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Amy Kapezynski
astmonth, the United States and Indla
announced an important break-
~ud through concerning India's “right-to-
food” programme. The Indian government
subsidises food for its poorest citizens
asystem of price supports and public
stockpiling. The programme is critical to In-
dia’s future, According to the Uhicef, one in
thiree of the world’s malnourished children
lives in India, :
But as India's policy has expanded, it has
come into conflict with Warld Trade Organ- ;
iati

ationfyles on’s ture, The conflict hea
edupldst summer when India demanded
explicit assurasce at the WTQ that it coy
. Iaintain its right-to-food programme. The
United States resisted, and the standoff de-
railed the first new glgbal trade agreement
atthe WTO since the 1990s.

protects ity
food programme from legal challenges. As

end of ext year, ,
This s good news for poor people in India,
-ipdluding the children and nursing mothers -

thiat the programme particularly helps, Itis

good news for the poor in other countries
that may have programmes like India’s.

- It is good news for India and the United
States, the world’s two largest democracies,
whiich must be able to cooperate with one .
another on a range of global issues. And itis
goodnews for the WTO, which can move for-

ward with the delayed agreement on trade - -. o »
"+ After Prime Minister Narendra Modi's re-

Fagilitation.

This positive development on food, how-
ever, isin stark contrast to the United States’
approach to India's policies on affordable
medicines.

..On November 24, while the food deal was
being finatised in Geneva, Michael B Froman,
the United States trade representative, was
in India to demand reform of its patent laws.
Thoselaws are friendly to generic medicines
and public bealth, and the United States
warits them restructured to favour American
pharmaceutical corporations, often called
Big Pharma.

.. While he was in New Delhi, Froman cited
the food deal and its impact on the larger
trade agreementas an example of the United
States and India “working side by side” But
when itcame to intellectual property disputes
that affect imedicines, he was pushing for
more Indian concessions.

Infact,the United States has been showing
no incliration to compromise as it ratchets
up the pressure. It recently initiated a special
review of India’s intellectual property laws,
signaling possible trade sanctions.

Deccan Herald, Delhi
Saturday 13th December 2014, Page: 11
Width: 25.15 cms, Height: 29.79 cms, a3, Ref: pmin.2014-12-13.44.93

India insisted, the deal applies indefinitely, |
until 2 permanent solution to the conflictis I8
found, which could happen as early as the .

MGT A THREAT: India's existing patent faw was introduced in2005to (cnform to WT0 requirements under the so-called Trips agreement. It

infuriated Big Phayma by making it more difficult for com

centvisit to the United States, the two coun-
tries announced a new high-level working
group on intellectual property issues,
;vhich may foreshadow changes to India's
aws: .

India faces a public health crisis no less
stark than its food security problem. One po-
tential threat comesfrom patents, which can
raise the prices of medicines astronomically.
. For example, according to the World

Health Organisation, patented triple-combi- -

nation therapy medicines for HIV/AIDS

.cost $10,000 per person per year in industri-

alised countries,

However, genericscan be purchased across
the developing world from an Indian .com-
pany, Cipla, for less than $200 a year, It is
India’s laws that have enabled the country’s
flourishing generics industry to offer its
people and other less-wealthy societies such
savings.

India’s existing patent law was introduced
in 2005 to conform to WTO requirements
under the so-called Trips agreement. It infu-
riated Big Pharma by making it more difficult

for companiés to obtain drug patentsin India
thann the United States and elsewhere.

Many experts in the United States agree
that our own national patest standards make
it t0o easy for corpgrations to get patent pro-
tection, which then allows them to expand
or maintain their market power in ways that
stifle innovation and keep prices high.

Use of trade pressure

Big Pharma fought the law in India, all the
way to its Supreme Court ~ and lost, Now
these companies have turned instead to the
office of the United States trade representa-
tive and hope to win their campaign. Their
‘strategy i to use trade pressure to undermine
the pharmaceutical patents policy of India's
democratically chosen government.

Just as the United States is now supporting

India on its right-to-food programme, it
should lower the pressure on India's patent
law, too. For ope thing, India’s law almost
surely. complies with the Trips agreement.
Thismay be why the United States has never
brought an official complaint against India’s
law at the WTO

panies to obitain drug patents in india than in the Unifed States and elsewhere.

Ins!zad, it is bringing informal pressure,
but even that is unwarranted. There shouid

be no hint of a quid pro quo - a trade-off of .

Amierican support on food for a change in
India’s laws on medicine.

That, after all, is 2 possibility suggested by
the timing of Froman’s comments about the
food programme while he was in India to dis-
cuss the drug controversy.

Instead, our officials should be supporting
India’s medicinal patent policies, even if it
means standing up to corporate lobbies
athome,

India accounts for only about 1 per cent of
the market of the United States pharmacey-
tical industry, soits patent law—like its "right-
to-food” programme —is no threatto the Unit-
edStates, or the WTO

The United States isright to support India’s
food programme, which aims to lift people
out of poverty through democratic j nitiative,
and does not unduly burden international
trade. And it is wrong to pressure India
to change its patent law, for the very same
reason.
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