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  Theme of the Conference: 

Last year, at Austin High’s inaugural conference, we challenged delegates to 

“compromise and collaborate” in order to come to equitable solutions.  While our topics were of 

great nuance, they offered little complexity when it came to negotiation itself. The current roster 

of topics is thematically centered around the overcoming of this simplicity, including topics of 

debate that require successful delegates to not only understand relevant content and their national 

perspective but that they apply heightened diplomatic skills. A simple compromise that allows 

two sides of a debate to meet in the middle becomes problematic with topics like euthanasia or 

intellectual property theft.  Creativity, as well as a willingness to negotiate from new angles, will 

be required if acceptable, or novel, solutions are to be found.  

As delegates, we believe you will find, both through the deliberate encouragement of the 

chairs and execution of our background guides, that our topics this year will elevate debate 

beyond simple compromise. 

I. Rationale 

Intellectual property (IP) is “any product of the human intellect that the law protects from 

unauthorized use by others, including patent, copyright, trademark, and trade secrets,” (Cornell). 

This includes the private creations of individual artists, authors, and craftsmen, but also the IP 

used by corporations allowing them to remain at the top of global markets. Founded in 1995, the 

World Trade Organization describes itself as a negotiating forum with the goal of optimizing 

international markets (WTO). Recently, the WTO has faced allegations of bias towards 

developed countries stating failure to provide equal protections to developing nations or address 

concerns over intellectual property regulation. This is in part because the only mode of 

international regulation, the TRIPS agreement, became effective in 1995, right as the WTO 



organized as a body. One critic, Martin Khor, former director of the Third World Network, an 

organization that analyzes the WTO, cites the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of IP Rights 

(TRIPs), as evidence of the WTO’s eroding credibility. He insists the legislation is too vague, 

blatantly benefiting multinational corporations, exemplifying how WTO "trade measures have 

become a vehicle for big corporations...in promoting their interests," (TWN, 2000).  

Khor’s critiques only grow more relevant with the Digital Revolution, allowing IP to 

become more vulnerable with each passing day. Above all, “... the Internet promises to reshape 

the information industries,” and calls for a modern reevaluation of the WTO’s current regulation 

of intellectual property, deemed outdated and biased by critics (Weiser, 539).  

II. Background of the Topic 

The TRIPs Agreement, supported heavily by developed nations, was created to address 

an increase in technology and globalization at the time. Together, these two developments 

changed international trade, creating new possibilities but also by “breaking down barriers,” 

(Tully, 2003). The Agreement has three main components: Standards, which sets “the minimum 

standards of protection to be provided by each Member,” for each type of intellectual property; 

Enforcement, which outlines the “general principles applicable to all IPR enforcement 

procedures;” and Dispute Settlement, which includes procedures for settling disputes over the 

TRIPs agreement between Members, (WTO). The Agreement is the “only comprehensive 

multilateral agreement on intellectual property,” and is a “...minimum standards agreement,” 

allowing members to determine their own methods of implementation “within their own legal 

system and practice,” (WTO). Though these provisions have created a basic set of guidelines 

governing negotiations of IPR between nations, it remains a matter of national sovereignty since 

each country can interpret TRIPs as they see fit. The ambiguity currently stands in the way of a 

more standardized international agreement. 

 In July of 2018, the US and China took the first steps towards their ongoing trade war. 

There’s no doubt however that open hostility was precluded by a long history of tension. The 

trade war began when studies conducted in the US-led American companies to accuse Chinese 

companies of intellectual property theft. These accusations often went to the Communist party at 



large, but with specific blame on private entities like Huawei. Huawei is a leader in technologies 

around the world; it’s an ambitious, labor union-owned, Chinese company that is revolutionizing 

the internet, (NYT, 2019). Their unprecedented advancements in 5G wireless tech have struck 

suspicion into the minds of many American tech groups, suspecting that Huawei owes their 

innovation to stolen American IP. Other Americans suspect attempted espionage by the Chinese 

government upon the private data of foreign governments with this new technology. These 

radical ideas only escalate tensions over trade. Huawei has been accused of stealing IP from and 

by US companies like Cisco, T-Mobile, Motorola and more, (Forbes, 2019). Though there has 

been little concrete evidence of this IP theft released to the public, source codes in Huawei tech 

suggest copying from patent-protected IP of American tech companies like Cisco, as seen in the 

early 2000s, (CNET, 2003). The US has taken a particular interest in the topic of IP theft in the 

past few years, proclaiming that between 225 and 600 billion dollars in IP have been stolen from 

American companies, and they’re looking at China. In 2018, the US formally began imposing 

tariffs on Chinese goods, beginning the trade war on the grounds of stolen IP.  

The Chinese perspective on this trade war cannot be described without the mention of the 

stereotype that China is “a land of copycats,” with a judicial system that rejects foreign IP laws; 

In actuality, the country has recently made a serious commitment to enforcing “an effective IP 

Rights regime” by addressing concerns over both small damage awards and challenges in 

obtaining evidence in their courts, (Weightman, 2018). Reforms in legal structures have also 

been made to address the bias against foreign litigants often exposed in the system, (ibid). 

However, this progress is overlooked, and many American businesses remain skeptical, (ibid). 

This skepticism is in part due to the fortification of the Chinese military. As stated by Foreign 

Minister Zhang Yesui on the topic of recently increased Chinese military spending, “China does 

not want a trade war with the United States, but... will absolutely not sit idly by and watch as 

China’s interests are damaged,” (Ide, 2018). In terms of response to IP rumors and allegations, 

Huawei denies all accusations, especially those insinuating collusion between the company and 

the government. Though no overall attitude can be assigned to China in the face of the trade war, 

people seem to be remaining calm. Some even have a positive outlook on the trade war and its 

effects; “Many factory owners believe the ‘industry shuffle’ caused by tariffs will lead to a 



rejuvenation of the market environment that will ultimately benefit the Chinese economy in the 

long term,” (West, 2019). 

Other countries have been brought into the conflict as well; This trade war over 

intellectual property has led the US to raise prices of metal imports in order to discourage 

American companies from buying cheaper foreign metals, and encourage them to funnel money 

back into the country, buying more expensive, local steel and aluminum, (The Guardian, 2018). 

China responded with a retaliatory tariff on soybeans, the number one import from the US to 

China, (NPR, 2019). Tariffs instituted by the US had detrimental downstream effects on US 

citizens, particularly farmers. Furthermore, they damage relationships with not just China, but 

the other top steel and aluminum suppliers to the US, many of which are American allies like 

Canada, Brazil, South Korea, and Mexico. Canada stepped in to counter American tariffs with 

retaliatory tariffs of their own on certain steel and aluminum products, (CM Trade Law, 2018). 

India and Russia were also accused of IP theft by the US, (NPR, 2018).  In this chain reaction, 

international trade is changing in response to the trade war initially including just Washington 

and Beijing. Mario Draghi, president of the European Central Bank (ECB) called the US’ 

unilateral tariff approach “dangerous.” He said, “‘There is a certain worry or concern about the 

state of international relations because if you put tariffs on your allies, one wonders who your 

enemies are,’” (The Guardian, 2018). Furthermore, the US hoped their ban on Huawei would 

extend to American allies like the EU, but were disappointed when the EU continued doing 

business with Huawei. The EU, unaffected by Huawei’s suspected IP theft had no reason to 

release a valuable trade partner. Although, an American ally, Australia has demonstrated 

suspicion of China alongside the US (Quartz, 2017).  

Founder of Silicon Dragon, Rebecca Fannin, on the topic of intellectual property and the 

trade war, notes the spread of dangerous rhetoric and forecasts a separation of tech spheres 

between China and the US, (Bloomberg, 2019). She says each country and its tech spheres will 

“become more dependent on their own technologies” which is, objectively, bad for consumers 

and businesses since prices of products will rise, leaving innovation to suffer at the lack of 

collaboration between these two global powers, (ibid). Intellectual property paranoia spread from 

DC and Beijing to Silicon Valley and Shenjen and other economic aspects of both countries, 



since so much of the issue surrounds the tech industry, says Fannin. A representative of 

Bloomberg Technologies agrees, mentioning that nationalism and growing push for separation 

will lead to changes in supply chains, especially in consumer electronics, (ibid). One example of 

this can be seen by examining GoPro, an American tech super company that recently announced 

its plan to move production from China to Mexico in response to new tariffs on metal. This 

company is not the only one moving to shift their supply chains out of China in response to the 

tariffs. However, this presented another series of issues as GoPro now potentially faces a 

different set of tariffs in Mexico, (ibid). Other companies have moved their supply chains out of 

China and into Taiwan or Southeast Asia, but are running into issues with those new places too, 

since supply chains are often carefully honed over decades and rely on long-standing 

relationships within industries. American policy encourages reshoring, in which US companies 

move all sourcing and production into the US. Though this is supported by some, many 

companies rely on an international supply chain, like Apple, so moving all industry back to the 

US would be extremely expensive and is currently impossible in many cases. For Apple, “The 

planning and technology investment, that has taken the firm decades to outlay in China and 

Taiwan, have simply not been undergone within the US,” (Webb, 2016). The truth of the matter 

is that global supply chains are intertwined and complex, so shifting them, and especially 

reshoring them, is extremely difficult. 

Ultimately, this American policy is prompted by the suspicion of the independence of 

massive Chinese companies like Huawei, and the fear of Communist espionage. Nationalism has 

divided many nations over the topic of intellectual property. These countries rely on one another 

for trade that leads to mutual economic growth and has done so for hundreds of years. Our 

current situation begs the question, should intellectual property laws still be a matter of national 

sovereignty as much as it is today? The value we place on ideas and products of human intellect 

has an undeniable link to how national economies develop and should be treated as a significant 

matter in today’s conference. It is up to this committee to decide what the WTO will do in the 

face of such a complex and pressing issue. Will you stand by the TRIPs agreement or pioneer a 

new form of regulation or take another action entirely? 



III. Directive 

In the few months between mid-2019 and the date of this conference, developments in 

the global intellectual property debate and the ensuing trade war between the US and China are 

expected to occur. It is the role of our committee to take said events as well as those that give 

them precedent into account and work to find a solution that will liberalize trade and mitigate the 

consequences of these conflicts over intellectual property. This topic demands the attention of 

the committee because the WTO’s stated goal is to protect international trade. Companies must 

be able to continue to trade in foreign countries, source production on foreign soil, sell to foreign 

markets, and buy products from foreign companies with the guarantee that their own intellectual 

property will be protected by the WTO. Effective intellectual property laws are needed to protect 

both ingenuity and international collaboration, and to allow for the trade of ideas that will dictate 

the future of human innovation as we know it. How will we as a committee decide on a course of 

action that will determine how we work together and share information? 

IV. Note to the Delegates 

This is not an easy topic to tackle. I so look forward to seeing what innovative ideas 

delegates will bring to the conference! If you have any questions please email me 

@zoee0012@gmail.com 

V. Delegations 

China 

Russia 

India 

USA 

Mexico 

Canada 

Australia 

UK 

Germany 

France 
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Greece 

Japan 

Ireland 

Iceland 

Malaysia 

Singapore 

South Korea 

Czech Republic 

Hungary 

Slovakia 

Luxembourg 

South Africa 

Iran 

Saudi Arabia 

Vietnam 
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