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Monsanto, like many other multinational companies, is facing real ethical issues worldwide, particularly over agro-chemicals and GMOs. The firm tried to establish some parallel tactics in order to hide their real objectives: creating value for the shareholders. Indeed the firm occurs its real goals through a concealed promotion of its products. For instance, promote genetically modified products as a cure for hunger or diseases in the third world, and also as an alternative to pesticides. Their goal is to win over a public thanks to mass advertising.
I. An overall landscape

A. The global fertilizers and agricultural chemicals sector
1. Definition and analysis

The global fertilizers and agricultural chemicals market used to be considered as being the value of pesticides, fertilizers and other agricultural products which are not classified in a special category.

The global population is constantly growing and so the needs in agricultural products.

Economists expect that the use of fertilizers and general agricultural chemicals will increase significantly in the next years. Some regions, like Asia, Latin American and especially Brazil, seem to be more concerned by this phenomenon.
This growing need for agricultural products, make them a lucrative place. One issue is also to be resolved by the concerned firms: the increasing regulation which is impacting the global production and consumption of fertilizers and other agricultural chemicals. Indeed, the population’s position on nitrogen fertilizers and GMO’s is likely to modify the market estimates. 
It is important to bear in mind that the main market players pursue a product portfolios diversifying strategy. Their goal is to protect their revenues from volatility in individual chemical commodity markets. Three firms are sharing the market: BASF, Monsanto and The Dow Chemical Company.

· BASF Aktiengesellshaft

The German company is one of the greatest chemical company all over the world. Its portfolio includes chemicals, performance products, fine chemicals, crude oil, natural gas and plastics. The company was primarily established in Europe and North America.
· Monsanto Company

The American company is a global agricultural products manufacturer. Monsanto is mainly present in America, Europe, Asia, Australia and Africa. However, its major market remains the American one.
· The Dow Chemical Company

The company is established in more than 170 countries all over the world. Dow is manufacturing chemicals, polymers and specialty chemicals. 
2. Some figures

.

The greatest source of income of the global fertilizers and agricultural chemicals market is the sector of nitrogenous fertilizers. This sector generated around 25% of the whole market value in 2006. Fertilizers are commodities depending on the natural gas price; this is why their prices on global markets are constantly changing. On the market there are four leading firms who account for around 18% of global revenues. The German firm BASF is the market leader and accounts for 6, 7%.
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B. Monsanto, from chemistry to biotechnology

Monsanto is a worldwide agricultural products producer. Even if the US market is its major market, Monsanto is also established abroad: in North and South America, Europe, Australia, Africa and Asia. Monsanto Chemicals was founded by John Francis Queeny, in 1901 in Saint-Louis. The firm raised its know-how and its fame through several steps.

· 1902: manufacturing of its first product, saccharin, this used to be sold to a tiny firm at this time: Coca cola. 

· 1917: Monsanto became the US greatest aspirin manufacturer

· 1929: Monsanto launched an IPO in Wall Street 

· 1939-45: Monsanto took part in the nuclear program from the US Army 

· 1960: creation of the agro-chemical sector

· 1976: Roundup appeared on the market

· 1996:
the firm launched Roundup Ready, YieldGard corn, Bolîgard cotton and NewLeaf potato.

· 1997: spin off of chemical activities and creation of Solutia, a new company.
For approximately ten years, Monsanto focuses its efforts on five main cultures: corn, colza, soya, cotton and sunflower. The firm raised its fame tanks to several products:

· Plants protection with the well-known weed-killer range: Roundup (used in more than 130 countries and on more than 50 agricultural types).
· Seeds: creation, selection and production of conventional seeds.
· Biotechnologies: research, development and protection of improved seeds with techniques like genomics or molecular marking.
The firm’s main goal is to set up synergies between these different sectors in order to improve quantity and quality, to respond to the needs of a constantly growing world population. 

By opposition to its competitors, Monsanto has a more controversial strategy. Indeed, the firm is developing genetically modified crops which are immunized against Monsanto’s weed-killers. It means that seeds and chemicals can be used simultaneously by farmers to improve yields, and at the same time, boost Monsanto’s incomes.
II. The debate
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A. A controversial history

1. Vietnam : the orange agent

Place of a “dirty war”, Vietnam received 83 million highly toxic liters of defoliants. From 1961 to 1971, chemical rains fell down in the south of the country. The operation Hand Ranch intended to destroy the north army and Vietcong soldier’s masks, food and to durably poison men and the environment. Symbol of this slow death fallen from the sky, the orange agent and its dioxane. 
Thirty years after the war, former soldiers from both camps and the inhabitants of the affected zones suffer from diseases. Science tends to prove that it is due to an exposure to the weed killers. Those direct victims had children who, per hundreds of thousands, were born handicapped and with various pathologies. Confronted with this medical disaster, the victims of the orange agent seek to obtain repairs in the United States. The Vietnamese government estimates that three million Vietnamese were exposed to these chemicals and that at least 800,000 suffer from serious health problems today as a result. In February 2004, the newly-formed Vietnamese Association of Victims of Agent Orange (VAVA) filed a class action law suit in a New York court, against Monsanto and 36 other manufacturers of the poisonous chemical. The first generation of victims were the war veterans and farmers, who lived on lands exposed to the chemical clouds during the war. The second generation of victims, their sons and daughters, and today their children; the third generation, are also suffering from similar health problems as their parents and grandparents.

But according to a father of Agent Orange victim: Tran Anh Kiet, "Monsanto must pay compensation for their crimes. They have caused this tragedy. I think the government should raise their voice and make the payment a condition before Monsanto can do business in Vietnam.¨ On the one hand, American victims of the Agent Orange will get up to $1500 a month. On the other hand most war veterans and Vietnamese families have only received around 85,000 Dong a month (just over $5) in government support for each disabled child. For victims it is not enough. 

Monsanto Company doesn’t want to be recognized as the one and only responsible of this disaster. Jill Montgomery, a spokesperson for Monsanto, responded to a request for comment from CorpWatch by email: "There were seven manufacturers who were required to make Agent Orange at the specific request of the US government for military use. Production ended more than 30 years ago. The government of Vietnam resolved its claims as part of the treaties that ended the war and normalized relations with the United States”. According to a Monsanto spokesman: "We are sympathetic with people who believe they have been injured and understand their concern to find the cause, but reliable scientific evidence indicates that Agent Orange is not the cause of serious long-term health effects."
2. Roundup effects


Quite rare are the huts of vegetable gardens today which do not have their drum of Roundup, this weed killer moderately called “plant health product” praised so much by a publicity mixing mischievously harmlessness and joy in life. What a paradox for a product that is known for its lethal effect especially since a recent study of CNRS on cancer confirms this “malignant” character of the product. As for the rankings “biodegradable” and “ecological”, they were the subject of continuations and fines on behalf of the prosecutor general of the State of New York in 1991. Monsanto’s Roundup is mainly made up of glyphosate, the matter activates the most used in the world. It is a weed killer with broad spectrum intended to kill the adventitious ones (grass, ryegrass, cuscute) and employed against all kinds of plants: annual, bi-annual or long-lived, graminaceous, snap rings, latifoliate and woody bushes. It is the eighth weed killer used in agriculture in the United States.

But agriculture is not the only user of pesticides. In France, on the 15 million liters used, 10.000 tons were used in 1999 by private managers of motorway infrastructures, departmental and communal services (roads and parks), gardeners’ amateurs, gulfs, but also by the Inland Waterways of France and SNCF’s “désherbeurs” trains. The National Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides (NCAP) raised in the scientific literature several harmful effects on health and the alive medium. Thus, the results of the cutaneous and oral tests involved the classification of the glyphosate like a poison of category III.  

If the molecule alone cannot penetrate the cells, the weeding formulas in which it is used, incorporate additives which make it active on the cellular life. 

Toxicity comes more still, that glyphosate, “inert” ingredients which facilitate the application of the Roundup and which makes it up to 99, 04%. It acts, inter alia, on the POEA
, on the organic acids close to the glyphosate, the AMPA
, on the isopropylamine and on water. In acute intoxication, the amount mortal of POEA was evaluated three times lower than that of the glyphosate only. However, Dr. Robert Bellé claims that: “the concentration of Roundup at the origin of the first dysfunctions is 2500 times lower than that recommended in pulverization”.

American Chemical Society published in March 2002, the unexpected results of the team “cycles cellular and development” of the CNRS of Roscoff.  

Thus, the harmlessness of glyphosate is more and more severely called into question, especially since its bond with the deregulation of the cellular activity, and thus the risk of cancer, was highlighted. The glyphosate built-in in the Roundup pesticide causes an anomaly on “a regulator of the cellular division” whose failure is at the origin of cancers by humans.  

“We were interested in glyphosate [.] But we did not expect to relatively find an effect of this component a priori known and considered as pain-killer [.] It is a factor of unquestionable risk of cancer” says Pr. Robert Roof-bar, CNRS.
B. GMO’s contestation

1. Scientists contestation
The effect of a food containing GMO on animals, like insects and the rodents, was shown by some biologists. Moreover, studies already showed that unquestionable GMO cultivated in France were dangerous, but these studies were hidden by the official health protection organizations in France, like it was the case for the insane cow, or at the time of the incident of Chernobyl. This shows a latent deficit of citizens’ protection but a benefit for industries. 

In addition, the negative effects except contamination are already known in many countries, in particular in Argentina where one realized that the argument of reduction of the use of the pesticides held only on one or two seeds. But several fields were destroyed and populations became sick because of the use of weed-killers, those who are supposed to make the fields of GMO soya more profitable.
2. NGO’s contestation

A lot of NGO’s are against GMO like ATTAC, the “Confédération paysanne”, ESCOOP or “Paysans sans terre”. But we can identify two kinds of nongovernmental organizations: ecological organizations and farmer organizations.

· Greenpeace

The non-governmental organization Greenpeace was based in 1971 in Vancouver, Canada, by opponents of whom Paul Watson in the tries of atom bombs in the Aleutian Islands. Greenpeace is one of the main actors in favor of the conservation of the nature and threatened sorts in the world. This association is present and active in 160 countries.

Greenpeace demands: 

· An effective fight against the chemical pollution (especially by eliminating by the elimination of toxic chemical substances)

· The protection of the old forests and the fight against the destruction of the Amazonia;

· An effective fight against global warming

· The conservation of seas and marine environment

· The end of arms race, necessary condition to settle peace 

· The renunciation of  GMO culture in full field;

· The release of nuclear power

· Via Campesina

Via Campesina is an international movement which coordinates organizations with smaller ones and average peasants, agricultural workers, rural women, indigenous communities of Asia, Americas, Europe and Africa. This network has been established in 1993. In France, the country Confederation and the MODEF are members of Via Campesina.

Via Campesina militates for the right to food sovereignty and the respect of small and average peasants.

Via Campesina acts around six priority work axes:
· food sovereignty with its corollary structured: the fight against world organization of trade and the influence of multinationals of agro-alimentary

· biodiversity and the fight against the GMO

· rural agriculture

· respect of the rights of the militants trade unionists and the rural communities

· equitable access to the means of productions which are the ground, water and the seed. The recognition of the specific role of women in agriculture that it is in the act of production, or in the transmission of the knowledge, and parity promotion in its international authorities like in its organizations members

In France, those NGOs are called « altermondialistes ».

3. Leading figures 
a) José Bové


His actions of civil disobedience about GMO brought strong mediatization and notoriety to him, but also many lawsuits, fines and damages, as well as a stay in prison.

On the ground as in front of the judge the company with which the Country Confederation maintains the conflict reports/ratios is Monsanto, by impelling more strict regulations on French and European research on biotechnological industry. Regulations which, according to these criticisms, carry damages to its activities. This fight also carried some damages in the name of Via Campesina around the world, like lately in Bamako. José Bové declared that it is intolerable to push farmers from poor countries to cultivate GMOs. Its fight is also extended to India, Latin America and Hong-Kong, where it will be kept in center of retention and will be territory prohibited at the G8 manifestation in 2006. That will not prevent Korean farmers from expressing their boldly.

In addition, he is blamed for using direct action to fight against GMO, under pretext “of the precaution principle”. It persists in its practice of “civil disobedience” in spite of the warnings of justice establishing that it neither was justified nor proportioned. However, the European Union makes pay every month a door amends for its GMO cultures in full field, these ones are prohibited in the EU, and the European directive has not been applied in France.

He is blamed for adopting an obscurantist attitude, without respect for scientific research. He is accused for sabotaging research on GMOs, calling upon the precaution principle, thus preventing checking harmlessness.
He attacks mainly GMO cultures in full field, whose risks of contamination are known. However, he ransacked GMO plantations inside greenhouses and installations of a research center of the CIRAD trying to avoid contaminations.

b) Vadana Shiva
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She is one of the leaders of ground ecologists and altermondialists on a world level, in particular for the defense of country and biological agriculture against the policy of unbounded expansion of the agro-alimentary multinationals and to the perverse effects of the genetic engineering. Her fights against brevetage of living and the biopiratery, for instance the appropriation by the transnational agrochemical firms of universal resources, in particular seeds.

As of the Eighties, she was very active in “Narmada Bachao Andolan” which was opposed to construction of enormous stoppings on the river Narmada, which ones were upsetting the ecosystems and forcing displacements of poor peasants.

Vadana Shiva founded the “Navdanya” association. It struggled for the biodiversity conservation and the protection of farmers’ rights. Navdanya’s farm is a bank of model seeds, which allowed more than 10.000 farmers from India, Pakistan, Tibet, Nepal and Bangladesh to rediscover “organic” agriculture.
She is engaged against the GMOs: danger for the peoples’ health, and economical dependence of the developing countries. She supports all the actions of pulling up, or revolt in front of “the threat of GMO”.
4. Public opinion about GMO’s

Are you confident in GMO? *

	Country
	Yes
	No
	No Response

	France
	73%
	17%
	10%

	Germany
	52%
	30%
	18%

	Spain
	58%
	35%
	7%

	GB
	42%
	25%
	33%

	US
	35%
	51%
	14%

	Japan
	80%
	11%
	9%


* According to different surveys: European, Asian and American ones.

A large majority of the public opinion is unconfident with GMO. But there is still one exception: United States.

C. Monsanto’s domination

1. Economical hegemony

Monsanto widens the gap with its competitors thanks to the bet of the research and the development. At a rate of 2 million dollars spent per day in laboratories, it invests 700 million dollars per each year, that is to say 10% of its sales turnover.

The industrialists dig the gap by signing with German BASF an agreement to share during five years a 1, 5 billion dollar program devoted to anti-stress technologies. The American industrialist continues to capitalize high-speed motorboat on his product, weeding it integral Roundup. But the ventilation of its investments in research shows that the future seems positive. Indeed, 95% of its researchers working on the seeds.

Novartis and Dupont, GMOs producers, are jeopardized by Monsanto. The European Patent Office must rule on the validity of a patent concerning the manufacture of genetically modified soya. A patent that Monsanto, first producer of Genetically Modified Soya in the world, disputed during two years, before repurchasing it in 1996. A patent now disputed at the same time by associations against GMOs and Monsanto competitors.

The economical issue is serious for Syngenta and Dupont. The maintenance of Monsanto’s’ quasi-monopoly on the Genetically Modified Soya imported into Europe, depends on the EPB decision. In 2002, Monsanto provides nearly 90% of transgenic soya to Europe.

2. Hegemony in South America

During the last two months, the Latin American press was flooded with information on the new offensive of Monsanto in several Latin American countries. The US multinational seems definite to invade the whole continent with genetically modified cultures and to crush the resistance which rose in answer to the attempt of the company to check and to dominate the Latin American agriculture.
This time, the strategy followed by Monsanto is to establish agreements with governments and some farmers’ organizations. Many are cooperating and following the world biggest producer of genetically modified cultures.

In Brazil, Monsanto is developing a soya resisting to the caterpillar Anticarsia gemmatalis, which rages mainly in Argentina and in Brazil. The devastating caterpillar provokes 300 million dollar losses a year in Brazil and if we add it losses of 7 % productivity on average, the costs will reach 1 billion dollars. Monsanto already commercializes the genetically modified soya Roundup Ready in Brazil. This genetically modified soya represents 51 % of the cultures, a percentage which should pass in 60 % from the next harvest.

3. Royalties issue

Brazilian farmers pay 0,50 real (approximately 0,25 dollar) of royalties by kilo during the purchase of certified GMO seeds, or a penalty of 2 % to the resale of grains stemming from genetically modified seeds acquired on the parallel market. Tests of hacking are systematically practiced at the buyer's to determine if the origin of grains is genetically modified. This is a real production control.

Furthermore, Monsanto is launching « Terminator »: a seed which forms only once, thanks to the introduction of an auto destructive gene. Monsanto acquired Terminator’s rights. It makes impossible the traditional appeal to the seed farmer, which is the sow used for the production of the previous harvest. This obliges the farmer to buy every year new seeds.

The generalization of patented GMOs within the framework of policies lauded by the WTO is going to skin peoples of the South of their natural resources and to maintain, otherwise to increase, famine and malnutrition. It already facilitates the drift from the land and the desertification of campaigns while provoking massive ecosystems destruction.

III. Monsanto, towards a genetic monopoly?

A. SWOT analysis

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Large bioengineering capabilities

· Brand name

· Global operations

· Operating margins


	· Weak performances during fourth quarter

· Declining return on equity

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· Strong corn and cotton operations

· Soybeans

· Developing market of India



	· Weather 

· Biotechnological risks in Mexico

· Rising energy prices


· Strengths

Large bioengineering capabilities

Monsanto developed processes in order to apply bioengineering to agriculture. The firm invested lot of money in research and development in 2005 and 2006; respectively 588 and 725 $million. This represented more than 9% of total company sales. Monsanto’s technologies enable the firm to develop herbicides, seeds and weed resistant yield. The company also created products that enhance milk production in dairy cows. Monsanto not only wants to dispose of a competitive edge but also enhance its product portfolio, that’s why the company focuses on bioengineering to agriculture.
Brand name

Monsanto is a well-known brand name in agriculture. As said above, the company is recognized for its brand portfolio but also for its strong bioengineering competences. The most popular brands of the company are “Roundup”,”Asgrow” and “Dekalb”. Roundup is the most popular product of the firm. The two others are genetically modified seeds which tolerate weeds and resist bugs. Roundup is the brand which enhances the company’s leadership position on the market.


Global operations

Monsanto has global operations. As shown on the fiscal results on the firm’s website, around 50% of the company’s total sales, 40% of its seeds and genomics sales, and 60% of its agricultural productivity sales were made in foreign countries. Even if the US remains the major market of the firm, Monsanto also has several operations abroad like in North and South America, Europe, Asia, Australia and Africa. Monsanto has strong operations in India and some other on emerging Asian markets. These strong global operations diversify its business risks.

Operating margins


Operating margins of the firm increased by 5% in 2006, it is higher than the corresponding industry average which is around 11%. The operating profits increased by 70% in 2006, reaching $1.2 billion. According to the company’s strong operating margin in 2006, its bargaining power is enhanced.

· Weaknesses


Weak performance during fourth quarter


Company’s losses in the fourth quarter are due to the fact that Roundup and other herbicides sales failed to offset low sales in seeds and similar products. The losses represented an amount of $144 million compared to $125 million a year before. A quarter weak performance prohibited Monsanto from better top line growth. This could also explain the falling market share of the company.

· Opportunities

Stronger corn and cotton operations

Corn operations have been strengthened due to the acquisition of five firms. These five companies represent approximately 1, 5% of the US corn and soybean seed sales. These acquisitions have strengthened Monsanto’s operations in the US Corn belt but they are expected to reinforce the company’s customer base. 

Monsanto also acquired Delta and Pine Land Company, a leader in the cotton seed industry, in 2006. In the same time, Monsanto operates a long running private cotton seed breeding program. All these operations resulted in a strong cotton product portfolio and increased the plant breeding capacity for Monsanto. 

Focus on soybean

In 2005, Monsanto worked with The Solae Company in order to develop and set up a new line of soy proteins which should improve flavor and solubility. This has reinforced Monsanto’s will to drive innovation in food formulation and taste. Moreover, soy-based products have become one of the fastest-growing products in the food industry. The US department of Agriculture mentioned that the US, Brazil and Argentina are the greatest soybean exporters in the world accounting for 90%. The European Union is one of the largest consumers of soybean-based meals and Asian markets are likely to be the largest importers of soybean oil. These projections will be true until 2015. According to that, Monsanto can develop its global operations and achieve stronger growth in the medium long term.


Developing market: India

Indian development and biotechnological policies are a strategic market for Monsanto. According to the Indian population growth and the arable land superficies, increasing yield and productivity is the only solution to solve food insufficiency problems. That’s why planting biotechnology could be one of the solutions to this imbalance. India has also a very developed regulatory regime for genetically modified crops and seed. Moreover, India is well-known for being one of the largest cotton producing countries in the world
. The Indian cotton coverage raised 85 hectare in 2007, and Monsanto’s Bollard cotton seed consumption was increasing in India. The company’s Indian operations seem to become one of the key revenue generators. Monsanto should not forget that in the same time it could leverage its Indian operations to reinforce its bioengineering capabilities.

· Threats

Weather conditions
Monsanto’s American operations were very affected by the 2005 hurricane season. Indeed, hurricanes Katrina and Rita disrupted the petrochemical feedstock supply and natural gas in the coast region. That’s the reason why some raw materials and energy required for production increased seriously. Monsanto’s glyphosate manufacturing plant was temporary shutdown in 2005. Monsanto’s operations are still the target of catastrophes caused by hurricanes

Biotechnological risks in Mexico

Operations of biotechnological firms such as Monsanto, knew some troubles due to the resistance that bioengineering received in some countries. Mexico barred biotechnological companies like Monsanto from planting genetically modified corn. This reengaged the debate over biotechnological plants in Mexico. Mexico I one of the greatest corn producer in the world; the Mexican Government wants to prevent its country from contaminating Mexican native varieties. According to that, Monsanto could sale less and have lower returns on investments in Mexico.


Energy prices

Monsanto’s operating costs are influenced by energy costs. Indeed, the manufacturing process and the research and development activities require energy. Energy costs are determined by the cost of oil and natural prices costs. Since 2005, there is a constant rise in oil prices and despite a temporary fall, Monsanto’s operating margins could adversely be affected.

B. A quiet ascent till the 90’s

1. The emergence of agro-chemical groups

The agro-chemical sector knew several changes in the 90’s. Indeed, many of the biggest pharmaceutical and agro-chemical groups involved themselves in the sowing activity. Then, the main consequence in this sector is a concentration tendency.

All these fusions and takeover led to large conglomerates as a response to an always growing vertical integration logic. Vertical integration follows the same logic as the intellectual property which gives a decisive advantage to its owner.

Monsanto bought, in 1996, several firms
, and then the group became the fourth biggest sowing group in the world. This concentration phenomenon raises the problem of independency from traditional sowing firms. Even if these little firms dispose of a significantly argument: their know-how and the quality of their genetic funds. These two advantages are also the reason why big MNC’s want to conclude contracts.

2. The European complex

At the end of the nineties, Monsanto knew some troubles, like many other MNC’s, about its corporate sale strategy and its communication strategy. Indeed, even in its home market, Monsanto knew some difficulties to develop a market for its transgenic seed. In order to become aware of the European Union’s point of view about the firm, Monsanto raised a survey in 1996. The results were pretty disappointing. Indeed, Europeans did either not rely on genetically modified food nor on national control authority. At that time, the consequences turned out to be dramatic.

By means of perseverance, Monsanto became aware that if it wanted to conquer the second biggest market in the world, the firm should flood Medias with articles and broadcasts. Its strategy was the following: don’t speak about environmental or health issues, better insist on products than on technology, and communicate on symbols which embody hope, satisfaction, and respect.

C. A stake in the future:

1. More communication and more transparency: a “greener” image?

Since 2001, Monsanto bet a lot on its pledge which deals with several values like integrity, dialogue, transparency, sharing and respect. The firm transformed this tool in a communication instrument aimed to answer the civic and scientific issues concerning the effects of agrochemical agriculture. At the beginning, the pledge was supposed to pass on a message to consumers: “We speak the same language, we use the same word, and then we seek the same goal”.

 A new pledge-report is published every year and is available for consultation on its web site. The firm is aware that this pledge is its public profile statement which allows it to spread its perception of the corporate and market environment. This pledge is also a response to consumers’ questioning about the long-term effect of transgenic food. That’s why, Monsanto used to post summaries of “safety evaluation of agricultural biotechnology products” on its internet website.

2. Keep the control and extend activity 

The new global issues force Monsanto to modify its image and then, rewrite a little bit its strategy. Aware of these changes, the firm engaged several modifications these years, in particular through agreements or research and development on new products.

 This year Monsanto concluded a $1, 5 billion agreement with the German firm BASF. That five year agreement is aimed to share a five year program about GMOs and anti-stress technologies. This collaboration is expected to accelerate the discovery of next-generation products, but the American firm still wants to develop its star product: Roundup. Both will keep their own discovery programs, and in order to accelerate common development, they will nominate some candidates. Monsanto and BASF will share development costs; each firm will finance 50%. However, we have to underline the fact that all the products will be commercialized through Monsanto’s pipeline, and also that the profits will be split between BASF and Monsanto at the level of 40 and 60% respectively. At first sight we could assume that BASF is the loser in that exchange but, that agreement allows the firm to access the seed market by partnering Monsanto, an established market leader in agricultural technologies.

At the same time, and in order to control its research funds, Monsanto focuses its attention on four principal plants, corn, soy, vegetables and oil plants. The company places its attention on the technology it handles the best: “transgénèse”. It is also important to bear in mind that belonging genomics, Monsanto is so powerful that its competitors are often obliged to buy the company’s genetic engineering dates. Facing some image problems relative to the ethical issue regarding sustainable development, Monsanto tries to look about biomass fuel. In order to reach this new goal, the firm developed a corn plant able to produce more ethanol and benefits from its technological virtues. Recently, Monsanto developed a drying resistant corn variety in order to redress global warming. 
Free trade fundamentalists can defend “perfect competition”, but according to Schumpeter, its Monsanto’s monopolistic position which allows the firm the possibility to gather the necessary funds for innovation. 

3. Patents: a perpetual fight

Monsanto faced some troubles regarding its patents 2007. In May, Monsanto lost its patent on genetically modified soy. Indeed, the EPO
 considered that several aspects of the patent weren’t innovative enough to justify its renewal. Furthermore, the organization estimated that other elements from the genetic modification technique were not described as not being reproduced by other firms. 

In July, the United States Patent and Trademark Office rejected four patents concerning genetically modified crops deposed by Monsanto. These patents were challenged in 2006 by the PUBAT
 because they considered that Monsanto could use them to persecute, intimidate and sometimes bankrupt farmers.
IV. Means and consequences of Monsanto’s strategy
A. Means

As previously mentioned, the change in strategic direction in 2001 was based on the decision to embrace more ethical and green values. Monsanto made a pledge to uphold certain moral standards in respect to their integrity, dialog, openness, sharing and respect.

In order to convince the consumer to eat GMOs- rather than food enhanced by pesticides- the company needs a strong communication plan to convey their message. Monsanto’s strategy is also based on biotech acceptance, meaning that after introducing the GMO products and making them a household name they intend to flood the market. As this is not an easy task, the company decided to primarily target the agriculturally rich areas and schools using highly trained commercial agents(Qualified within the company on genetically modified products to the extent that the ‘agents’ become ‘experts’) to communicate the advantages that the products have. Moreover the budget allocated to Advertisement must be sufficient.  To maximize the great influence of advertising, Monsanto hired Wirthlin Worldwide- a firm specialized in company communication- to create the motto which could be most efficient on consumers; this relationship has been called the Vista project. According to Mr Tom Heschler –director of the biotechnology acceptance programs at Monsanto’s Headquarters in Missouri- “television is a powerful tool” needed to help with the acceptance of biotech products on a large scale. As American farmers may hesitate to invest in GMO seeds for their already successful export production, it is a necessary tool to gain trust, recognition and confidence.

The educational system is an effective way to introduce this new idea to young health conscious children to make bioengineering more accepted in the future. The youth of today are the consumers of tomorrow. Therefore the company invests in events such as Biotechnology Challenge 2000 in Ireland. Approximately 33% of Irish High School pupils made reports on the role of biotechnologies in food production. Recently, newspapers in South America and in Mexico have been speaking about Monsanto’s new offensive tactics. The company seems to be eager to invade the whole continent with GMOs. 
Its strategy here is mainly based on agreements with governmental and agricultural associations so as to gain legitimacy in this area. Many of them are cooperating with Monsanto. In Chile, on the 26th of March 2007 the minister of agriculture and Monsanto announced that the latter had chosen Chile to plant 20000 acres of genetically modified seeds to produce soya. Also, they aim to introduce GM corn and colza to the country. In Venezuela, the president of subcommittee for industry and trade, Mr Johnny Milano has said that the committee for economic development will evaluate the GMOs. The conclusions of this study would entail an evolution in the law regarding GMOs seeds and biological data. This is one of the first steps towards changing the legislation on GMOs in a country where the cultivation of such plants is still forbidden.

In Mexico, the National Confederation of Corn Producers signed an agreement with Monsanto to allow the Mexican producers more access to biotechnologies. The company will also create a fund to protect local varieties of corn.  This has caused a rupture in the same way as Venezuela as legalities are against the developed products. It also enables Monsanto to have access to a multitude of local corn varieties. In Argentina, the agricultural federation recently declared that Monsanto’s transgenic seeds did not comply with regulation standards. 

The recent initiatives prove that Monsanto developed a wide range of strategic skills within South America as no two countries could be tackled in the same manner to reach the company’s overall global goal. The elements of its strategy are numerous. For instance the company is looking for alliances with governments, agricultural organizations and already established seed companies to minimize the resistance against GMOs and impose norms that could aid to maintain the sustainability of Monsanto’s objectives. Monsanto are trying to maximise coverage of GMOs to be sure its propagation will be ineluctable. Another element of Monsanto’s strategy is to suppress the common and democratic debate and obtain from the local enterprises that they present Monsanto state of mind about agreements and proposals. Moreover the company tries to put the squeeze with the law to insure its royalties.

Monsanto’s strategy is also focused on patents. The company is the worldwide leader on biotechnology. Such a position entails that it must make an effort in Research and Development. According to Monsanto’s annual report of 2006 the research and development effort has been increasing for the three last years. It was about $509 million in 2004, $588 million in 2005 to finally reach $728 million in 2006. It is also said that 85% of the Research and Development is invested in the area of seeds, genomics and biotechnologies. These data show a will to remain the leader on biotechnology which must be related to technical evolution and the obtaining of patents, which is a perpetual fight as we have said before.
B. Consequences

1. Harmful for Monsanto
Many associations are protesting against Monsanto’s lobbying. Indeed, a fear of GMOs still exists despite Monsanto’s communication efforts about this topic. The recent actions in South America and in Mexico entailed deep reactions. In Chile, for instance the organization of small farmers claims that Monsanto’s initiative is another aggression against small farmers and health of Chile inhabitants. According to them the government should meet measures to protect people and farmers against Monsanto’s activity and monopoly. In Argentina the Agricultural Federation denounced Monsanto’s new strategy aimed at gaining royalties, which are forbidden there. 

On the Earth, several organizations denounce the effects of ten years of GMOs growing, on agricultural areas and on local seeds. Many informed consumers are reluctant to eat genetically modified food. For instance in Mali during the food sovereignty forum, on February this year, many organizations of small farmers explained the necessity to resist against Monsanto in order to keep on being independent regarding food production. They also do not believe in the healthy side of biotechnology and want to protect their environment. This shows that Biotech acceptance is facing a motivated resistance which disagrees about GMOs healthy characteristics whether Monsanto’s advertising is convincing or not.

This year, Monsanto has been found guilty in France for lying advertising about its star product Roundup. It was said to be a biodegradable product but it was not. It has been a bad advertising for the company when it already has a bad image because of its biotechnological activity. The company cannot express such incoherence when it is said to be an example about environmental preservation.

2. Positive consequences

The part of Monsanto’s strategy which is related to patents enables the firm to improve its position of domination. The company thanks to its patent on a transgenic colza won a case against a Canadian farmer, Mr Schmeiser. He was reproached to grow Monsanto’s GM seeds of colza without paying any royalties to the company. According to him, his field had been contaminated by GMOs. This situation may appear more often in the future. Indeed if they contaminate fields which grow usual seeds, the farmers will not be aware of what they are growing and will ineluctably have to pay royalties to the owner of the patent. Monsanto’s success to impose itself in South America and in Mexico may entail such a situation.

The company decided to change its image for a greener one. The example of the Biotechnology challenge 2000 in Ireland shows this evolution. The company must convince the customers that the GMOs are healthy so that farmers will keep buying them, being certain they will be able to sell them to consumers. Monsanto’s net sales have increased from $5450 million in 2001 to $7344 million in 2006. That can be understood like a good choice of strategy, to make the biotechnology accepted. A change in consumers’ minds towards biotechnology is necessary for the company to develop its activity on a world scale.

There has been an increase in sales of Roundup in Brazil and Europe in 2006 even if the sales decreased in the USA. More globally the sales of Roundup hardly increased from $2,049 million in 2005 to $2,262 million in 2006. This product of Monsanto is still valuable in the company’s dynamism even if the biotechnologies are becoming more and more important in Monsanto’s activity.
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� surfactant agent tallowamine polyéthoxylée


� aminomethylphosphonic Acid, at the duration of especially high half-life


� More than 50% of pesticides are used on cotton plants.


� Calgéne and Agracetus (biotechnological firms), Asgrow and Holden (sowing firms), and a tiny part of Dekalb.


� European Patent Office in Munich, Germany


� Public Patent Fondation







