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Honourable Senators,

    Neither GATS nor the Aust./US FTA are in the interests of the Australian people: negotiations on both should be discontinued by the Australian Government.  These two treaties have been entered into in secrecy, without due initial discussion between legislators and the people - they both fail on grounds of the good government of this country. 

    GATS benefits only transnational corporations, and disadvantages sovereign nations.  If the Australian Government signs this treaty on behalf of the Australian people, it will be resigning many of its legitimate lawmaking responsibilities to the dictates of a non-elected, non-representative body, the WTO; also, it will be acting unconstitutionally.

    This so-called treaty is a thinly disguised reworking of the failed, and very unpopular, MAI treaty, but it has extensions beyond the MAI, which make it a much greater threat to Australian sovereignty.  By specifying that all privately provided services and almost all governmentally provided ones must be opened to international tender, GATS threatens nationally established labour agreements and environmental protections, because it specifically states that the lowest tender must be accepted, and that the contract winner must not be disadvantaged by Australian legislation if it is more restrictive than the laws operating in their country of origin. This would be ludicrous if not for its serious disadvantages for Australian citizens: it means that if our quality of life is out of step with that in the country of the service provider, we must change our legislation to get into line with their lower standards.  Such crooked thinking would be recognised as a joke if it was not seen to be deliberately placing the profitmaking of foreignors above the quality of life of Australia’s citizenry.

    Australian businesses will be afraid to offer their services at presently accepted rates for fear of losing their traditional business to competitors with considerably lower standards of living, and concommitently lower wages.  The “treaty” represents a selling out of Australian service industries by the Government to foreign interests: this is criminally ‘against the national interest.’

    With the giving over of public utilities to private providers, many of them foreign, the situation is much worse: not only will presently non-exploitative, publicly-provided services have to make a profit for their contracted providers, but many of these profits will leave the country, being sent overseas to be distributed amongst the foreign-based share-holders.  This is a sell-out of Australian utilities to foreign interests by Government, and the Government’s motives in doing so must be questioned.

    If, as has occurred overseas with other treaties favouring transnational corporations, the contracted service provider fails to provide the service, a previously publicly-provided service reverts to public administration.  But, with GATS, to avoid this very sensible protection of the people, a clause has been inserted to prevent this reversion of services to public provision: such anti-people, meanmindedness in an international “treaty” should automatically place GATS beyond the Australian pail.

    The GATS agreement has been designed to break the sovereignty of independent nations, and was written by those who would see the world run by transnational corporations, not elected governments.  If the Australian Government adopts GATS and implements it, laws which ought to be made for national benefit will not be framed because of fears of challenge on the grounds of  “necessity” – resulting in prosecution of Australia by some Third World transnational corporation for whom the legislation would cause ‘inconvenience’ and loss of profit.  

    With NAFTA, on which GATS is modelled, all complaints raised by corporations have resulted in the payment of penalties by the ‘offending’ nations.  As well as paying tax-payers’ money in fines, the ‘guilty’ nations have had to rescind the ‘unnecessary’ laws, and allow the corporations to continue trading.  Everything from the WTO, so far,  suggests that exactly the same regime will apply under GATS; thus, transnational corporations will maintain an upper hand over all nations insane enough to adopt the ‘treaty.’  The question has to be asked, why would the Australian Government be stupid enough to resign its authority to non-representative, non-elected, profit-making transnational corporations!?

    While it can be argued legitimately that the Planet needs some form of regulation of its international trade, the forced exploitation by transnational corporations, as embodied in GATS, is not it.  In fact, the idea of forcing all civilised countries to turn over the regulation of their economies to the whims of transnational corporations, which are answerable to no-one except their share-holders, has to be highly questionable.

    The Australia/US FTA, unlike GATS, would, if adopted, be a legitimate “treaty,” because it would be contracted between two sovereign states.  However, it would still be wrong, because, for three reasons, it would be ‘not in the national interest.’

    Australia and the US are not natural trading partners: the two countries produce a similar range of goods and services; they are, in fact, trading competitors.  And in the situation of competitors in a trading alliance, the stronger partner will outweigh the weaker partner every time: Australia stands to lose fron such a treaty, which will, of course, alienate us from our present trading partners.

    Single-country Free Trade Agreements, which is the pattern  emerging as the US makes agreements with a range of different countries, does not engender a feeling of co-operation between the various partners with whom the US has forged treaties.  In fact, it suggests more of a policy of ‘divide and rule,’ which, in our case, would tie Australia’s economy more tightly to that of the US, while separating it more from the economies of our traditional trading partners.

    Rather than allying Australia with our major trading competitor, the US, our Government would be doing much more good for our trading prospects by allying us to either the group of nearby South-East Asian nations, or to a larger group of Asian nations, including China and Japan, which are our natural trading partners.
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