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  Extract
  One of the most important issues in the law of the World Trade Organization is the right of WTO members to adopt measures for nontrade purposes. In the WTO’s General Agreement. on Tariffs and Trade (GATT 1994) and General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), this right is secured in general exceptions provisions, which permit WTO members to adopt measures to achieve certain objectives, notwithstanding any other provisions of these agreements and also, in some cases, other WTO agreements. These objectives include, most importantly, the protection of public morals, the maintenance of public order, the protection of human, animal, or plant life or health, the enforcement of certain domestic laws, and the conservation of exhaustible natural resources.
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 *I would like to thank James Flett, Catherine Gascoigne, Joanna Gomula, Simon Lester, Gracia Marín Durán, Odette Murray, Laura Nielsen, Federico Ortino, Joost Pauwelyn, Julia Qin, Frieder Roessler, Marie Wilke, Michelle Zhang, and the editors for their useful comments. Opinions and errors remain my own.
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