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1. Green Biotechnology general topics

General layout: Claim: Black, comment KA blue and italic.

Modern biotechnology is inherently different from conventional breeding and therefore poses greater
risks. The whole debate on the transatlantic rift of US- and EU regulation a good example. Genomic
research has shown that conventional crops have more irregularities which would need scrutiny than GM
crops.

GMO-crops are inherently linked to big scale industrial agriculture, they cannot be grown in small
structure farming. The FAO-report and Joe Cohens NBT paper and the good stories from China and India,
see also www.bestfoodfacts.org

Genetic engineering cannot be tolerated within the strategies of organic farming for scientific reasons.
See the two papers on organotransgenics in New Biotechnology by K.Ammann, it’s all there: From
genomics theory to agricultural practice.

Genetic engineering is not precise, there is no way of telling where the genes will be implemented in the
genome and what harm will be done. (Latham, Steinbrecher reports) We have now the papers of Shewry,
Batista, Baudo etc, all mentioned and analyzed in the NBT paper above, demonstrating that
transcriptomic disturbance is greater in conventional breeds than in transgenic traits. See also the
discussion in AF-7 on Dona.

We don't know GMOs are safe on the long run, because there are no long term studies. See the EFSA
session in Tabiano 2008, and see the new piece on the Pusztai experiments, Ermakova contribution etc.

Horizontal gene transfer can occur between GM crops and microorganisms and therefore transgenes will
soon be out of control. Smallas paper, nothing really new afterwards, KA has a good documentation
about the cases, including the often cited Newcasle research group findings. See also the first part of the
critical review of Dona 20089.

Epigenetic effects are a great and unexpected hazard of transgenic crops. There is a lot of new literature,
which are on my Notebook about modern epigenetics: Hazards are certainly the same or greater in
conventional breeding. There is a blatant lack of baseline comparison in the papers blaming epigenetic
risks in transgenic plants.

Genetic engineering has a potential to create a dangerous super virus. See the papers of Roger Hull and
Marc Tepfer, this is scaremonger tactics without a scientific base. Those papers are discussed extensively
in the critical review of Dona 2009 AF-7.

There is a history of misrepresentation of scientific results through the biotech community. There is
rather a history of misinterpretations from the fundamentalist side, see Jeffrey Smith, and papers like the



recently published biased statements of Dona, more such papers in my ASK-FORCE piece introduction part
of the Austrian mice study.

GENOK-book: Biosafety first needs to be carefully scrutinized. Lots of articles need to be contradicted and
the often biased views expressed need to be balanced out

Newspaper articles warning of the dangers of GM crops are always right. Here there is a rich harvest
from the earlier Murdoch press in Great Britain proving the contrary.

Jeffrey Smiths myths in his books against Genetic Engineering: A /ot of work here, some pieces already in
Ermakova-comments in ASK-FORCE, more easily to come, but needs as usual some work....

More books of activists (example AG Gentechnologie in Switzerland), a collection of myths, Florianne
Koechlin and Daniel Ammann with their unfounded prophecies in earlier years,

There are a lot of previous statements on imaginary (potential) risks and hazards of GM crops over the
past few years made by activists and some NGOs, it will be necessary to establish a long list of their
statements which revealed to be unfounded. This could be a rich source of statements, needs to be built
up carefully by digging into old website stuff.

GM watch myths on their website this website is unfortunately closed in its old shape, but sources would
be probably available and the new re-established website is continuing in the same style. See also the
Wicki of Spin-Watch.

Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth: numerous myths on their website and press releases: This
organization is remarkably persistent with their old myths, many of them debunked but still on their
webites: the case of the Golden Rice.

EU commissioner Dimas’ speeches with numerous examples of myths about GM crops, most of them will
be built into the Bt maize report, 4 of them already done, more to come, see also AF-5 aquatic organisms
and Bt toxins.

Monsanto staff restaurant in GB run by the company avoids GM food, avoiding the risk. This is one of the
favourite myths of activists, so popular that it is emerging from time to time again in the press.



2. Food safety (excluding agronomic food security)

2.1. Comparison food derived from GM crops, organic and conventional crops

GM is less healthy than conventional or organic food. Many reports available, but the scene is a bit
mixed, there are cases of scientific data in favour of organic food also available, but should be balanced
out against the food risks of organic sources. There are recent reports and some older ones to debunk the
myth that organic food is healthier.

Meat, milk, and eggs from livestock and poultry reared with biotech feed are not as safe as when fed
with conventionally produced feed. Lots of good data available. For Bt toxins and feed the report on Bt-
Maize of KA is giving ample comments and most of the important scientific literature

Foods developed using biotechnology do not have the same nutritional value of comparable foods
developed using traditional breeding. /n most cases debunked, just as the old myth of pesticide traces in
conventional food (since the classic papers of Bruce Ames)

Whole foods developed using biotechnology contain genes, while foods derived from traditional plant
breeding do not. A nice old myth, often repeated, still generating positive polls.

The transgenic DNA is taken up by bacteria in the human gut. Erroneous interpretation of the Newcastle
study, KA has it fully documented, the story is QUITE DIFFERENT, see the paragraphs in AF-7 Dona
rebuttal.

Only transgenic crops have potential health problems (Lenape potatoes, Citrus fruits ), really good cases
available demonstrating that dangerous crops are developed with conventional breeding.

2.2. Lack of information

Safety tests of biotech foods conducted or sponsored by biotech companies are lacking scientific rigor,
unreliable and self-serving. A careful scrutiny in Web of Science reveals as an example over 450 peer
reviewed papers written with the collaboration of Monsanto scientists, bibliographies can be provided.

Only 10 peer-reviewed articles are published on the health effects of GM food (GAIN Report) Statement
not factual, the biotech industry has an excellent publication record in peer reviewed journals. And lots of
good literature available, but the problem is that you need to know it....

2.3. Obesity

Biotechnology is a contributing factor to the obesity problem. Just the contrary, biotech can contribute to
this widespread phenomenon.

2.4. Starlink

Starlink corn as contamination in food supplies poses a health threat to consumers. People have shown
allergic responses to biotech foods (example Starlink). There is an extensive chapter in Bt report of KA,
extraction possible.



2.5. Health problems with GM crops: the misinterpretation of rat feeding experiments

Potatoes modified using biotechnology caused harmful effects when fed to rats (morphological and
immunological problems, claims of Ewen and Pusztai see ASK-FORCE contribution AF-2 and AF4 with two
well documented cases.

GM soy causes morphological and immunological problems in rats (Ermakova). See ASK-FORCE
contribution AF-4, extensively documented.

Bt Maize harms rats in feeding experiments, (Seralini reports) one of the next ASK-FORCE contributions,
complete bibliography and major comments already done by KA

Roundup Ready herbicide has a toxic effect on sperm in mammals. Will check that out, there is a rich
literature on RR non-toxicity, books have been written.... The bibliography on the topic is ready, and peer
reviewed literature produces a positive picture: Glyposate is not toxic to various organisms as claimed by
a few studies.

Roundup Ready herbicide is highly toxic for humans and animals this is coming from an official UNEP
report from Nairobi, all documented, needs some straight-forward comments, the UNEP report does not
give scientific arguments, just summary statements.

2.6. L-Tryptophan myth

Over a 1000 people became seriously ill, 38 of them died from a dietary supplement (L -tryptophan)
because it was produced with transgenic bacteria. Debunked in numerous papers, but in principle still
open for more research, since the original experimental material has been destroyed.

2.7. Antibiotics and marker genes

Crops and foods developed from biotechnology will increase humans and animals resistance to
antibiotics. An old myth, lots of literature existing, debunked in AF-7 on Dona

2.8. Allergens

Biotech foods will introduce new allergens into the food supply, putting susceptible people at risk and
they will not be labeled (the cases of paranut and the Australian pea) Good example for a new ASK-
FORCE-text, KA has all the literature ready.

2.9. Cancer -35S CaMV promoter myth

Some of the tools used to create GMOs can infect humans and cause cancer (the 35s CaMV promoter
should not be used in GE (Mae Won Ho et al. reports). The 35s CaMV promoter increases horizontal gene
transfer Lots of literature ready and lots of debunking comments. It’s all included in the AF-7 on the Dona
review



2.10. Cancer - rBGH growth Hormone

Monsanto’s growth hormone in cows causes breast cancer in humans who drink the milk. The old milk-
story, totally debunked, lots of literature available.

2.11. Food crops as medication

Food crops are increasingly used to produce pharmaceuticals and drugs, they will contaminate the
human food chain inevitably and cause great problems Critical comments necessary, not easy, there are
cases with maize which should not have happened.

3. Agriculture and farming

3.1.Yields increase —decrease

Yields of herbicide-tolerant soybeans are lower than for conventionally bred soybeans. Reports on higher
yields of GM crops are often forged and a result of company PR: A mixed story with the old classic GM
traits, recently some improvements, figures and statistics ready. The recent AF-6 study covers most of it,
the term yield must be differentiated. Update: Include more reports of Matin Qaim.

3.2. New pests

GMOs create new pest problems (as in emergent secondary pests of cotton in China) Partially true, a
few cases documented, but this is much bigger a problem with non-GMQOs, the case of Bruce Tabashniks
NBT publication needs carefull reading and commenting. For the Bt-book by KA done, but the recent
development demonstrates that there is a problem with glyphosate resistance.

Gene flow is a threat to the environment: it will cause super weeds and contamination of conventional
crops, transgenes will be spread into nature an old and thoroughly false myth, easily debunked, the case
of the so called super weed from England.

3.3. Co-existence

GMOs create/spread genetic pollution (Chapela). You can't grow biotech crops without ruining
conventional and organic production (coexistence). Gene flow in Mexico, good for an extensive ASK-
FORCE, recently some minute traces found, mostly promoters, A lot of literature available. Recent
development: minimal gene flow demonstrated in rice. Recent results of SSGMEA EU-project, KA delivered
a final report on his own SIGMEA project.

GM-free zones are the best legal way to keep out unwanted GMOs: Lots of legal problems with GMO —
free products and zones, will not really happen.



Small farmers can be penalized if GM pollen contaminates their fields, through no fault of their own
(Schmeiser and other cases). The Schmeiser story is ready for ASK-FORCE, a real good “novel”.

Contamination of non-GM crop fields is unavoidable, safety distances are just a cheap excuse. This is
where | have myself worked extensively, the coexistence case is solved, as long as one introduces new and
differenciated rules, just as we did with the introduction of new crops in older days (winter- summer —
wheat)

Uncontrollable super weeds will be the result of worldwide GM crop planting only one or two cases can
be related to GM crops, the rest to conventional ones.

3.4. Farmers suicide in India

GMOs have been a commercial failure, causing farmers especially in India to commit suicide in
unprecedented numbers. This case is solved with a comprehensive report of IFPRI, will launch it on ASK-
FORCE as said above, new reports debunk the story totally, good new publications of Qaim and Zilberman

3.5. Danger to export market
Biotech papaya in Hawaii ruined the export market The Thai story is different

Canada suffered from lost export opportunities to Europe for their GM canola traits. They found other
markets. The same will happen with the soy imports in Europe.

3.6. Farmers health problems

GM maize used in the Philippines caused massive health problems (allergies) for the farmers who grew
it, and their families (GENOK,Traavik). /t’s amazing, the story still survives on the GENOK website, it’s
totally debunked.

3.7. End of small scale farming

Biotechnology will cause great economic harm to small family farms. Counter with Examples in India and
China, new also in Burkina Faso and elsewhere in Africa, see the latest Qaim-papers

Biotech crops are fostering monoculture farming, done the wrong way: yes (soy in Brazil and Argentina)
there are problems, but not directly related to GM crops

Higher pesticide and herbicide use through GM crops (the Benbrook myths) debunked, good documents
available

GM crops are an economic disaster (Brookes, Qaim reports) Easy to debunk with texts of these authors.



3.8. Biofuels

Biofuels: Agriculture will be able to replace oil and gas as an energy source, and will meet in future the
growing demand on energy and fuel Jatropha is supported by many green organizations as biofuel, yet
the fruits and other products such as oil are highly toxic New: Jatropha trait from Mexico with non-toxic
fruits. Project of Germany. A difficult topic with many facettes. Most promising: the road to develop algae
for the replacement of crude oil.

3.9. More myths in agriculture with GM crops

Impacts on soil microbes: The release of transgenic Klebsiella is a threat to the whole world. (Ingram
reports versus NZ Royal Commission) k& the full documentation, since in New Zealand reporting
as expert.

Centers of biodiversity are more susceptible to invasions of super weeds caused by GM crops Chapter
ready from the Sorghum Biology Boo&opy paste for ASKORCE easy.

Biotechnology is responsible for a dramatic loss of germ plasm and a reduction of crop diversity and the
extinction of seed varieties The only statistics available is the one on the soybean traits in the US, and this
tells the contrary.

Greenpeace Report on GM cotton in China Pia Rufener and KA have published in NOVO, needs to be
translated into English.

Greenpeace Report on 1600 dead sheep in India, copy-paste the report in the EFB-Forum

Activists Report on GM cotton crop failure in Haiderabad. Have the documents, its all due to
catastrophic drought, not really related to GM cotton. now history.

The myth of rain forest destruction due to soybean cultivation in Brazil | have the two totally
contradicing NGANB LI2 NJia FNRBY . NI T Af =X m> 2N cs: RdzS G2
3.10. Terminator gene

Terminator crops spread male sterility and will be the end of smallholder farming, Gene switching today
and PRRI report on GURTS one of the classic myths, reqularly popping up in all international GM
conferences, so successful, that it’s still used in local activist groups.

3.11. Non-target Organisms

Bees and the Colony Collapse Disease (CCD): CCD is caused by GM crops, CCD is a new phenomenon and
clearly related to industrial agriculture see ASK-FORCE contribution on bees AF-1



GM crops (apart from CCD) are killing honeybees, especially Bt crops, the case of protease inhibitors Can
easily be extracted from the bee chapter in the Bt maize report of KA.

Monarch butterfly: Widespread cultivation of Bt corn is a significant threat to monarch butterflies, also a
nice chapter in my Bt report, see AF in PRRI, needs update.

GM crops are a threat to non-target insects (such as lacewings, rare butterflies etc.) in the field and the
soil an extensive chapter in my Bt report, nearly 180 papers published demonstrating that there is no
threat, on the contrary.

4. Public perception, consumers concerns and regulation

4.1. No GM food on shelves existing in Europe

Having foods produced through biotechnology on grocery store shelves will not be a reality for many
years. We should invite Patricia Osseweijer to write up her poll study, a joint project with Vivian Moses
and Susanne Sleenhof.

Foods derived from GM crops are introduced in the human food chain without proper safety tests. The
old story, does not get better with repetition. | have written an extensive chapter on food-feed related to
Bt maize in the book.

4.2. European opposition on GM crops resulting into eco-imperialism

U.S. consumers are opposed to biotechnology in food production. Latest results of Eurobarometer need
careful comments

The European Parliament and many European countries are winning the fight against GMOs
unfortunately some truth in it, if it goes on like that.

The WTO case against the EU was just political machination and of no real significance. No comments
here, we need to study the report.

Consumers around the world have rejected GMO foods, especially in Europe. Nobody wants to buy
biotech crops. See comments above, see also the latest polls and studies on consumer attitudes, positive
development.

The public is either for or against GMOs there are good reasons to say that also the European public does
not really care, see latest studies of Moses-Osseweijer

The public is irrational and unscientific and cannot understand the controversy needs a careful analysis,
discursive strategies etc. The public should not be underestimated, needs and wants scientific education,
its just a matter of methodology.



BSE ‘amalgam’: Resistance against green biotech is among other factors a follow-up of the BSE affair in
England Unfortunately, there were some renowned British scientists not having told the truth to the
public, this has cost a lot of trust. But the issue has been corrected.

There is unequivocal demand for zero ‘risk’ in biotech food. We will have to scrutinize the polls on this
question

The public beliefs that biotechnology research and development is in the hands of only a few biotech
multinationals. Marris, Osseweijer, Ammann-Papazov, Kinderlerer etc, for further comments.

4.3. No or insufficient regulation of GM crops, the transatlantic divide

Foods derived from biotechnology in developing countries are not or insufficiently regulated. Needs
careful scrutiny and comments. Progress on the requlation in developing countries is necessary, but not
on the track of the EU regulatory regime. It should be carefully adapted to the needs of developing
countries.

4.4. Labeling

Labeling of biotech foods is required to protect consumers and will increase consumer freedom of
choice. Consumers want foods produced using biotechnology to be labeled. Again we have to see the
transatlantic divide, it depends on the public’s attitude towards technological progress, and other
transatlantic cultural differences might play a role.

5. Developing countries

5.1. Golden Rice

Golden rice is touted as a benefit for developing nations, but a person would have daily to eat up to 9kg
of golden rice to get a sufficient amount of vitamin and to avoid deficiency symptoms. An old and
persistent myth, which was for years on the Greenpeace website despite hard facts.

It would be easier and cheaper to just give vitamin a supplements to people with vitamin A-deficiency or
to encourage a more diversified food production in their own gardens. Easy to debunk, lots of good new
publications available, an almost complete bibliography is ready.

5.2. Technology Access

Developing countries will not have access to biotechnology because multi-national companies control
the technology and intellectual property rights. Needs a good and detailed AKS-FORCE piece on the new



trend of the multinational companies to support humanitarian projects professionally and freeing
projects from royalties for patents. Some papers available.

5.3. Food shortage

Biotech crops are not needed to feed the world - there's plenty of food. We just have a distribution
problem, not a food shortage. There are plenty of good papers available from Paarlberg, Qaim,
Zilberman and others.

Traditional breeding and conventional small scale agriculture will solve most of the problems in areas

with present day food shortage. /t will be necessary to write a critical review about the IAASTD report

5.4. Globalization — Multinationals

GMOs only benefit large multinational companies, exacerbating the problems of concentration and
monoculture. The keyword bio-colonization. India, China etc are showing the contrary, the Cohen paper
and other similar ones will be important, also the FAO statistics.



