
multinationals which benefit f rom the low labor standards for the
costs of their overseas production. However, it could resuit in
gains for the producers in the sanctions-imposing country if the
multinationals do not have operations in the targeted country (that
which is submitted to trade sanctions, if it is flot able to meet
some labor rights defined by the sanctions-imposing country) and if
such multinationals could get a market share of the domestic
producers which are indeed their competitors on the domestic as
well as international markets. If some trade sanctions are applied
to selected countries, there will be a clear economîc advantage for
the others. But, if it could be possible to apply them to every
country that do flot comply with some labor standards <universally
recognized), then trade sanctions could be justifiable. However, as
said Howse and Trebilcock <1996: 74-75), even in an ideal world
where ail citizens would share the same labor and environmental
concerns, labor and environmental laws and regulations would
substantially dif fer between countries, because of climatic,
demographic and geopolitical conditions. As in the case of the
NAALC, labor rights requirements do flot caîl for ail signatories of
international Conventions to have the same laws, but to, have laws
suitabie for each individual country. The Director-General of ILO
asserted in his 1997 Report (p. 12, 23-24) that denying developing
countries the advantages whîch ensue f romn differexces in levels of
development would be tantamount to denying them a share in thie
profits of globalization and then the possibility of subsequent
social development. However, sueh comparative advantage
(stimulating exports and attracting foreign direct îuvestment)
should not be artificiallv maintained to the detriment of social


