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Disagreement or Misfit? Brazilian biotechnology faces socio and
biodiversity

Laymert Garcia dos Santos

ABSTRACT

This essay questions the role played by bioteclyist® in Brazil. It argues that indigenous and
traditional peoples, environmentalists and civitisty also need be taken into account. If the pigsr

of techno-science and the market are the only tmgsevail, it is already time to think about the
possible ‘collateral damage’.
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Quite often it has been argued that the twenty-fiemitury is the century of biotechnology, thatave
living in the era of biotechnology, that such teglogy expresses the future, and so on. In addition,
since the beginning of the 1990s, there has bdehaf speculation about the relationship between
biotechnology and biodiversity, an issue which,dsrBrazilians, makes sense since we are stilidivi

in the most diverse country on the planet and wpatie of a certain critical mass in terms of biglog
and molecular biology. All these points matter aage to be taken into account when we think about
biotechnology in Brazil. But there is one questibat neveror, perhapsalmost neveenters into the
spectrum of Brazilian scientists: the presenceuinration of approximately two hundred indigenous
peoples, most of whom are concentrated in the lanithsthe richest biological diversity, represegtin
around 12% of the Legal Amazon region. For it sedmasthey simply are not supposed to exist, that
they have not contributed at all to the singulaoityrature and culture in the country, and thay tthe

not mean anything for our scientific future. Theref it is no exaggeration to say that for techno-
science, at least as it is practiced in Brazik firesence, since it is so insignificant, becomeisible.

It does not matter if the Brazilian State has silgimternational treaties that explicitly recognibe
importance of indigenous peoples, such as the Ddtlaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples,
Resolution 169 of the International Labor Organaatthe Convention on Biological Diversity, the
FAO International Treaty on Phytogenetic Resoufoefood and Agriculture, and the Convention on
the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity ofltGual Expression. It does not matter, either, if a
consistent anthropological bibliography was worketlby competent professionals, who have already
studied the contacted peoples and written downoiok® much of their cosmology, their complex
social organization, their sophisticated art, imsary much of their traditional knowledge. Nor does
it help to point out that altruistic NGOs have deded themselves for decades to the defense of the
interests of indigenous peoples - mapping the tatoieof territories and villages, as thestituto
Socioambientahas done; working closely with them, such as Gid &CPY:; recording and filming
their way of life, like thevideo nas Aldeias Projecbr presenting to Western audiences their culture,
dance and music, like Ideti. Finally, nobody sedmgare if Villa-Lobos and other creators were
inspired by their music, if Claudia Andujar and Meen Bisilliat have photographed their beauty, if



Andrea Tonacci and others have filmed their drarfaslario and Oswald de Andrade have taken
inspiration from them (remember Macunaima, anddisturbing paradoxical maxim “Tupi or not
Tupi, that’s the question”), if Montaigne reflected their superiority, concerning freedom. One has
to recognize that there is no work, research, dul initiative capable of breaching the prejuaic
against indigenous peoples and their knowledgeasrakening a genuine interest in their thinking and
their practices in relation to plants, animals awdry sort of living being. Time goes by, for yearsl
decades, and the mentality remains deep down time s during colonial ages. So, it is quite
revealing that on 1rst November 2063Jha de Boa Vistadvertises, in the animal sections, a small
text rfading: “Yanomami cubs for sale, One year sixdmonths old. R$1.000,00. Contact 9971
3287

Nobody cares. Unless | am mistaken no one in thensfic field even asks him or herself why
indigenous societies preserve, conserve and prothrests whereas our society is incapable of
preventing their devastation. Even worse: as sthtedthe Amazon journalist Lucio Flavio Pinto:
“Kingdom of light, water and forest challenging tt@nnons of knowledge based on other landscapes,
Amazonia is — and it is ever increasingly less -e-itteal territory for an ultimate experiment of man
the impenitent and impertinettomo agricola the founding of a forest civilization based ore th
intelligent use of the most noble good of this bégrand focused on the vegetal mass, [which is] the
source of the greatest biodiversity on earth. lsesee, however, how we have entered the annals of
human history: as the people who have most destrimyests in all of time. In less than half a centu
more than 700,000 square kilometers of native tanese been knocked down. The speed and the
scope of such destruction are quite impressiv&é9lf6 the Skylab satellite “photographed” the larges
fire registered by an information device, causintginational commotion. The inferno of almost
10,000 hectares had been brought about by Volkswagkich was producing in the south of the
Brazilian state of Para not exactly cars, its sgigciuntil then, but cattle, its ‘unspecialty’, tse a
neology which Lewis Carrol would probably endoichge to his aptitude for surreal language, the only
language fitting the reproduction of foolishnestgras ruling the Amazon conquest”

Thus, it seems that we have nothing to learn ftoenforest peoples in order to dealing with Amazonia
and the forest civilization that it requires. Asthiey were not tropical societies, as if they hat n
thought for millennia about the environment in whibey live, as if their intelligence and senstiili
were incapable of making progress, learning, englvt obviously, in contradistinction to our owns.
So, apparently everything they know about the dffié manifestations of life is of no use for thié&'l
sciences’, at least in the way they have been dpeeluntil now.

Such attitude reveals, on the one hand, the pnesalef old socio-cultural clichés that Braziliares/é
inherited from the past, which makes them despisearn all ‘non-white’ or non-western thought; on
the other hand, it also reveals the arrogance alfidwsficiency that modern science and technology
tend to assume in society. These features seene tanherent to scientific and techno-scientific
knowledge but, in this country, they are stressextipely because our weakness as producers of
invention and innovation (according to internatiostandards) arouse in our scientists a hyper-
sensitivity that makes them consider as irratiosaperstitious or anti-scientific, not to say alios
criminal, any expression of critical distancinggmestioning of their unconditional defense of pesgr

as a primordial good for mankind. Therefore, duartaincritical evolutionist perspective, it makes n
sense to pay any attention to traditional knowledgeause this means opening the doors to
contamination that can only lead to regressiorgtahe very least will compromise our progress. The
issue becomes evident even when biologists andedbinologists recognize that traditional
knowledge contains, for example, know-how aboutetive principle; in that case, one isolates and

1 «3rd National Report on Human Rights in Brazil —0282005”. S&0 Paulo: Nucleo de Estudos da Violéncia
Universidade de Séo Paulo, 2007, p. 348.

2 “Quatro décadas de destruicio na Amazénia”. Texttem for the international seminar “Ensaios
Amazébnicos”, organized by Eduardo Viveiros de QGasind Laymert Garcia dos Santos, and supportetiédy t
Instituto Goethe and SESC Paulista in Sdo Pauld,BDecember 2006; to be published with the pitasems

of the other contributors in 2008 by Cosac Naify.



extracts the ‘information’ from the theoretical agpistemological context in which it makes proper
sense, conceiving it as a useful raw material tieaids to be freed from the creeds and superstitions
that ‘surround’ it; at best, it can be occasionaltimitted that the information collected has soalae/

that could be considered under the heading ‘bers#féring’, as stated by the Convention on
Biological Diversity.

However, Brazilian scientists do not appear to bstile only to the production of knowledge by
indigenous societies. Within our own society thegist and seem to oppose sectors and groups that,
even when not questioning the value of scientifiowledge, seek to problematize it, relating the
development of new technologies, especially biatetdgy, to the risks and ‘collateral effects’ that
are inherent to them and which have to be congideteen making technological choices. This issue
became quite clear from 2003 on, when emerged twflict that opposed scientists and
environmentalists during the passing of the bietsafaw and the crisis in CTNBio. In fact both
exposed the reality of conflict when Brazilians haddecide whether or not to adopt transgenic
agriculture, showing that scientists are very ulimglto discuss the question of risk, since thegklit

could threaten the development of science and tdobwy in the country.

*k*k

The sociology of risk (Beck and others) and, mareently, the sociology of virulence and Paul
Virilio’s studies have led us to discover first tHaisk”, “accident” and “collateral effect” are a
constitutive part of technological progress andpsdly, that techno-science only knows how to deal
with technological risks by proposing more techgglomore technological solutions that change the
risk level. In this sense, paradoxically enougle ¢neater the advance of progress, the greater the
advance of risk and uncertairity.

For all these reasons, the principle of precautiecame crucial as well as the object of an intense
political struggle in international fora during ti®904. Society began to realize that it could no
longer leave the resolution of techno-scientifiolgems exclusively up to techno-science. The last
thing techno-science wants is for non-specialistgell them there are any limits at all. Like capit
which likewise tolerates no limitation to its valation, it believes itself to be above society.

From the result of the battle fought out in theAfiran Parliament, the object of which was a newr bi
safety law (Law 11.105/2005), we are able to knaw the country intends to deal with the problem
and, consequently, to build its future. At the legkdiscourse, all the forces at play evidently la
claim to society’s well-being in order to legitirizheir positions; in practice, two conceptions of
progress are at odds.

On one side, an alliance has been forged betweeallsa transnational “life science” companies,
agribusiness and an important part of the scientdmmunity to transform the bio-safety law into a
law for biotechnological incentives. Its objectivestituting a legal framework that would impose no
limits whatsoever upon the research and commezaifdin of genetic engineering. Its principal
argument is that anything that stands in the wagitifer techno-scientific activity or the market

3 U. Beck.Risk society — towards a new modernitgndon: Sage, 1992; B. Adam, U. Beck, U. and dnV
Loon (orgs.).The risk society and beyond: critical issues fatiabtheory London: Sage, 2000; J. Van Loon.
Risk and technological culturdnternational Library of Sociology. London/New Mo Routledge, 2002; H.
Martins. Technology, the risk society and post-histdiigbon: Instituto Superior de Ciéncias SociaRaditicas,
1996; “Risco, incerteza e escatologia — Reflexdalsres 0 experimentum mundiecnolégico em curso”.
Epistemeyear 1, no. 1, Lisbon, Centro de Estudos de &mislogia e Historia das Ciéncias e das Técnicas, De
1997- Jan. 1998; and “Aceleracéo, progressgperimentum humandnin: H. Martins and J. L. Garcia (orgs.).
Dilemas da civilizagcdo tecnoldgica.ishon: Imprensa das Ciéncias Sociais, 2003, pl1; P. Virilio.
Velocidade e politicaSao Paulo: Estacéo Liberdade, 1996.

* As it became evident to any observer of the Cemfees of the Parties to the Convention on Bioldgica
Diversity during the 1990s.



constitutes a threat to progress and an obstaclbetcfulfillment of the nation’s future general
happiness. Its motto: Brazil is in a hurry and rseteddevelop at any cost.

On the other hand, organized social and environahenbvements (as well as a minority within the
academic and scientific communities) do understhatlade factobio-safety law should be created.
Its purpose would be to protect society and theirenment from risks inherent to the new
technologies, and to hold responsible those wholdyquerchance, infringe upon the safety of the
Brazilian population’s diet and health. Their pipad argument: there is no scientific evidenceha t
world (much less in Brazil) that the long-term etfeof genetic engineering are not harffand,
even in the short and medium-range, it would bessary to forget the generalizing clichés regardin
progress to question who it is that benefits frawm technological choices being made. Who pays the
social and environmental costs that may perchanesept themselves? Their motto: not even the
imperative of progress dispenses with parameterfor—progress in the present which might
compromise progress in the future cannot presseif &s such!

Not for nothing does the central focus of the dohBurrounding the bio-safety law concentrate on
the meaning to be conferred upon the principle recaution. The Preamble of the Convention on
Biological Diversity, of which Brazil is a signatgr stipulates that “where there is a threat of
significant reduction or loss of biological diveysilack of full scientific certainty should not hesed

as a reason for postponing measures to avoid oimizi such a threat”. On the other hand, the
second paragraph of Article 2 of the Cartagenaoeadt in force since September, 2003, states that
“the Parties shall ensure that the developmentdiap transport, use, transfer and release of any
living modified organisms are undertaken in a manhat prevents or reduces the risks to biological
diversity, taking also into account risks to huntealth”. To this end, the Protocol recommends that
risk be assessed on a “case by case” basis. Fiaaligle 225 of the Brazilian Constitution of 1988
defines the right to biodiversity which, accordimgCarlos Frederico Marés de Souza Filho, elevates
an ecologically balanced environment to the staibisa legal commodity, something that may
therefore be legally appropriated in a collectivaywcreating what is perhaps the most important of
collective rights. According to the jurist, “Thisay be the most relevant of rights because it haa be
taking on an increasingly prominent role in therent world. The environment already interferes in
various traditional legal institutes and subsysteaitering old legal dogmas and even the relatignsh
of citizens to the State and commercial compar(ies) The text guarantees the integrity of the
country’s genetic patrimony, which means that dmgdt to the extinction of species should result in
the State’s intervention with the purpose of restpbalance, creating protected territorial geobrap
spaces and limiting or prohibiting harmful actigi®.

Therefore, considering all the established legatitaarks that celebrate the principal of precaution,
the bill for the bio-safety law project was conavin order that specialists, civil society and
government might share in the elaboration and egiitin of rules that affect the protection of ligin
beings, final word on the subject being accordeith¢oState, not to the market nor even less tatech
science; for it is the State that must answer ¢optlblic, and bio-safety is a matter of public iags.

® Six points from the last FAO report can be citedeh acclaimed by the Brazilian press as a ‘dematist’
that transgenic food is safe because it is supptsédetlp solving the problem of hunger in the word A
greater research effort is necessary, becausectiegecal impacts on tropical regions have beerustad for
very few GMOs. 2. Regulatory landmarks need todieforced and rationalized to ensure that the enwirent
and public health are protected and that procedamedransparent, predictable and based on sci@ncehe
handling strategy should include the avoidanceasfdgenic cultivation in centers of diversity oreméwver there
are related wild species, or establish buffer zdredwieen cultivations. 4. There is a consensugtieaiberation
in the environment of GMOs should be compared witier agricultural practices and technological @mi 5.
There are still no evaluation methods for the emunental impacts at the international level, white
establishment of methodologies for the differermt-sgstems is necessary. 6. The absence of negfaets
observed until now does not signify that they canoocur, since much still remains unknown. FAO,
Agricultural biotechnology: meeting thmeeds of the poorRoma, May 2004.

® Carlos F. M. de Souza Filh® renascer dos povos indigenas para o diteted. ed. Curitiba: Jurua, 1999, p.
181.



Clearly, this is intolerable to both techno-scieand to the lobby of the transnational corporatiang
agribusiness

In effect, the governmental proposition engendersttuggle, both outside and within the government
itself, for the conversion of the precaution prpiei(which is the bio-safety lawisison d’étrg, in a
rhetorical ornamentation and a simulacrum of relspewards international conventions and the
Constitution. Such a conversion would depend orrdlethat the law should attribute to the National
Technical Committee of Bio-safet€omissao Técnica Nacional de BiossegurangalNBio). Thus,
the confrontation centered on two questions: 1l)ughahe CTNBio have the power to regulate
research on genetically modified foods, or shotilalso have to authorize the commercialization of
transgenic products? 2) Should stem cell reseaith haman embryos and therapeutic cloning be
forbidden or not? And should the CTNBIo be in cleag this subject? As may be seen, in the first
case, the emphasis lies primarily on a questioecohomic interest and affects agriculture, abole al
else; in the second instance, relevance is priyngrtdhno-scientific and affects human heath.

Strictly speaking, and for reasons of coherenaam stell research should not be discussed in a bio-
safety law, but should, instead, be the objecpetsic legislation — this is, in fact, what wadeleded

by the Brazilian Society for the Progress of Scéeeand by many environmentalists and members of
social movements. However, its inappropriate irolusin the bill approved by the Chamber of
Deputies in March 2004 brought the interests ofrd#gsts into alignment with those of the
transnational corporations and agribusifiess

This was more than the Ruralist lobby could havpeldofor, as scientists were now making short
shrift of the inadequacy of studies on transgemadpcts in order to offer their collaboration and
support for a cause that was not initially thef@s the other hand, this adhesion brought about a
polarization between scientists and environmensalighich accentuated the prejudice according to
which defense of the environment is “archaic”, fograde” and “anti-progress”. A misguided
polarization if we consider that the championshaf principle of precaution are clamoring for more
scientific studies on the impact of the new tecbg@s. Finally, as in the time of fascism, the
promoters of the most modern technologies have d@aynmarm in arm with the most conservative
sectors of society — technological advances fuedowal backwardness.

"In a very interesting article, Ingrid Sarti wrot€ountering logic, the debate that is currentlglerway related
to the National Bio-safety Bill, approved by the mgoess three months ago, and now transformed imto a
obscure object of dispute while going through tlemae, is not exactly about bio-safety. [...] tiexcof the
problem is something else. [...] The economic isshidden in the law since the debate in the Cosghave
transformed a conflict of interests into a displite a real Fla-Flu football match. The dispute hmeught
together sectors linked to agribusiness and relseesdfrom the field of molecular genetics working the
development of transgenic organisms against enviemalists. Essentially, and in a few words, beeahs
National Bio-safety Plan maintains a feature whibf fundamental importance to the precautionamggple:
scrutiny in commercial licensing. [...] The invesints and the safeguards related to flexibility tigtmout the
research process; scrutiny in technical reportd; tesinsparency in the political choices that deteenin the
final instance the opportunity to put a productsate are fundamental questions for the developwiestience,
guestions that were not exhausted in the legiglgbiocess. The fact that all those issues had tadem into
account is, however, a starting point for a governmintending policy of science for citizenship”.
“Biosseguranca ndo € a questadG email 253125 May 2004, released on the electronic netw®hente
Fundacdo Oswaldo Cruz, Rio de Janeiro.

& The veto on research was introduced at the lagtenobin the voting on the Bio-safety Bill in the a&hber of
Deputies on 5 February 2004. Introduced into thi tBi meet the interests of the Evangelical andhGlid
Representatives, it received strong criticism fithe scientific community. The article 5 of the lpassed in the
Congress stated as follows: “Are forbidden: | — a@m@netic engineering procedure on living organisma
vitro manipulation of natural or recombined NDA/NRA ¢adr out in disrespect of the norms stipulated is th
Law; Il — genetic manipulation in human germinall€eand in human embryos; Il — human cloning for
reproductive purposes; IV — production of human grob destined to serve as available biological nate/
— intervention in human genetic mateiiialvivo, except if approved by the relevant authoritieghwirisdiction
for the purposes of: a) carrying out proceduresdfagnosis, prevention and treatment of diseasésa@ments;
b) therapeutic cloning with pluripotent cells”.



Everything happened as if the group of scientigte wlosed ranks behind the National Association
for Bio-safety (in defense of a law that assureal tautonomy to the CTNBIio) had never wanted a
separate law to regulate stem cell research, gsribe regarded the possibility of “pragmatically”
exchanging commercial support for transgenic prtsdtecbe more interesting than the approval of its
own projects. However, it would be wise to obsetat the alliance with the ruralist lobby carried
with it a series of implications for scientists. dffect, they had to look the other way not onlyhwi
regard to the absence of scientific studies reggrthie environmental impact of transgenic soybeans
in Brazil but also regarding the many illegal piees committed during the last few years as
transgenic seeds were introduced into the countrglanned contraband, clandestine planting,
disrespect for legislation and legal decisionssdadvertising and, last but not least, abuse wkEpo
by the CTNBIo. Practices that, truth be told, weeemed innocent and rewarded with a legislation of
exception, providential provisional measures by F&@ by Lula, in outrageous public statements
that crime does, indeed, pay, and that scientiats raralists would now legalize through the
ratification of all of that committee’s previousaigons, which include the approval of Monsanto’s
RR soy. In the hurry to render irreversible certain opsicof genetic engineering, signatures were
forged in an Open Letter to the Senate membersientdic societies and organizations led by the
National Association for Bio-safety.?

The conduct of scientists in the episode of theshi@ty law approval therefore raises certain
guestions that express the partiality of their daeientific spirit”. We should ask why the sciertif

community did not make any statement, as suchrdegathe illegalities committed during the last
few years to create the consummated fact of tramsg®y in Brazil. Why was there no objective

° In her final considerations on the issue of tramég plants in Brazil, Carmen Luiza Cabral Marinmte
about CTNBIo: “Until now the National Bio-safety Ry, one of the attributions of CTNBIo, as ruleg the
Bio-safety law [1995], has not been drafted. Alaoking are the normative instructions related gpéttions
and the necessary financial and human resourcemganothers, as well as the acceptable dimensibaras
allowed for experiments. Nevertheless, despiteathgence of clear directives, licenses have beamegtdor
release of GMOs in the environment in areas whdze waries from 0.006 to 110 hectares for the same
transgenic and for the same purpose. It is imptessi find which scientific criteria justify suchigparity.
Equally irresponsible decisions can be found in lisensing of various experiments for ‘demonstnatio
purposes’, a unique concession being granted ta rtiaan forty different private farms. Out of thisaotic
scenario figures a total disconnection betweerattizvities of the many officials dealing with thesue of bio-
safety related to transgenics in the country. Thgtnies concerned did not proceed to the inspaatequired
and followed the constant authorizations led by Gld\ without intervening. On the other hand, desjhiging
aware of the lack of inspection, the Commissiontiomes to authorize experiments in the atmosphede”.
discurso polissémico sobre plantas transgénicaBrasil: Estado da artePhD thesis in Science, in the area of
Public Health, Escola Nacional de Saude Publica,deiJaneiro, 2003.

19 0n 17 February 2004, Brazilian scientific socie@md organizations sent an open letter to senaiotise bio-
safety bill, which dealt with four points: 1. Thhe National Technical Commission on Bio-Safety wasonly
and definitive authority to evaluate the scientifature of the matter and that the CTNBIo techniepbrt would
apply both to research activities as well as tddr&2. That CTNBio was the only and definitive awity to
evaluate the safety of the products of science tmuthnology in Brazil, with the National Bio-Safety
Commission being responsible for considering th@oseconomic relevance of permission to trade.t&atThe
acts already practiced by CTNBio from 1995 onwasHeuld be stressed, irrespective of whether thexe we
related to trade or to research. 4. That CTNBiaukhalso be considered as having the legitimaclyaiee the
final word on research involving embryo stem céllge letter was signed by the Brazilian Academsgoence,
the National Association of Bio-Safety, the Bramili Association of Muscular Dystrophy, the Brazilian
Association for Food Protection, the Brazilian @enof Gene Storage, the Center of Studies of theaiu
Genome, the Brazilian Society for Food and Nutnitithe Brazilian Society of Food Science and Tetdgyg
the Brazilian Society of Genetics, the Braziliarci®ty for the Improvement of Plants and the BranrilSociety
of Microbiology. Later, the Brazilian Society of @atics and the Brazilian Society of Microbiologynik
having signed the letter. In addition, accordingitto former president, Luiz Eduardo R. de Carvalti®
Brazilian Society of Food Science and Technologg dot sign the letter. Cf. “Carta de scientistsetev
assinaturas forjadasFolha de S.Paulo4 March 2004, and “Sociedade Brasileira de C&Rlmentos também
ndo assinou documento sobre projeto de bio-sedasityJC email 24775 March 2004, resent by tiighente
electronic network, owned by the Fundacdo Oswaldz (Rio de Janeiro.



study of Monsanto’s study on transgenic soy? Why thare been no in-depth discussion regarding
the comparative advantages of different types afitihg — a discussion that would encompass the full
complexity that such a subject demands? Why did Rbientific community] not manifest itself
publicly when the National Bank of Economic and i&b®evelopment recently award 40 million
dollars to Monsanto, money that would a gliphogattory in Camacari, a factory built with R$ 225
million financing from the Investment Fund for tN®rtheast in December, 1999 (more than 60% of
Fund’s total budget for the year 2000)? And foplgtisate, the controversial agrotoxic substance that
led Monsanto to ask the Brazilian National HealigiNince Agency to expand the maximum limit of
residues permitted in soy grains from 0,2 mg/kd@ang/kg, i.e., an increase of 50 times? And why
was Anvisa not held accountable for making Monsargtudies on gliphosate available in its “public
consultation”? Finally, as researcher Sonia Bartws® inquired, “Why do lobbyists not inform their
research financing? Why is the Code of Ethics amhti©l of Biotechnological Research not
discussed? Why is the process of negotiating theoapl of laws not done with information regarding
all the data such as, for example, the contaminatfonon-transgenic cultures that occurred in [the
Brazilian] state of Paran&?

It is interesting to note that if, on the one hasaentists have remained silent on so many ocessio
they spoke in chorus with theralistas who wanted to restrict the representation of @atiety in
CTNBiIo, arguing that NGOs and consumer protectimugs shouldn’t have a seat on the committee
even if allowed to nominate scientists, as it wassfble that the latter might be “partial” and “not
objective”. In defense of a purely scientific aedhnical perspective, the scientists thereforerasdu
that the most convenient option for techno-scieiscihe most adequate for society as a whole. In
addition to which, scientists and rural entrepresalid not want the ministries (or, especially, the
Ministry of the Environment) to have access to &wel of decision-making. Thus, whereas some
European countries have committees that congredjaparties interested in technological options in
order that these may be discussed before politiealsions are made, we in Brazil consider it an
outrage that civil society should want or be ablearticipate...

*%k*k

The need to examine the role that biotechnologiat® assumed in Brazil is thus evident, concerning
their non-relationship with indigenous and traditb peoples as well as their negative relationship
with environmentalists and sectors of civil societfio want to participate in decisions related to
technological options. In the first case becauser#ations between bio- and socio-diversity, due t
their intensity and relevance, should not be syatmally ignored, since our negligence can cost us
lot; in the second because if only techno-scient# market interests prevail society should have
instruments to hold them responsible, in case v ‘collateral effects’.

However, instead of moving apart from indigenouopbes and civil society, biologists and

biotechnologists should establish positive link¢hwhem. A dislocation of perception and focus, and
hence of mentality would lead them to rediscoveazBrand to confront the conflict and misfit which

seems to mark their relationship with socio- anotdiversity. Otherwise we will never be able to

understand the difference between bio-technologg ad everywhere else on the planet.

Received for publication on 16 July 2007.

1 cf. discussion list on th&henteelectronic network, 5 May 2004.
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