EDUCATING OURSELVES to ACTIVATE OURSELVES:  

Looking at Genetic Modification of Crops
All articles below while not recent, are STILL TOO RELEVANT; they are sourced from http://www.connectotel.com/gmfood/dm210999.txt and edited by Feathers the Dawn

**

From an article by Michael Pollan on GENETIC POLLUTION, The New York Times:

In 2001, "the idea of genetic pollution - the idea, that is, that the genes of genetically modified organisms might end up in places we didn't want them to go - became a reality... [In that year] the Mexican government announced that... genetically modified corn seed...had somehow found their way into ancient maize varieties...  ...Mexico [is] the source of the crop's greatest genetic diversity.  Now that diversity could well be threatened.  ...Genes released into the environment can replicate themselves ad infinitum. ...we don't really know how transgenes will behave once they've found their way into a crop's center of diversity.  What we do know now is that we're about to find out."   

**

FROM: Pesticide safety limit raised by 200 times 'to suit GM industry' DAILY MAIL, UK, September 21, 1999

According to Malcolm Kane, leading UK food safety expert, the Government has increased the limits on pesticide residues allowed in soya BY 200 TIMES - specifically to smooth the path of GM soya into the national diet.  The soya has been modified to withstand spraying by glyphosate (which is sold by the giant U.S. biotech firm [ Monsanto ] under the brand name Roundup). This means it can be sprayed more heavily without any of the soya plants being harmed. But one negative result could be that higher residues of the chemical are left on the plant when it is harvested.  Mr Kane believes that rather than force the industry and farmers to meet the existing safety levels, officials have instead relaxed the rules to ensure GM crops remain legal.

While soya is sprayed with glyphosate, other crops, specifically maize or corn, have been manipulated to contain their own insecticides... Mr Kane raises the possibility that these pesticides will also find their way into human food. A major loophole in the regulatory system means there is no way of monitoring or policing levels of pesticide 

which are effectively injected into plants through GM technology.  'One does not need to be an activist or overtly anti-GM to point out that herbicide-resistant crops come at the price of containing significant chemical residues...' said Mr Kane, adding: 'Consumers are understandably concerned about chemical residues in the food supply..."  Friends of the Earth biotech expert Adrian Bebb said about glyphosate: 'It is extremely long lasting in the food chain and has been  implicated in changing hormone levels in humans and reducing sperm counts in men.'

Mr Kane now runs his own food safety con-sultancy, Cambridge Food Control, countering the prevalence of misinformation.

**

US GM farms 'use more pesticides', BY ADAM SHERWIN, London TIMES   July 8 1999

Figures published in New Scientist and in US Department of Agriculture research CHALLENGE biotechnology companies' insistence that GM crops assist farming efficiency and reduce the need for pesticides...  The figures show that some farmers who have switched to GM cropping are actually using MORE pesticides than before; other figures show that more often than not, yields are NOT increased...

**  

 Fraud behind GM food safety claims: SECRET PAPERS SHOW SCIENTISTS ARE AT ODDS OVER RISKS, Daily Mail  11th Feb 2000

THE release of 'Frankenstein foods' into the world's supermarkets was based on flawed experiments which failed to confirm their safety, official U.S. government papers have revealed.

Scientists on the American Food & Drug Administration could not agree that key tests involving feeding genetically modified tomatoes to rats proved they were harmless, it emerged yesterday.

Yet these tests were effectively used to give the green light for the release across the world, including Britain, of a whole range of GM foods, including soya and corn.   The documents have emerged following the launch of a lawsuit in the U.S.  by farmers and GM critics against Monsanto and other biotech companies and were presented to Environment Minister Michael Meacher at a private briefing this week.

Details were revealed yesterday at a news conference at the House of Commons, where a leading scientist called for a ban on all GM foods on the market saying the technology was inherently dangerous.

Professor Terje Traavik, a Norwegian government adviser, claimed there were potential risks that could result in new disease-causing viruses, bacteria, mutations and even cancers.

Critics seized on the claims to demand an immediate ban on GM foods and the launch of proper tests to assess their impact on human health.  U.S. lawyer Steven Druker, who is leading the action against Monsanto,

accused the FDA of deliberate deception.

'The FDA's misrepresentations are not innocent, they are fraudulent, ' he said. 'The agency's  behaviour is not only illegal and irresponsible, it is unconscionable.

The safety of the world's food supply is at stake.' He said the government documents proved that claims from the FDA that all GM foods had been well tested and all safety issues had been  resolved were 'unequivocally false'.

Files handed over had revealed 'memorandum after memorandum from the FDA's technical experts warning about the potential risks of genetically engineered foods'. Biotech companies and  the authorities in Britain and

America insisted that human feeding trials were unnecessary because  GM foods are 'substantially equivalent' to natural products.

But Mr Druker said the papers 'clearly state they cannot be presumed to be substantially equivalent  to conventional foods and that they entail a unique set of risks'.

He added: 'It could lead to the generation of unintended and unpredicted toxins, cancer causing  agents, allergens and other substances.' The FDA had approved GM tomatoes later sold as paste in the UK despite tests showing that rats fed on them had developed 'erosions' in their intestines,  he said.

Professor Traavik said: 'The first generation of GM organisms are inherently unstable and  unpredictable and carry a number of potential risks and hazards, both environmental and for  health. The only way to escape the current miserable position is to ban the first generation of GM  organisms.'

Adrian Bebb, of Friends of the Earth, said: 'It is quite clear the public has been kept in the dark about the safety of GM foods.'

**

Modified pollen kills threatened butterfly, by Steve Connor, Science Editor, INDEPENDENT (London) May 20

The strongest evidence yet has emerged to show that genetically modified crops pose a significant risk to wildlife. Scientists have found that pollen from GM plants can kill endangered butterflies.

One of the first studies into the environmental effects of GM crops found that caterpillars of the monarch butterfly suffered serious side-effects when they fed on leaves dusted with pollen from GM maize.

Nearly half of the caterpillars died and those that managed to survive grew to only about half their normal size, the scientists report in the journal Nature.

The pollen of maize used for the experiment had been genetically engineered with a bacteria toxin called Bt which is commonly used to protect GM crops against insect pests.

"Monarchs are considered to be a flagship species for conservation. This is a warning bell. What is really new in this research is that we have shown that toxins can float in the wind," Dr Rayor said.

The monarch is one of the most beautiful butterflies in the world and its extraordinary migratory route from Mexico to the US is already threatened by habitat loss.

 ###

In 2001, "the idea of genetic pollution - the idea, that is, that the genes of genetically modified organisms might 

end up in places we didn't want them to go - became a reality... [In that year] the Mexican government

announced that... genetically modified corn seed...had somehow found their way into ancient maize varieties...  
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 Pesticide safety limit raised by 200 times 'to suit GM industry' DAILY MAIL

 CAMPAIGN/GENETIC FOOD WATCH

 THE limits on pesticide residues allowed in soya have been

 increased 200-fold to help the GM industry, according to one

 of the country's leading food safety experts. Malcolm Kane ...warned that higher levels of pesticide

 residues could appear in a range of foods from breakfast cereals to biscuits.

 He raised concerns that although the toxin levels are low, there may be

 dangers associated with long-term consumption.

 The claims were rejected by the Government's GM spin unit but are bound to

 fuel hostility to the tainted technology.

 The fact that the warning comes from such a respected source is highly

 embarrassing for the Government and biotech firms.

 Previously, UK and European rules stated that residues of the pesticide

 glyphosate left on a crop of soya beans should not be higher than 0.1 parts 

 per million.

 But according to Mr Kane, the Government has increased this figure by 200

 times to 20 parts per million specifically to smooth the path of GM soya into the 

 national diet.

 The soya has been modified to withstand spraying by glyphosate which is

 sold by the giant U.S. biotech firm [ Monsanto ] under the brand name Roundup.

 This means it can be sprayed more heavily without any of the soya plants

 being harmed. But one negative result could be that higher residues of the 

 chemical are left on the plant when it is harvested.

 Mr Kane believes that rather than force the industry and farmers to meet

 the existing safety levels, officials have instead relaxed the rules to 

 ensure GM crops remain legal.

 While soya is sprayed with glyphosate, other crops, specifically maize or

 corn, have been manipulated to contain their own insecticides. These are 

 designed to kill off pests which attack the plants so leading to bigger 

 crops, but Mr Kane raises the possibility that these pesticides will also

 find their way into human food. A major loophole in the regulatory system

 means there is no way of monitoring or policing levels of pesticide which 

 are effectively injected into plants through GM technology.

 Mr Kane argues that the development of crops which are herbicide- resistant

 and pesticide-resistant was a major mistake by the biotech industry because

 these do not offer any benefits to consumer.

 He believes that a better handling of the technology with an emphasis on

 the production of foods which are higher in important vitamins or other 

 chemicals which promote a more healthy lifestyle could have produced a much 

 more positive reception.

 'One does not need to be an activist or overtly anti-GM to point out that

 herbicide-resistant crops come at the price of containing significant 

 chemical residues of the active chemical in the commercial weedkiller,' 

 said Mr Kane. 'Conventional food crops will have no such residues.' He

 added: 'Consumers are understandably concerned about chemical residues in

 the food supply, and it is the responsibility of food industry professionals 

 to protect and defend their requirements.

 Undoubtedly, GM offers longer-term benefits in food quality and nutrition.

 However, the two most significant GM food developments currently being

 exploited, herbicide-resistance and insect-resistance, offer no consumer 

 benefits.' A spokesman for the Government's GM spin unit said that the 

 residue level had been changed in 1997, after GM soya was approved in Europe.

 'The change was made because of a change in farming practice for all soya,

 both conventional and GM, it was not done to suit the GM industry,' said 

 the spokesman.

 While in the past the crops had been sprayed early in the growing season,

 farmers had now decided to spray them before harvest to speed up the drying 

 process, she said.

 However, Mr Kane, who now runs his own food safety con-sultancy, Cambridge

 Food Control, described this explanation as a red herring.

 'This whole debate has been dogged by misinformation,' he said.

 'There is absolutely no good reason for raising the residue limit on soya

 other that to satisfy the GM companies.' Friends of the Earth biotech expert 

 Adrian Bebb said glyphosate was a suspected 'gender bender', adding: 'It is 

 extremely long lasting in the food chain and has been  implicated in changing 

 hormone levels in humans and reducing sperm counts in men.'

London TIMES   July 8 1999

   UNITED STATES

   GM farms 'use more pesticides'

   BY ADAM SHERWIN

   A KEY justification for genetically modified crops has been thrown

   into doubt by new American Government research.

   Many farmers who have converted to GM production are using just as

   much pesticide as their counterparts who have stuck with conventional

   crops.

   Some farmers are apparently using more than they did before, according

   to figures published in New Scientist.

   The US Department of Agriculture research also revealed that yields of

   GM crops were in most cases no better than traditional ones. The

   figures challenge biotechnology companies' insistence that GM crops

   assist farming efficiency and reduce the need for pesticides.

   The department split America into regions and studied the performance

   of cotton, maize and soya beans which had been engineered to be

   resistant to insect pests or to the herbicide glyphosate.

   It discovered that in seven of the 12 categories farmers using GM

   crops had to add the same quantities of pesticides to their fields as

   those growing non-modified crops.

   The research, which used figures for 1997 and 1998, also found that

   after dividing the US into 18 regions, yields were no better in 12 of

   them.

   Department officials admit that, at face value, the figures do not

   provide much support for those who argue genetic engineering will

   bring about a revolution in agriculture and Friends of the Earth

   claimed the research undermined the arguments of the biotechnology

   industry.

   But Ralph Heimlich, an economic analyst, said that the study could be

   misleading, since farmers who have embraced GM crops might have had

   worse problems with pests to begin with.

   There were also some success stories: insect-resistant GM maize in

   America's midwest produced a 30 per cent greater yield than ordinary

   crops.

 Fraud behind GM food safety claims 

 SECRET PAPERS SHOW SCIENTISTS ARE AT ODDS OVER RISKS

 Source: Daily Mail  11th Feb 2000

THE release of 'Frankenstein foods' into the world's supermarkets was

based on flawed experiments which failed to confirm their safety, official U.S.

government papers have revealed.

Scientists on the American Food & Drug Administration could not agree

that key tests involving feeding genetically modified tomatoes to rats

proved they were harmless, it emerged yesterday.

Yet these tests were effectively used to give the green light for the

release across the world, including Britain, of a whole range of GM

foods, including soya and corn.   The documents have emerged following

the launch of a lawsuit in the U.S.  by farmers and GM critics against

Monsanto and other biotech companies and were presented to

Environment Minister Michael Meacher at a private briefing this week.

Details were revealed yesterday at a news conference at the House of

Commons, where a leading scientist called for a ban all GM foods on

the market saying the technology was inherently dangerous.

Professor Terje Traavik, a Norwegian government adviser, claimed there

were potential risks that could result in new disease-causing viruses,

bacteria, mutations and even cancers.

Critics seized on the claims to demand an immediate ban on GM foods and

the launch of proper tests to assess their impact on human health.

U.S. lawyer Steven Druker, who is leading the action against Monsanto,

accused the FDA of deliberate deception.

'The FDA's misrepresentations are not innocent, they are fraudulent, '

he said. 'The agency's  behaviour is not only illegal and irresponsible,

it is unconscionable.

The safety of the world's food supply is at stake.' He said the

government documents proved that claims from the FDA that all GM foods

had been well tested and all safety issues had been  resolved were

'unequivocally false'.

Files handed over had revealed 'memorandum after memorandum from the

FDA's technical experts warning about the potential risks of genetically

engineered foods'. Biotech companies and  the authorities in Britain and

America insisted that human feeding trials were unnecessary because  GM

foods are 'substantially equivalent' to natural products.

But Mr Druker said the papers 'clearly state they cannot be presumed to

be substantially equivalent  to conventional foods and that they entail

a unique set of risks'.

He added: 'It could lead to the generation of unintended and

unpredicted toxins, cancer causing  agents, allergens and other

substances.' The FDA had approved GM tomatoes later sold as paste in

the UK despite tests showing that rats fed on them had developed

'erosions' in their intestines,  he said.

Professor Traavik said: 'The first generation of GM organisms are

inherently unstable and  unpredictable and carry a number of potential

risks and hazards, both environmental and for  health. The only way to

escape the current miserable position is to ban the first generation of

GM  organisms.'

Adrian Bebb, of Friends of the Earth, said: 'It is quite clear the

public has been kept in the dark about the safety of GM foods.'

  GM crop DNA found in human gut bugs

  12:10 18 July 02

  Andy Coghlan

  For the first time, it has been proved that bacteria in the human gut

  can take up DNA from genetically modified food.

  However, the UK's Food Standards Agency, which commissioned the

  research, says that the overall findings are

  reassuring rather than alarming because the amount taken up was barely

  detectable and only occurred in special

  circumstances.

  Nonetheless, opponents of GM foods say the results vindicate their

  warnings that this might happen, and that the risk of gut

  bacteria scavenging antibiotic resistance genes from GM food is no

  longer theoretical.

  "This is a first," says Adrian Bebb of the Friends of the Earth.

  "We've said time and time again there's a risk of this

  happening. Now, they've looked just once and they've found it."

  Burger and shake

  Harry Gilbert and colleagues at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne

  made the discovery, after feeding volunteers with a

  burger and a milk shake containing GM soya.

  To see how the GM food was dealt with by different parts of the

  digestive system, he gave the food to 12 healthy

  volunteers and to seven volunteers who had previously had their colons

  surgically removed.

  When he examined stools from the healthy volunteers, he found no

  traces whatever of DNA from the GM food. It had all

  been digested. Nor did he find any evidence that gut bacteria had

  taken up the DNA.

  But when he examined waste products collected from the seven ileostomy

  bags, he found that up to 3.7 per cent of the GM

  DNA survived.

  Crucially, in three of the seven, he found that bacteria had taken up

  GM DNA from the soya. But "despite exhaustive

  attempts", he could not isolate the precise bacteria which had taken

  up the GM DNA. He concludes that the DNA must have

  been taken up only by tiny proportions of gut bacteria.

  Destructive enzyme

  To account for the differences between the "ileostomists" and

  volunteers with intact digestive systems, Gilbert's team

  speculate that DNA might survive the small bowel but gets completely

  destroyed in the large bowel. They say in a draft

  manuscript that people with ileostomies might produce less of the

  enzyme that degrades DNA.

  As supporting evidence, they found that unmodified soya DNA survived

  in the small bowel as plentifully as the GM DNA. "It

  shows that the GM DNA acts in the body the same way as DNA from

  regular food," says a spokeswoman from the FSA.

  In a separate experiment on colonies of intestinal cells, Gilbert's

  team showed that raw loops of GM DNA called plasmids

  can be taken up directly, but only by one gut cell in 3000.

  Bacteria containing the same plasmids proved totally incapable of

  transferring their genetic cargo into the gut cells. "These

  data support the view that GM soya does not represent a significant

  risk to human health through gene transfer," says the

  Gilbert team.

  12:10 18 July 02

INDEPENDENT (London) May 20

Modified pollen kills threatened butterfly

By Steve Connor Science Editor

The strongest evidence yet has emerged to show that genetically modified

crops pose a significant risk to wildlife. Scientists have found that

pollen from GM plants can kill endangered butterflies.

One of the first studies into the environmental effects of GM crops found

that caterpillars of the monarch butterfly suffered serious side-effects

when they fed on leaves dusted with pollen from GM maize.

Nearly half of the caterpillars died and those that managed to survive

grew to only about half their normal size, the scientists report in the

journal Nature.

"These results have potentially profound implications for the conservation

of monarch butterflies," write John Losey, Linda Rayor and Maureen Carter,

all of Cornell University in Ithaca, New York.

The monarch is one of the most beautiful butterflies in the world and its

extraordinary migratory route from Mexico to the US is already threatened

by habitat loss. The scientists used the pollen of maize that had been

genetically engineered with a bacteria toxin called Bt which is commonly

used to protect GM crops against insect pests.

They dusted the pollen over milkweed leaves - the normal food of monarch

caterpillars - to see if the toxicity was transferred with the pollen,

which can be blown more than 60 metres from a maize field.

It took just four days for the side-effects to appear, and the scientists

concluded that it must be due to the pollen being toxic because no similar

effects were seen on caterpillars that had fed on pollen-free leaves.

Dr Rayor, an entomologist at Cornell, said that biotechnology companies

had not previously tested the effects of GM maize pollen on butterflies

although they had shown that the pollen was non-toxic to bees and

ladybirds.

"Monarchs are considered to be a flagship species for conservation. This

is a warning bell. What is really new in this research is that we have

shown that toxins can float in the wind," Dr Rayor said.

Although there are no plans to introduce GM maize into Britain,

biotechnology companies are hoping to gain permission to grow GM oilseed

rape and other crops engineered with the Bt toxin.

