CONAHCYT. This speaks to the contradictions that existed in the government of Andrés Manuel López Obrador and that, to this day, I believe remain.
So, within these contradictions of implementing a very lax Biosafety Law, in itself, having monitoring laboratories that were inoperative or opaque, or both, not carrying out concrete containment measures when there was already approved evidence of the presence of transgenes, in this context, and these insufficient efforts, everything...

This legal framework and these efforts, which are more or less useful, would not have existed, I believe, if there had not been social pressure. Why, given the phenomenon of the presence of transgenders in native cornfields in an area as unlikely as the northern Sierra of Oaxaca? I mention it as an unlikely area because, those of you who are in Oaxaca know better than I do, it is an area where the fundamental vocation is forestry, and corn is grown on small plots and in backyard gardens, mainly for self-consumption. So it was not the place where one would expect to find no presence of genetically modified corn in 2001. This phenomenon allowed for the articulation of a multisectoral resistance movement that included peasant organisations and collectives, environmental organisations, and, significantly—and I say significantly not because we are more important than the other two groups, but because academics typically do not really speak out or get involved in issues with concrete social impact—academics. In this sense, I say that the incorporation of members of academia and quite diverse sectors of academia was significant. From different forums, these three different members of Mexican society, namely peasant groups, environmental groups and academic groups, carried out sustained socio-environmental activism and resistance processes, One of the most notable and long-lasting of these has been the class action lawsuit filed against the planting of genetically modified corn in 2013, which I believe has been the most effective measure in empirically stopping the planting, at least from a formal point of view, of genetically modified corn in Mexico.
I am not going to discuss the phenomenon of the various peasant and environmental movements, because I believe my colleague is much more qualified to talk about that. I will just conclude this question by saying that in recent years, from 2018 to date, the official position of the federal government has shifted towards an explicit rejection of the use of genetically modified maize, excluding different government bodies from getting involved, although once again SADER remained silent and incompetent.
So, I will move on to the next question, which is: what measures did Mexico attempt to implement regarding the planting, importation, and human and non-human consumption of genetically modified maize during the government of Andrés Manuel López Obrador?
So as not to repeat what my colleague Polette has already said, she mentioned the two presidential decrees, the one from 2020 and then its lighter version, which was from February 2023, but before those two decrees, I think it was also important, especially as a symbolic effect, the implementation of the Federal Law for the Promotion and Protection of Native Corn, which came into force in April 2020. This law, although I believe it is also very limited in its actual scope, has the good intention of promoting the use of native corn over other types of corn that can be planted in Mexico. Returning to the decrees that Polette and, importantly, Ana have already discussed, in terms of how it came about, how it was carried out, what happened within the dispute panel, once Mexico lost the dispute panel and, as Ana mentioned, decided not to file a counterclaim, our government's response was to propose constitutional amendments to two articles, Articles 4 and

27, in order to elevate the importance of maize to constitutional status under the conditions that Ana also mentioned.
Now, what were the phytoecological, food-related, political, and sociocultural reasons why Mexico attempted to restrict imports of genetically modified corn in recent years? It seems to me that the main reasons, or rather the most practical ones, are that Mexico is the centre of origin and diversification of corn, as Ana also mentioned, corn is central to the Mexican diet, and we have a consumption pattern and use of corn that is very different from other countries. Given the chronic nature of our corn consumption, which is basically from birth to death and in minimally processed forms such as tortillas, the possible negative impacts of consuming genetically modified corn are exacerbated under these conditions of consumption. Corn, as other colleagues have already mentioned, also has a very unique economic, social and cultural value, and it seems to me that some of these decrees, the decrees simply established in the last six-year term and which were overturned by the T-MEC dispute panel, were trying to alleviate a circumstance a phenomenon that is very important in the Mexican context, which is the introduction of millions of genetically modified corn kernels from the United States that chronically and continuously threaten the human supply chain. We have already detected in publications in which we participated in 2017 and in subsequent ones that we are consuming tortillas with genetically modified organisms.
So, well, it seems to me that these are palliative measures that were being implemented to counteract the phenomenon of having more than 22 million tonnes of maize imported into the United States, which has zero traceability once it enters the country and is therefore entering the human food chain, and well, just to round off something that my colleagues, particularly Polette, also mentioned, it seems to me that, indeed, the dispute over the situation of genetically modified corn in Mexico, or genetically modified organisms in a broader sense, is a dispute over food sovereignty. Not only from a practical and concrete point of view, as I have already mentioned, but also from a symbolic point of view, and I mention this not as a minor issue, but as something that we must be very clear about in this type of debate, and with that I conclude, thank you very much.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you. In any case, you can add to this in the three minutes we have at the end of this round, don't worry.
Well, thank you very much to Dr Alma Amparo, and we will now give the floor to Aldo González Rojas. We asked him a series of questions, which I will now read out:
- How do trade agreements impact the principles of food sovereignty, what role can they play or not play? And what about consumers, peasant movements, indigenous communities and civil society in general in influencing international trade agreements that affect food and health? How much weight does the principle of self-determination of peoples carry, and in particular the protection guaranteed in the

second article of the constitution, in relation to the law? Good afternoon, engineer, and we give you the floor for 10 minutes. Thank you.
Aldo González
Yes, good afternoon, thank you very much for the invitation. I will now proceed to try to answer the three questions you have asked me.
Firstly, I would like to say that the concept of food sovereignty that I am using now comes from the discussions of La Vía Campesina in our country's Constitution. Although the concept of food sovereignty is used, no precise definition is given, and in that sense, let's say that one of the effects of trade agreements on food sovereignty is that they deny people's right to nutritious and culturally appropriate food. You know that in Mexico, mainly among indigenous and peasant communities, there is a diversity of corn varieties that are directly related to the type of food that will be prepared with each of these different types of corn. The right to food sovereignty also implies that we have accessible food produced in a sustainable and ecological manner and the right to decide our own food and production system. Therefore, if the introduction of genetically modified maize is allowed in our country, these rights will be nullified.
According to La Vía Campesina's concept of food sovereignty, priority must be given to local economies. However, here priority is being given to transnational corporations, which are able to distribute these types of products at dumping prices because they are supported by the governments of the states themselves, the United States government itself, or other countries in other cases, in order to facilitate their export to Mexico or elsewhere.
Food sovereignty should also guarantee decent incomes for all peoples and consumers' rights to control their own food and nutrition. In Mexico, consumers do not have the right to decide what they are going to eat. Markets offer alternatives, but most consumers, mainly in cities, are exposed to the products that arrive in stores, and in most cases, these foods come from unknown sources and have no labels. The labelling that has been established in our country in recent years does not contain provisions related to GMOs. This situation puts consumers at risk of consuming not only genetically modified corn, but also many other genetically modified products that are coming onto the market. Due to the economic situation of the families who have access to these products, they will choose them not for their nutritional content, but because they are cheaper. I am referring, for example, to oils, rice and other products that are now reaching the tables of the poorest Mexican families in our country.
Well, then, the right to food sovereignty is quite limited by these types of actions that have developed from trade agreements. I would like to say that for many years, La Vía Campesina, which is one of the most important global organisations of farmers, with more than 300 million members, has been

Affiliates have proposed in various international forums that agriculture should be excluded from trade agreements. And well, since the World Trade Organisation has been instructing countries around the world to modify their legal provisions and public policies in relation to food, food and agricultural production have been increasingly affected.
We have had 40 years in Mexico without support for the countryside. Recently, in the last few years, some of the institutions that were destroyed by neoliberalism in Mexico in its early days have begun to be rescued, for example, guaranteed prices with all the problems that this caused. For example, in the previous six-year term, which I do not want to mention so as not to get into another dynamic, I think everyone should know about this.
Seed production was also destroyed. It was a concentration that one of the officials, senior officials from the previous administration, was responsible for concentrating and practically handing over to the Monsanto company. Recently, attempts have been made to re-establish public policies that existed in the past to try to support and promote the production of native corn and, in general, to support the countryside. Unfortunately, the policies have not been the most successful. There has not been sufficient consultation with the indigenous communities themselves, peasant organisations have been disregarded, and the Mexican government has been making decisions since April. Unfortunately, neither consumers, producers, nor farmers have the right to be informed because these provisions of the Free Trade Agreement were negotiated at the highest levels and there was no information provided to the communities about what was being debated and what they would have to defend, even though indigenous communities have the right to self-determination and free, prior, and informed consultation, which did not occur. The agreement was signed without consulting indigenous peoples. This was a violation of the rights of indigenous peoples, regardless of the fact that at the time it was signed, the recent constitutional reform establishing the right to free, prior and informed consultation did not yet exist. However, our country had already signed Convention 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples, which establishes this right.
Well, in general, many indigenous communities with whom we are in contact have decided to continue sowing their native seeds against the tide, regardless of the legal provisions established in our country or in the world, now or in the future, because unfortunately these communities are not waiting for the law to define the real protection of their seeds and in this sense they have taken it upon themselves to continue doing what they feel is right. And well, in relation to the third question, which concerns the weight of the principle of self-determination of peoples and, in particular, the protection guaranteed in the second article of the constitution in relation to laws, I would like to say that the right of self-determination of indigenous peoples is quite limited in this legal provision. The right to self-determination does not have the scope, for example, to protect the lands and territories of indigenous peoples. In this regard, many of the territories of indigenous peoples are currently being occupied by megaprojects,

by transnational companies that have other interests and the lack of support for the productive activities of indigenous and rural communities in our country have been substantially reduced, making it very difficult for them to access their land.
Even when they establish in the second councillor that they have preferential rights, these rights, because they are preferential, can be replaced by a third party. And in general, I would like to emphasise the issue of consultation because some consultations have been carried out in indigenous and rural communities that are simulated, that do not have sufficient prior information for people to make their decisions. Often, these consultations only provide information about the supposed benefits that the projects could bring in this case, for example, in relation to corn, but there is a significant setback in the reform when it establishes that those interested in conducting the consultations are the ones who should pay for them. Of course, neither the United States nor the Canadian governments paid for this consultation. The Mexican government should have done so with sufficient information, but it did not, and we are now in a defenceless situation because there is a conflict of interest when someone seeks to consult indigenous communities in accordance with what is established in the consultation. All right, I've finished my point.
Gabriela Martínez
Well, thank you, thank you, engineer, and well. Fifthly, the fifth speaker is Professor Ernesto Hernández López. I will read out the questions we sent him:
- Considering what has been discussed and based on your experience as a professor of jurisprudence and critical food studies, could you explain to us what is "colonial" about the ruling in favour of the United States in this dispute and, more generally, in the assumptions that inform economics, trade and international law? Since Trump came to power and implemented policies that undermine the globalised world order and promote protectionist economic and trade views, what has changed in terms of respect for international agreements, and what scenario is opening up for disputes such as this one over genetically modified corn?
Ernesto Hernández López
Thank you for listening. I know my Spanish is not as perfect as it was 15 years ago. I had one of the best weeks of my life when I was in Oaxaca City, staying in a hotel, writing in the morning and eating in the afternoon, going to the markets and experiencing a week in the life of Oaxaca. It was one of the best weeks of my life. So, to give you an idea of what I want to try to do, I will answer the questions first as a solicitor, second as a solicitor who sees the context in which we find ourselves, and third as a solicitor trying to see the future. Polette, Alma, and Ana have described the ruling very well. One thing I would like to add is that commercial law is primarily concerned with commercial matters. For example, Article 8 of the 2021 Decree stated that GMOs would eventually be banned in animal feed and industrial use, and the Panel and the translation said that this would be a gradual process. More importantly, the Panel decided not that there would eventually be a ban, but that the ban,

Although it is in the future and there are no concrete steps at this time, it is a signal to the market. So Article 8, which talked about animal feed, which is what the United States is interested in, much more than human consumption, was a sanitary measure, a phytosanitary measure, which means that the whole problem with US corn exports was due to a signal in the market, not a fact in the market. And on top of what Ana said, a large part of the problem with the ruling is that it focused on risk assessment. That is not science, but it is a bit of science and a bit of politics, and we see how it turns out. And as a lawyer, I am now writing to say that this assessment in the text, the USMCA, is not very clear, but the Panel decided that as there was no assessment, it was only a database according to them, there are problems with international standards, there are problems with the Decree being based on scientific principles, there are problems with the Decree, that what it is protecting is not necessary, and finally, that the Decree restricts trade too much.
So it all comes down to deciding that this is a commercial problem, not a scientific problem, and that it is a health measure, a phytosanitary measure. So, in terms of colonialism, what do I see? I focus on colonialism, not so much colonialism as a power taking control of territory or a power taking authority over a population. At that time, the legal terms were occupation, colonialism, autonomy; that is what we were seeing perhaps in places like Kashmir, Ukraine or Gaza, but colonialism, as I see it in Latin America, is an interaction between the economic, the political, the cultural and the ideological. This is what we need to be concerned about, not only how law or politics imposes power, but how they interact. So what I see, based on my studies, is Aníbal Quijano's ideas about the coloniality of power, and on top of that, Walter Mignolo's ideas, who talks about how the coloniality of power, which is how the colonial process works, functions through the economy, political authority, patriarchy, which is a cultural and ideological issue, and finally, what I am going to focus on, the coloniality of power works in terms of subjectivity and knowledge, and this is the most important thing for me, what I have written about GMOs, that a subject produces information and knowledge, and colonialism works with that production. Historically, a Christian, whether Portuguese, French, or Spanish, produced knowledge, but in the 15th, 16th, and 17th centuries, indigenous peoples produced less knowledge. In the 19th century, sovereigns had knowledge that could exercise international power, but colonialism did not. That is the historical perspective. As I see it at the moment, when we talk about free trade, access to markets, eliminating tariffs, that knowledge according to international rights, national protection does not work as well.
Sanitary and phytosanitary measures without risk assessment or without being based on an international standard are not knowledge. So what we see in colonialism, or what I call the coloniality of power, is that information is being produced, which is what produces knowledge. That is the subject; the object responds, it receives knowledge, and we are in a complex situation according to the USMCA, not according to many policies and many international rights. and perhaps on the environment, genetic diversity, native corn, corn production without being a monoculture, that is an object, that responds to free trade or the USMCA, so what we saw last year, basically, well, with

The entire procedure in July and the December report is a legal debate on Article
9.6 of the USMCA on risk assessment, the level of protection, whether the measures are too restrictive or whether perhaps the measure is not necessary, but that is, as I see it in colonial terms, a debate between the subject, which is free trade, and the object, which would perhaps be another way of culture, another way of production, another way of looking at genetic diversity. So how do we apply this coloniality of power? We are in a transmission not only by Trump, but that is the most obvious, it is the easiest to understand, so we can say that since 1988, perhaps with de la Madrid and with the end of President Biden, the neoliberal era, there is a focus on trade law, if they are concerned about something there is a specific doctrine, sanitary and phytosanitary measures. The assumption is that access to the Mexican market is what is protected, not Mexicans or what they consume or their environment; access is protected.
The neoliberal model did that too with things like investment in intellectual property. The United States continues to try with specific doctrines on digital services, and they also establish specific rights for the environment, but these rights have less power. So that's the neoliberal perspective. The economic assumption is a goal of low prices and high production. When you talk to lobbyists or negotiators from the United States, they always emphasise corn from Nebraska, which is low in price and high in production, and for scientific and cultural reasons or reasons of biodiversity there are problems, but if the price is low, who pays for the consumption of glyphosate? Who pays for the loss of genetic diversity? Who pays for the global market flows, as there were in 2008 and 2009? So the neoliberal model is the subject, such as access to the Mexican market, but the object is what I am talking about, glyphosate, its dangers, genetic diversity, and also the assumption that the owner, the idea that intellectual property gives ownership to someone, or almost always a corporation, of the content of the seed, that is what I see in the neoliberal model. In other words, for that to have commercial rights, there is an owner of something natural, that is intellectual property. And finally, in terms of the state in the neoliberal model, the assumption is that the state protects market access for foreigners, and this access is protected instead of protecting genetic diversity or seed sharing, or that humans are part of nature instead of humans being owners or traders in the market. And finally, what I can say and talk more about, because this is literally the biggest change, is that with Trump we are no longer in a neoliberal model, we are changing to a mercantile model, which is a word from the 17th century, from the 17th century, where the balance of purchases is protected, industry is protected, and we are not in a universal neoliberal model where everyone is part of the WTO, or everyone pays attention to NAFTA, there are spheres of influence; and if you look at the tariffs as the United States treats Mexico with Trump and how the United States treats Canada, I don't like it, but they have fewer tariffs than China or the European Union are imposing. So, what is going to happen with the USMCA? That is a big question, a very big question.
If the US government is interested in the USMCA, they will review and renegotiate it next year. If the three partners, the three countries, do not decide to renew the USMCA, it will expire in 2036. That means we have eleven years in which the USMCA is the discussion or the problem of what

That is what can be negotiated, so I suggest that the Mexican population or interested parties push the Mexican government in the USMCA negotiations. If the United States continues to have problems with the border or energy investment or how it treats asylum seekers, the Mexican government says OK, but let us choose the maize, let these constitutional reforms on genetically modified maize be respected. Of course, there is a lot that can be done in the next USMCA, and they are going to do it, but they can eliminate UPOV 91, they can define the risks of human consumption, they can be very specific things like an annex on maize. I don't think the United States and Canada will agree to that, but in conclusion, we are changing from 1988 to 2024. It was a neoliberal world, now it is a mercantile world without defined things, and the USMCA will be negotiated next year. And if not, if no agreement is reached in 2036, it expires. So the point is that we have to get involved in that negotiation conversation, because when the USMCA was negotiated, the Peña Nieto government did all the negotiations and then AMLO came in and said he had no problem with it, and they weren't paying attention or weren't interested in looking for problems with the United States, But we need to be more alert because the USMCA is renegotiated every six years, and it is no accident that the Mexican president or the Mexican presidency lasts six years. The negotiators knew it would be that way, so we need to push the free trade negotiators in Mexico. Thank you for your attention and for your patience with my Spanish, which is not so perfect.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, Professor. Yes, yes, we understood it quite well. Don't worry, well, let's move on to the sixth question. As I mentioned at the beginning, this is a collective question for the five speakers. We have 10 minutes between the five of us to answer it. So, I will first read the question, and then you can indicate or raise your hand to say who would like to answer it, and we will decide on the order of participation. Does that sound good? Well, the question is as follows:
- Beyond the USMCA dispute, in your opinion, is the ban on genetically modified maize sufficient for the legal defence of native maize, or are there other legal, regulatory or socio-political aspects that should be included?
Did you hear me, those of you who are raising your fingers, if you agree and if you heard it so we can see you from here?
Right, now I would like you to raise your hands if you would like to answer this question so that I can put together a list of participants. Ana raised her hand here. She would be first. Then it would be Alma. Would anyone else like to answer this question? Right, with those three, yes, well, then we have ten minutes. Aldo also raised his hand. Ah, good, so we have four people. First we have Dr Ana, then teacher Polette, then Dr Alma and finally engineer Alma. So, to calculate our time, approximately two minutes each, please, so that we stay on schedule. Yes.

Ana Wegier
Okay, Doctor, first, a clarification of the information that I think may not have been sufficiently clear, which is that the part of the USMCA, of everything that was included in the decrees, only challenged the country's human consumption in the dough and tortilla industry, which had been banned, and, as Ernesto rightly said, the gradual replacement of maize for industrial use and animal feed in the future. The issue of genetically modified corn cultivation in Mexico was never addressed in the T-MEC, nor was glyphosate and other things included in that regard. What I mean, with regard to the question, is that whether or not it is sufficient, we first have to say genetically modified corn; we are not talking only about genetic editing, or only about transgenesis, or only about synthetic biology; it is genetically modified corn that includes everything. And then, if the ban is sufficient, the existing ban is on cultivation, which is not prohibited, that is, any other use must be evaluated individually to ensure that it does not affect health, the environment, or biocultural heritage. How is this done? That is what we have to work on now.
It is not enough, yes or no, it has to do with the methods we now use to ensure that this assessment is done properly. If this assessment is not done properly, then there will continue to be other uses that will end up damaging health. So we are at a very important moment in which we have to contribute to this in particular because it is a commitment to prevention.
What we are doing now is trying to prevent the mechanisms from overtaking us again and making clear what we want them to be. And I totally agree with everything Alma said about the fact that even within SADER there is no clear position. For example, Aldo said that PROSEBIEN, the seed producer for welfare, as it will now be called, is being revived, and there is a very recent decree. And yet, if you read what they intend to do, it is a totally neoliberal approach to seeds, where they assume that certified seeds are the ones that have to be delivered to small and medium-sized producers and that certified is synonymous with super quality, super good, super whatever they want. Once again, they are replacing peasant knowledge and knowledge associated with seeds. So we have to be very careful that they don't use the same names to return to what we didn't like before, that's all.
Thank you, Dr Ana. Right, let's continue with teacher Polette. Two minutes, please.
Polette Rivero
Yes, thank you very much. I agree with what Dr Ana just said, and I believe that in order to truly continue defending maize, it is essential to restore farmers' productive capacity and stop viewing them solely as a subsistence sector with welfare programmes. Otherwise, then no, we are not combating, let's say, at its root, an undeniable reality, which is that a small group of corporations dedicated to both the planting and distribution of basic grain seeds, the production of agrochemicals and machinery, and now other sectors, such as those that buy data, or capital and financial investors who are

betting on crises so that they can make huge profits in terms of food, because a system that is designed precisely to generate a concentration of profits in the agri-food sector and losses for everyone, but particularly for small farmers, has not yet been dismantled. To summarise, I would say that we really need to demand a policy that restores the productive capacity of peasant agriculture and stop thinking that this economy is backward. In reality, it is the economy that has proven to be sustaining the entire population in terms of food. So I think this is crucial, along with what Aldo said, to also talk about the self-determination of peoples, food sovereignty and many other rights that I think we need to focus on and continue to defend.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, teacher. Yes, let's go. We still have another 15 minutes left. So, let's get ready for this other space. Well, we continue with Dr. Alma Piñero, please, 2 minutes.
Alma Piñeyro
Yes, thank you for not repeating myself to my colleagues. I would just add that, indeed, we have to renegotiate and take a less obsequious stance in free trade agreements and adopt a position of caution or prevention and effectively place small-scale farming at the centre of one of the fundamental production systems in our country and not just as a relic of the past, which is often still the view taken on the basis of all the welfare mechanisms that exist and which were in fact exacerbated during the last six-year term. I also believe that if we want to try to prevent the continued presence of transgenes in native corn, transgenes and other genetic modifications that come in native corn, then we have to close the door to imports in some way, and although that is unrealistic, given the trade scheme to which our country is tied, particularly since we have become a major producer of meat for export, and that is only sustained by the cheap maize we can import from the United States, in a scheme of dependence that has been designed over the last 50 years, as Ernesto mentioned, it seems to me that if we are not going to be able to close that tap completely, because we do not have the conditions to produce the maize needed for the meat industry in our country, at least in the short and medium term, and we also have a situation of subordination, which is the real situation we are in, I believe that we should at least have traceability and monitoring measures in place, because what we have is an active omission by different ministries in particular, in addition to this dilemma, which is the last thing I will mention to conclude this, we must stop having this schizophrenic edition, where on the one hand, if we are talking about maize as seeds, a series of guidelines, a series of laws, a series of national and international treaties are followed, but when we are putting it in as grain, it magically loses its reproductive and vital capacity and is treated as if it were an inert substance. So I think that is also at the heart of what we need to change. Thank you.
Thank you, Doctor. And the last contribution would be from engineer Álvaro González, please, also two minutes. Thank you.

Aldo González
First of all, I would like to point out that Mexican farmers are different from maize producers, from the large maize producers in our country. The laws and policies are the same for everyone, but that should not be the case. There should be differentiated policies. Why do I say this? Because most of Mexico's native maize varieties are in the hands of farmers, while maize producers are using hybrid seeds or could be using other types of seeds.
Who is interested in native Mexican seeds today? Large transnational corporations, because trade agreements and other legal provisions have given them access. We even believe that the Law for the Promotion and Protection of Corn is opening up the possibility for transnational corporations to access native varieties through the germplasm banks that are being proposed there. Why? Because the corn grown by farmers is being concentrated in germplasm banks that can later be made available to corporations, and this is reinforced to some extent in the Free Trade Agreement when it obliges signatory countries to accept the provisions of UPOV 91, which is the worst thing that could happen to us because they would then have every possibility of prohibiting access to any type of seed produced by companies to Mexican farmers. However, this provision of UPOV 91 does not prevent transnational companies from accessing farmers' seeds, even if they do not come directly from the farmers. In Oaxaca, we currently have a case that is being discussed internationally, which is the case of "olotón" corn, where they come to a community and offer certain royalties in exchange for the company MARS, INC. to use this corn, which it is trying to patent, although it is already encountering some problems in doing so. However, there are initiatives such as this one, and there may even be Mexican initiatives to patent this type of peasant specimen with the intention of doing some kind of business. This is also distorting the idiosyncrasy and cosmogony of Mexican farmers and indigenous peoples, because their corn does not necessarily have to be commercialised as established by free trade or capital in general.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, engineer. We still have several questions up in the air, and I think the audience does too. So, the next part is that we continue with the speakers, and this is where we invite you to complement any ideas that need to be complemented or added to, or, if applicable, to contribute to any of the other colleagues who have been speaking just now. What about the audience? In a few moments, if you would like to start sending in your questions or asking them, we will also be answering them in 15 minutes. The audience watching on YouTube can also ask questions, because we will be presenting them here as well. So, I will ask the question again to establish an order of participation. Professor Ernesto is also invited. Would you like to add anything or comment on any of the colleagues'

Have you already participated or would you like to add any questions that you think are missing? We have 15 minutes for this collective reflection.
Audience participation
Well, I have a question for Dr Ana. With regard to what you mentioned about the risk assessment, it is not clear to me whether it was a mistake, that is, an innocent mistake, or whether it was more a case of genuine disinterest at a political level, meaning that no effort was made because the country depended on these two decrees. I would also like to ask you if the studies provided by the academy are public, as far as I have downloaded, and the Panel itself is a single report, but to understand the science behind it, perhaps we still lack as a country the ability to argue well with scientific bases. Can this be done?
Ana Wegier
I don't think I know yet. It seems to me that there were so many people involved in the whole process that it wasn't clear who had the right information. There were lots of people who seemed to be participating, but when it came down to it, they weren't. So, the Ministry of Economy centralised the information and communication through a law firm that I understand is external, like a consultancy, some internal, some external, but it's the same law firm that has been doing this for I don't know how many years, that is, throughout the entire neoliberal era and the current one, it has been the same lawyers or the same school or the same children of the same school of the Ministry of Economy who centralise the information and communicate in commercial terms between Mexico and the United States; and they were the ones who said, no, no, you cannot counterclaim, and in fact, it is a whole litigation at this moment, they said no, you can't counterclaim, even though they were asked to, letters were sent out, and even the treatment was like, 'you don't know anything about what you're talking about, we do because we've been here a long time and we have this monopoly on communication', and now there's a ruling that says: if you have to answer, why didn't you counterclaim? Those are the things that came out. Now, going back to the issue of risk analysis, it seemed that they understood, but when it came down to it, they did not provide a file full of information. It may all be very relevant, but that's not a risk analysis, and in terms of biosafety, it's a whole discipline that has been practised around the world for many years, since the Rio Protocol. Risk analysis exists in everything, in medicine, in crossing the street, I mean, you can use risk analysis for anything. So I think that the inexperience of the people who promoted the Decree, together with their lack of knowledge of the USMCA processes, caused the short circuit. Then, because they were stubborn in some respects, such as not counter-suing or presenting a study that was not a risk analysis, that is to say, this is not a risk analysis. That already made us look very bad. Regardless of everything else, there were heated discussions about whether it was a phytosanitary measure or not. So, if it wasn't, then it might not have been necessary, so there is a complication behind it, but ultimately, in terms of these trade lawyers, it was: - you complied with section 123, you submitted these documents -
-No, I didn't hand them over-, -You lost-. I mean, it wasn't that serious, and that's why if Mexico already knows what was needed, it could file a counterclaim.

Now, the President has said that it's not going to happen, that no, we're not going to go down that road in these discussions. We also have to see what we would gain, but at that moment, at the crucial moment when we could have balanced the whole discussion, we could have said, 'Mexico did hand over the information, but it didn't hand it over in the right place again'. In other words, not only did we not do the risk analysis, but we put the arguments that were for a counterclaim into theirs, and that wasn't right, so what happened, happened, I think.
Ernesto Hernández
Yes, risk assessment is complicated because the USMCA did not have a definition of risk assessment; it had definitions in the text about other things. The definition of risk comes from the WTO, which is very basic, and that is the intention. That is what negotiators do. They know that risk assessment is going to be complicated, so they do not define it, and when there is a ruling or a legal process, they do it as it suits them, so I think it would have been difficult for Mexico to offer a risk assessment that these three panellists would have liked. And even more pessimistically, the risk assessment is in Article 9.67, not 9.68. 9.67 was a new thing in the USMCA, in Chapter 9, which required Mexico to give its risk assessment before that Decree, and there the Panel, in my view, did the most radical thing that no one talks about. The Panel says that Canada has a right, Mexico has a right, and the United States has a right, that they had permission to sell seeds in Mexico to study and refute what the assessment was. So one thing is the assessment, which is unclear, as we have said, and another thing that the USMCA did is to provide the opportunity to deny or contradict what the assessment said, and there the Panel went further and said that basically it was up to Mexico to make the difference for all the permits that had been granted to refute them. So this is the negative perspective. The optimistic perspective is also from a commercial perspective. The United States is constantly looking for these fights. Since 1980, it has been fighting with the European Union and the United Kingdom over hormones in meat and livestock, and they continue to fight over what the assessment is, what is not an assessment, what is a response, what is a sufficient response, and what agreement they have reached. Mexico is more or less in a similar process with the United States, with tomatoes to be renegotiated at the end of this month.
Returning once again to the United States, Trump's America is desperate about trade. It reached an agreement, an understanding with the United Kingdom, and there the United Kingdom was fighting over "chlorinated chicken" and meat with hormones. The United Kingdom decided not to fight it, basically saying, "We've won." The United States decided that it is not going to fight over hormones and meat and chlorinated agriculture because it has bigger problems. I see it from the perspective that the European Union, the United Kingdom, has fought so hard over chlorine in chicken and hormones in meat that when the time comes to negotiate, they may perhaps let the United States stop fighting that issue, which is what may happen with Mexico. I mean, there is a constitutional perspective, there is a social movement, there is something that is done in the ministries, but on the day they renegotiate the USMCA or the day they renegotiate tariffs on fentanyl, the President can decide. We are going to push for the United States to stop fighting over corn. But that is difficult, I know it is not at all clear, but the experience of the United Kingdom and the European Union on chicken and meat gives us a

idea of how complex risk assessment is, not only in terms of negotiation policy. Thank you.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you very much for all those clarifications. We have a question and then a comment, and I believe we have 10 minutes to conclude on YouTube.
Comment from the audience
Well, regarding the controversy and the latest comments, it was really malpractice on the part of the firm they hired, so the damage caused by the lawyer's malpractice, when that happens, is enforceable law, which he failed to comply with for what he was hired to do. That is what, as something more like legal practice, is what can be concluded, but my question is more about the future, that is, about the new law proposed by the president regarding not planting, not planting GMOs for human consumption. I would like to ask you how you see it, whether there is, in fact, the political will or capacity, whether there are projects being developed in relation to how they are going to comply or how they are going to implement it, or whether they are limiting themselves to what they had already said about packages and the hybrids they are going to promote, and so the proposed law is only words because it is how they are going to recover peasant agriculture, but we don't see a proposal from the ministries that handle this, so it's more like what Dr Alma said, it's an omission and something that is really only words or for show, to say - OK, we won the controversy, but we have this - but where is the political will? How do you think it will go? I mean, now it's about how the future will unfold, or will the farmers just take care of things themselves, like with the seeds, they go for the seeds, I mean, everything that has been thought out for the future, even when the researcher says that it is changing. But now we've seen that the United States' own laws say that Trump's tariffs are illegal, they don't apply because they're not within his powers, so they have everything tied up in the mechanisms. So what's next? I mean, how do you see the future in relation to this new law? And if you know that you are more involved in all these processes, are there programmes or how are they going to be implemented? What is the government proposing today? Is there something or is it just talk?
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, ask, would anyone like to answer? Would anyone else like to add anything?
Audience participation
I have been living for more than 40 years carrying out activities chosen as a way of life throughout the country. The issue is more social in nature, and I have lived in communities for many years, I have lived with them inaudible... and I have promoted this, I have not taken advantage of laws, and we have observed the concerns they have. In a village, on Mondays, because they want a roof over their court, because they want a mobile phone mast nearby, but I have never heard them say that GMOs are a problem in their daily lives, I have never heard it in an assembly, in a drinking session...

Never. Unheard of... in academic circles, but not in the daily lives of the people, and not because they are not interested, simply because they do not know about it, because I am learning about it from you.
You may do this because you are familiar with each other, it is an exchange, but why not share this information with those of us who are not specialists, why not bring it into the daily lives of the people, so that they understand the importance of this issue, not us, you know how important it is, how it can affect our system. Right now I am getting to know you because I am listening to you, but if I go back to a community tomorrow, I will never hear this in their daily lives. That is why I said it, more than a question, it is an invitation to you, with this information that you handle so well and that is well-founded, to pass it on to the farmers who are so busy living, They are not researching, they are not documented, they are busy with their daily lives. A space, an assembly, a party to be with them, so that this information about GMOs can be passed on through oral tradition, so that it does not become elitist, inaudible...Right now, I felt compelled to ask to speak because I was trying to understand and I was listening to you, and suddenly it dawned on me: hey, they are destroying our history, who we are, but how do we prevent it, how do we oppose the interests of the predatory capital that is behind GMOs? Let's support our people, but let's take this information to them, they don't have this information, and I suggest that talks like the one you are having, we listen to them in a communal farm, in an assembly, in a community, and that we make it a topic of everyday conversation, of drinking, of partying, so that's more of a suggestion than a question, thank you.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you very much, anyone else or we can close, let's go here.
Ana Wegier
I would like to answer that there are several things, and the first is that there are 180 days to make secondary reforms to the constitutional reform. In other words, since the Constitution was reformed, there are now many laws at the local and regional levels that no longer comply with what should be. So, the first thing to do is to standardise that. From there, other programmes can be derived or other modifications made. It is like throwing a glass of water over many things, as far as it will go. That is the first step. Then it is very important that, I mean, the constitutional reform means that it is now in the Constitution, so anyone who has heard just now that any other use must be evaluated can demand this, whether it was evaluated or not, whether it causes harm or not. I know it's complicated, but the first thing to think about is this issue of safety that I was telling you about. We don't realise how much we are talking about what affects corn every day. Yes, we have had corn all our lives and have had it for generations. When they tell us "without corn there is no country", just imagine what we would do without corn, what we would do without self-consumption, what we would do without our capacity. Perhaps today I decide whether I want to plant or whether I don't plant because I do something else, but I am the one deciding. What if I really can't even plant for my own consumption? So perhaps there are many things being said about maize, about what happens...

our safety, which is not only about GMOs or genetically modified corn, but it does matter, and they are there. I would love to reach everywhere, which is precisely why I came here in person, so that we can get to know each other, so that we can make it visible, so that we can start a dialogue. I put my laboratory's networks there, it's called: Conserva Más, those networks, but the Sin Maíz No Hay País (No Corn, No Country) Campaign is trying to make short two-minute videos that you can watch on your mobile phones, with messages, so we have to get involved, we have to say what the most appropriate messages are, which ones you think are most lacking, and write to them because they are going to do it, and we also have to do it in all languages. So I think that's very, very important. The problem is that this problem is invisible, it's always in a language that is incomprehensible, and it also gets in the way. What makes me angry is that it shouldn't be their responsibility to get information at an assembly, because there shouldn't be anything that could even harm corn, or cause these problems. It shouldn't be, it's not their responsibility, and yet it ends up being so. that's what I mean, I mean, it seems that it's your responsibility to defend maize, and in reality it should be much more outside, but since that didn't happen for years, it's thanks to the fact that it's sown every year, it's thanks to the fact that it's consumed all the time, it's thanks to the communities that haven't had to ask for any permission, they've always done it, it's thanks to that, because if they had asked for permission, they would have been denied and it would have been over for them.
So yes, the problems are very deep-rooted, and since we are starting here from epistemology and agri-food systems, there is a lot to think about. And that is why it has to be transdisciplinary, because it is not just academia. As Alma said, academia often does not reach all places, nor do we know how to do so, that is the truth. Therefore, it has to be a collaborative effort where everyone contributes from their own interests and those interests are always satisfied so that the collaboration network really works.
Gabriela Martínez
Thank you, Doctor. I am going to read a comment that was sent to us via YouTube. Valeria Ríos says: regardless of the risk analysis, whether it was or was not, it is outrageous that our people's food sovereignty is being reduced to omission due to ignorance and that it is seen as something that has already happened. Thank you, Valeria. Laura, did you want to ask a question as well?
We have another comment, let's read it, it's from Fernando David Bautista Ruiz, he says: well, believe me, in the Sierra Azul de Santa Catarina Coatlán and San Pedro Coatlán, they have already decided in plenary session that they will not even plant hybrids, only their native corn.
The assembly system of the villages will always be very, very active and dynamic, so they are surely always aware of what is happening, especially in relation to the relationship between human beings and the land, which, as they told us here, is a daily occurrence.
We have another question. Would you please come closer? One last comment from someone in the audience. We received a request, or rather a question

about whether there is any way to access the articles and documents that the speakers have been mentioning. Let's give the floor to engineer Aldo:
Aldo González
Thank you. I just want to mention that several organisations have publicly expressed concern that, to date, there has been no government programme or public policy to decontaminate the genetically modified maize that has been contaminated since 2001, which is when the contamination process is known to have begun. Although studies have been carried out to locate some of the areas and show us on the initial map where the presence of GMOs has been detected, there are no programmes or projects aimed at decontamination, perhaps because there is no scientific methodology that allows for this. When corn is analysed to determine whether it is genetically modified or has genetically modified traits, it is destroyed and the seed is no longer viable for reproduction, unless other technologies are used to make it germinate, but this is not in the hands of the farmers and would be very difficult. So I think it is important that policies of this nature can be established, even if they are not scientific. We say this because we have been taking some actions that are not validated by scientific knowledge and that have allowed us to detect and take measures to initiate decontamination processes in some communities, especially indigenous communities in different parts of the country.
On the other hand, I would also like to comment that it is necessary to establish public policies to encourage the use of traditional farming techniques so that people can continue to grow their corn. The countryside has been hit hard. Most of the farmers who currently live in rural communities and grow corn are over 60 years old. There are very few young people; the young people are in the United States or have migrated to the north of the country or are elsewhere, so we are at a critical moment nationally for the defence of maize. However, it is the grandparents who are planting the corn seeds, and many of them are willing to defend it, but government programmes tell them what they can and cannot do, and by making these kinds of interventions, they inhibit the ability of the farmers themselves to continue defending their corn. So these public policies have to change, because if they continue to be imposed on farmers, telling them what they have to do from the top down, such as the Sembrando Vida programme, which defines how things have to be done by all farmers in the country, without taking into account that there are differences in each region, So these things cannot continue to happen. And it would be important for public institutions to observe that our country is not just one country, but that there are many differences, and that is what makes our country rich, that is what makes up the biocultural wealth of which we are proud in indigenous communities. Thank you very much.

Polette Rivero
Yes, thank you very much. It would be very interesting to address this issue in other conversations, but it is fundamental, and I say this more from my interest in Latin American studies, to ask ourselves what these progressive governments represent.
And one important thing is that we cannot think that everything is bad, nor can we fall in love with them, because, let's say, these governments are contradictory in many ways, and I'll go back a little to what Dr Alma was saying and also to what has been said now, for example, in one of the contributions they made there, and I'll also say something that is public knowledge. I worked at CIBIOGEM, but it is already public knowledge that there are very different, very, very different positions among the CIBIOGEM secretariats themselves. So we have to recognise that within the government there are also these disputes, which are the result of the systems of agreements and alliances that make up these types of governments, and in that sense it is so difficult to make decisions, to govern. Now that we are reviewing the decrees, we see how something is said and then reversed, something else is achieved, but in any case, we are always at the mercy of many things, many factors, both within and outside the government. In that sense, one of my colleagues asked a question that I found very valuable, which is: what is the political will? and I believe that we must take the government seriously when it says, "with the people everything, without the people nothing," and so all decisions should be pushed from civil society, as already mentioned, by peasant collectives, but also by scientists, critical scientists, to participate in decision-making.
Now I think that what happened with this discussion, especially Sin Maíz, No Hay País, about whether they were genetically modified organisms, was very important. I think it is urgent, urgent that we be able to participate much more actively in all discussions, and I will close with what Aldo and one of our colleagues also said. Precisely there, sometimes when we talk about food sovereignty, we need to think that it is not one, but many food sovereignties, and it is very complex for the state to govern for diversity, but that is the concrete reality that we have to defend: many lands, many ways of life, many conceptions, nature presented, let's say, in such a plural and diverse way, and I believe that we have to defend it because our current dilemmas as historical subjects are indeed civilisational, and in that sense, it is good to come and ask such important questions. I thank you. I would like to take this opportunity to thank you and express my pleasure at being with colleagues who always make us think and reflect deeply. Thank you very much.
Laura Montesi
Let's wrap up now, as we really appreciate your participation. We've gone over time, and I believe the Library has other activities planned. This has been very interesting for everyone. All that's left to say is that next week we will continue the conversation with other speakers.
I think several topics were covered. First of all, I appreciate the education you gave us because we did indeed talk about GMOs and genetic editing, and you clarified for us that...

Perhaps the umbrella term is genetically modified corn. In general, the feeling is that it is a very, very complex issue, even for those of us who work in the scientific field, but we are not necessarily fully involved in these issues, so we feel lost. Therefore, this is an effort to provide information, share knowledge, and is part of the right to information that I mentioned at the beginning. Polette, Aldo, and it is also emerging here with the very healthy slap on the wrist that we were given to go and talk about these issues in the communities as well, and it is good to know that in reality the peasant world is very diverse internally, that is, we have just been told that there is one case and there will surely be more, and that at the community assembly level it is decided not even to plant hybrid seeds, even in cases where the use of these seeds is widespread along with the technological package. So, we cannot generalise, but we do have to be very attentive so that these types of conversations can reach as many places as possible.
I think there is also the whole issue that Aldo raised about the difficulties faced by farmers, farming families and farming women, the lack of young people who want to take up this work, and this has to do with structural problems. I also think that several people emphasised the importance of putting the peasant way of life back on the political agenda. In the discussion, someone said that we should not just teach it as a relic of the past, but that we are really talking about the future because we are experiencing a health crisis and a climate crisis. Therefore, even more so, these issues are of primary importance and public policies must create the conditions for this way of life to be viable and sustainable, and for there to be an intergenerational transmission of knowledge that is being lost, also due to the coloniality of power that Professor Ernesto mentioned and that we can see in all these hyper-complex dynamics, but which ultimately have an impact and are reflected in our daily lives, not to mention urban populations, who are even more disconnected from where our food comes from, whether or not we have the skills or time to prepare it. So I believe that we are facing multiple threats that ultimately have an impact on our well-being as individuals, but above all, as communities, and that is somewhat the spirit we have been bringing to this broader project of understanding what is also discussed at the highest levels of power, with all the technicalities and technocracies involved. Ultimately, they have an impact on our daily lives. So, hopefully there will be more of these spaces and we can continue to forge these alliances between academia and civil society. Very interesting things are also being done at the school level, for example, there is the whole Oaxaca sin chatarra (Oaxaca without junk food) campaign. So let's try to get involved so that we can form networks and ecosystems of resistance and re-existence for what we are experiencing and what is to come in the future, with the crisis in which we are immersed.
I don't know if anyone else, Paola or Gaby, would like to add anything.
Paola Sesia
I would just like to thank our speakers very much. I believe that their contributions were highly relevant and also clarified many doubts that the

even the informed audience did not really know, so I believe that this is a dialogue that is beginning and that we will continue, and I can only thank you, thank you for your time, thank you for your willingness, thank you for your knowledge, and above all, thank you for your willingness to share it. Even though I was unable to be present in person, it was still very relevant to me. It was interesting to listen to. Thank you.
Gabriela Martínez
To conclude, I would like to express my gratitude once again to our colleagues who were online. Paola and Laura are here, with whom I still share some space in a research stay here at CIESAS, with whom I have also been able to collaborate and, obviously, in this small initiative that is opening up this space for reflection and that is not closing, as Paola mentioned, it is opening up this part and continuing it, continuing it at the next table. We discussed what she said, and we cordially invite you to join us again next Thursday at 12:00 so that we can meet here once more and follow up on this round table on food sovereignty, now with other colleagues who are also experts in other areas. And we will continue because it is not just one issue and, as the Doctor said, we do need to generate this multidisciplinarity among those of us who consider ourselves to be on this side, at least in academia to some extent, but we can also influence, in some way, those of us who can, in some communities or in civil society, from ourselves, but we must consider that it is a structural problem, not an individual one, no, as they always tell us, the problem is in the individual and the individual has to solve it, no. The problem is structural and we have to look at it from there too, why we are in these conditions and under the conditions in which we are.
So, we will now close this round table. Thank you very much. We will take note of the colleague who requested the documents and ask the speakers to provide them to us or give us their contact details. If you would like to come up and thank Cuauhtémoc, who is from CIESAS Pacífico Sur, he always supports us. We would also like to thank the Andrés Henestrosa Library because when we asked to present here, they opened the doors of this public space to us, they said yes, and they have given us every facility to hold this second round table. So we will continue to meet next Thursday. We look forward to seeing you there, and thank you very much.
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