
Thousands of people marched in Auckland for a GE Free
Aotearoa on November 16th. The colorful, diverse crowd was com-
prised of a wide range of groups including the Green Party, Alli-
ance, MAdGE (Mothers Against Genetic Engineering), animal
rights activists, and Eco-Labour party among many others. The
march, led by Pukekohe school children went from Aotea Square
to Albert Park where people listened to a variety of speakers  and
were entertained by DJs and musicians such as Golden Horse,
Trinity Roots and Stinky Jim.

Auckland was the host to the 8th Pacific Rim Biotechnology
Conference, hosted by the New Zealand Biotechnology Associa-
tion and BIOTENZ. The conference topics focused on business,
intellectual property and public perceptions of genetic engineer-
ing. Industry speakers included Diatranz, a company conducting
xenotransplantation experiments, and AgResearch, a company
recently granted permission to continue genetically engineering
cows with human genes. A key conference sponsor was Marsh,
an insurance company that many believe keeps Huntingdon Life
Sciences– the biggest contract vivisection company in Europe–
in business.

MAdGE and many other groups working on genetic engineer-
ing issues organized a march on the Saturday before the confer-
ence to help raise awareness of the conference, and to get the
public out and active against genetic engineering once again.

Thousands March Against GE in New Zealand

continued on page 9

School kids lead the thousands through downtown Auckland on Queen Street to
protest genetic engineering calling for a GE-Free New Zealand. Photo: madge.net.nz

Demonstrations linkglobal trade organizations and genetic engineering
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Though the turnout was less than the hoped for 20,000, estimates
ranged from 5- 10,000. Regardless of the actual numbers, sev-

Africa Confront s Genetically Engineered Food Aid
Moving from oppression to resistance

The whole world was shaken and called
to consciousness when Zambia’s presi-
dent, Levy Mwananwasa, took the coura-
geous decision to refuse over 28,000 met-
ric tons of genetically modified corn offered
as food aid from the United States. This
created a new platform for the genetic en-
gineering debate and made Zambia the
subject of widespread criticism at the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in Jo-
hannesburg last summer.

This is not the first time the GE debate
has flared in Africa. In December 2000 Al-
geria banned the importation, distribution,
commercialization and the utilization/culti-
vation of genetically modified foods and
raw materials. Egypt has banned the im-
port of GE wheat.  The draft Organization
of African Unity (OAU) model biosafety law
requires that all GMOs, whether classified
as food, crops, pharmaceuticals, or com-
modities, and products thereof must be ap-
proved before import, transit, contained

Raymond K. Bokor
use, or market release. Any GMOs
or products thereof must be labeled as such
and there is a strict liability regime in place.
This draft law is serving as a model for Afri-
can countries.

The experts and corporations, however,
feel that their so-called technology should
determine the destiny of Africans without
demonstrating to the world that they have
ended hunger in their own countries, nor ad-
dressed the food safety issues, environmen-
tal hazards and threats posed to wildlife and
the ecosystem. Hunger in Africa is fundamen-
tally unevenly distributed. Hunger is the re-
sult of inequitable economic systems, which
deny the poor access to food and land, not
merely inadequate supplies of food. The trag-
edy of the industrial model is that it ignores
the social and political dimensions of food
production and distribution, and thus leads
to environmental degradation as people
struggle to alleviate the suffering of famine,
disease and poverty. Concentration of power

over food producing resources in just a few
hands always has been and still is the main
cause of hunger.

Many countries are trapped to accept GE
food aid and pressured by the creation of
artificial conditions to necessitate their ac-
ceptance. For instance Malawi’s govern-
ment was forced by the IMF and World
Bank to sell their food reserve for debt re-
payment so that Malawi would have no
choice but to accept GE foods. South Af-

continued on page 2
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Greetings

We need your help to maintain this newsletter. The neRAGE Regional
Update is one of the only publications that covers regional, na-
tional, and international activism against the biotechnology in-
dustry.

The Regional Updates that we have been producing for the past year reflect the
work of more than two dozen different organizations and thousands of people
working against the biotechnology industry.

To continue producing this newsletter, we need your support to help cover
mailing and duplicating costs. With your contribution, we can continue to con-
nect biotechnology activists all over the continent.

You can also order a booklet on the Vermont Town to Town campaign which de-
scribes our campaign and shows you how you can organize your town against GE.

Please send your  tax deductable donations to:

 $20  Cover my subscription costs
 $50  Friend of the newsletter
 $100  Support 5 subscriptions

 Other  My support is going to keep the newsletter going!

Help Support This Newsletter!

neRAGE
c/o Institute for Social Ecology,

1118 Maple Hill Road,

 $5  Town to Town booklet
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Welcome to the sixth installment of the Regional Update! As the snow piles up here in
Vermont we are taking some time to reflect on our work, and the coming of the new
year gives us an opportunity to assess our accomplishments and build our vision for
the future of the neRAGE Update. You may notice that we are going through some
changes around here; as we  contemplete the next steps in our work, we are altering
the format to fit the expansion of our focus.

When the Regional Update was launched almost two years ago, our intent was to
create a forum where organizations and individuals from around the northeast could
communicate with each other about their work. While we are holding fast to this com-
mitment, we are finding ourselves drawn to stories coming in from the front lines of the
anti-GE movement around the world. The massive opposition to genetic engineering
in the global South, as well as ongioing rejection in places like the UK and New Zea-
land, are inspiring stories that we want to share with our readers. This widening of our
lenses has turned the Update into a periodical that is international in scope, and has
made this publication a unique recourse for organizing, covering global, regional and
local activity.

What this means for the longer term is that we are hoping to develop the Update into
a comprehensive periodical. We are working towords expanding our coverage not
only of Northeastern North America, but also towords becoming more visible industry
watchdog and a clearinghouse of information on GE activism.

The Update continues to be produced at the Institute for Social Ecology’s Biotech-
nology project office in Plainfield, Vermont. As part of our commitment to facilitating
communication and networking between farmers, families, environmentalists, global
justice activists, fair traders, and so many of you who are concerned about the social,
environmental, and human health implications of biotechnology, we will continue to put
our time and resources towards building the neRAGE network and the Regional Up-
date. We hope that you too can support this important publication with your subscrip-
tions, donations, submissions, and diffusion of the newsletter. We also ask for your
help with our latest challenge: with the broadening lens and scope of our work, we are
considering a more fitting title for this publication. Any ideas or suggestions would be
welcomed!

If you have title ideas, or any other thoughts or comments about the Update, please
feel free to call us at (802) 454.7138 or pop us an email: info@nerage.org

Further, agribusiness makes every effort
to sell its inputs or processed foods in the
Third World, while using cheap land and
labor to produce foods that can be sold at
premium prices on international markets. But
agribusiness is not alone in its efforts. The
groundwork is usually laid by western gov-
ernment aid programs, foundations and in-
ternational financial institutions such as the
World Bank. They provide the infrastructure
(roads, electric power etc.) to facilitate ex-
ploitation. Such activities are not profitable
in themselves, but business cannot operate
without them. Thus indigenous people be-
come mere consumers of manufactured
goods alien to their local environment.

In 2001, U.S. agencies and African gov-
ernments and NGOs launched a series of
initiatives to use agricultural biotechnology
throughout Africa to enhance food safety
and security. The initiatives include a re-
gional biotechnology and biosafety pro-
gram under the USAID Agricultural Bio-
technology Support Program (ABSP) to
bolster agencies tied to the biotechnology
industry in East and Central Africa. It in-
cludes biosafety regulatory training in
southern Africa, public awareness of bio-
technology, development and distribution
of livestock vaccines developed from bio-
technology, and testing of GE crops in
Kenya and South Africa. USAID’s strategy
has focused on collaborative technology
development and training of developing
countries’ scientists working with the As-
sociation to Strengthen Agricultural Re-
search in East & Central Africa (ASARECA)
in a collaborative research effort between
African, U.S. public and private sectors,
international agricultural research centers
and other research institutions. The ABSP,
managed by Michigan State University, is
providing research support to ASARECA
to develop and implement the regional pro-
gram in ten countries. USAID’s ABSP has
also established a partnership with seven
southern African countries to provide tech-
nical training. This so-called “partnership
in development” serves as a viable ground
for implementing and promoting the bio-
technology GMO agenda in Africa. Multi-
national agro-based corporations have
been sponsoring most of the scientists in
Africa for their PhDs, and they are fre-
quently used as ‘ambassadors’ and ‘stew-

African Food Aid  continued ...

continued on page  3

rica was prepared to accept GE foods pro-
vided they are milled so that farmers can-
not plant the seeds.
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Keep Maine Free From Genetically Modified Crops
A grassroots group from Blue Hill, Maine has
organized a campaign called “Keep Maine
Free from Genetically Engineered Crops”.
Using whatever forum they can get, they
have worked to raise public knowledge
above the corporate proponents’ claims that
these foods are safe. Five years ago, the
group called Co-op Voices Unite!,  created
an affiliation of 28 of Maine’s store-front food
co-ops and small buying clubs to act as a
food watch group and a lobby. The group
has promoted lectures and debates  on the
subject of safety and quality in foods and
farming in Maine. Above all they hope to en-
courage and empower individuals to act.

Co-op Voices Unite! is a volunteer com-
mittee of the Blue Hill Co-op and is pres-
ently involved with a campaign for a three-
year moratorium on growing genetically en-
gineered crops in Maine. The campaign
 began a year ago by asking 350-400
Maine farmers to sign a voluntary pledge
to NOT grow genetically engineered crops
in Maine. These pledges will be taken to
the 121st Legislature this December to help

does not yet grow much GE crops, farmers
across the US have endured much hard-
ship because of court cases against them.

In the words of Dr. Charles Benbrook
who spoke at a GE Forum on Nov. 14 in
Bangor, “ Maine has to make a choice be-
tween organic and GE styles of farming.
We will not be able to have it both ways.”
Dr Benbrook who is an economist and con-
sultant for farmers, went on to say that
Maine is in a critical position. With the meat
and dairy industry in free fall disaster which
will take a decade to recover, Maine could
choose organic for both meat and dairy
industries and build an infrastructure for
processing plants. The organic industries
have a growth rate of 20%-25% while
growth for conventional food industries are
only 5%. Maine already has a strong or-
ganic niche market established, not to
mention that 10% of Maine’s milk is now
from organic farms.

For more information, see http://
www.keepmainefree.org

pressure the Agricultural Committee to pass
into law a moratorium on growing GE in
Maine. The bill is sponsored by Rep. Linda
Rogers McKee and is endorsed by MOFGA.

The biotechnology corporations spend bil-
lions  to convince the public that genetically
engineered foods are not “substantially
equivalent”– the USDA’s official language–
to regular foods, despite the fact that no in-
stitution has done any safety testing for hu-
man consumption. From 60% to 70% of proc-
essed foods on our grocery shelves have
genetically engineered DNA in them. No
American corn, the most ubiquitous food in
our nation, will be able to claim  freedom from
genetically engineered contamination
whether grown conventionally or organically.
Pollen drift will soon ensure contamination.
The moratorium bill is designed to help pro-
tect Maine farmers from lawsuits against
those who have inadvertently been tres-
passed by GE pollen drift which can result in
renegade corn plants; or those who have
saved seed for the time-honored farming
method for next year’s crop. While Maine

3

Leslie Cummins

claim political power for Africa, for the political
preconditions of her own freedom. In order to
be free in the most profound and general
sense, Africans must be free as political be-
ings. Therefore it is necessary to fight the ide-
ology which believes that humans cannot be
good, there is no way to find liberation, no way
for all humans, particularly in Africa, to be free
from misery. The need is to reject political
“pragmatism” for a form of utopian thought that
addresses both immediate and long-term vi-
sions of a free society. By a truly free Africa l
mean that nobody, person, or organism can
be reduced to private property, no human can
be rendered subject, either in part or in en-
tirety, to another person or institution. Zam-
bia’s president deserves meritorious praise
and acted as a radiance for the rest of the con-
tinent’s leaders to guide them in making a holis-
tic decision having considered the uncontrolla-
ble and unpredictable long-term cumulative con-
sequences of GMOs for the environment, health
and the threat to indigenous poor farmers.

In conclusion, l want to say emphatically that
if biotech corporations really wanted to feed
the hungry, they would encourage land reform,
which puts farmers back on the land, and push
for wealth redistribution, which allows the poor
to buy the food of their choice. The OAU and
regional organizations should focus on sus-
tainable food sovereignty and building of local

anti-GMO movements as well as sharing in-
formation through regional networks. The
debate is not scientific, but political and eco-
nomic. We desperately need to merge
movements and think across divides, under-
stand the basis of eugenics and biotechnol-
ogy food aid. Finally we need to join forces
and break up the power of multinational firms
and research centers in Africa so that free
citizens in a free society will be enabled to
manage their own life through a truly demo-
cratic process.

Raymond K. Bokor is an organic agricul-
ture activist from Ghana, currently volun-
teering with the Institute for Social Ecolo-
gy’s Biotechnology Project.

African Food Aid  continued ...

ards’ to defend biotech corporations in their
home countries.

Thus scientists at the front lines of Afri-
ca’s biotechnology revolution are used as
a developmental tool, blindfolded as well
as aiding in the development of GE foods,
believing that their lab work will eventually
help develop healthier crops for a conti-
nent that has always been a difficult place
to farm. For instance Christopher K.
Ngichabe, a Kenyan scientist who is the
coordinator of ASARECA said, “Biotechnol-
ogy is a tool, one of many. We’re not say-
ing it’s a panacea, but it can address some
of our problems.” Another Kenyan spon-
sored scientist, Dr Florence Wambugu,
vehemently defended GE food against
widespread criticism at the sustainable
development summit in South Africa last
summer. That is the magnitude of the prob-
lem. If the intellectuals Africa can boast of
as human potential in addressing her de-
velopmental needs can be manipulated
and become mentally amputated to com-
promise on the sovereignty of the conti-
nent they belong to, then it is a tragedy
and very unfortunate.

Shipment of genetically modified food aid
to Africa is not in the best interest of a sov-
ereign respect for humanity. We must unite
and begin to fight for sovereignty and re-

Food aid being distributed in Zambia. Ironically, the UN
was handing out cookies, while the US was demanding
that Africa take GE aid. Photo: www.un.org
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“Sadly bewildered, we are gathered here today, in the name
of obscene profits and genetic engineering, to join Betty the
Biotech corn and Safeway the Grocery Conglomerate in unholy
matrimony.

I must admit that I, the FDA, was at first against the idea of
this union. I believed that more testing and proof was needed to
ensure that joining Betty and Safeway was the right thing to do.
But, I was visited by the  Bride's father, Monsanto, and his friends
and they helped me to see the profitability of this union....

These rings, made of money and forged in secret, are a sym-
bol of your  common bond to greed and profit. They are formed
in a circle with no beginning and no end just as there is no end
to what you will do to increase your bottom lines. Giving each
other these rings to each other symbolizes the symbiosis of the
Capialist system where each of you can pass cash to the other
while completely ignoring the people you may be harming around
you.

Give the ring to Betty and repeat after me. I, Safeway, take
thee Betty to be my lawfull wedded product. To stock and to
sell, for richer and even richer. Inspite of sickness, disease, or
other genetic side effects. I promise to provide an ample supply
of unwitting consumers, to put profit over people, and to sell,
sell, sell from this day forward for as long as your customers
may live?

Now Betty, give your ring to Safeway and repeat after me.
I, Betty the Biotech corn, take thee, Safeway, to be my law-

fully wedded distributor? To be stocked and sold, for richer and
even richer. Inspite of sickness, disease, or other genetic side
effects. I promise that my creators (We can't really say growers
anymore, can we?) will grease palms, mount public
disinformation programs and generally fight to block any and all
legislation that might possibly protect the public from my poten-
tial dangers for as long as the consumers shall live?

By the power vested in me by the Government of the United
States, I now pronounce you Distributor and Product. You may
kiss the bride.

Continental Supermarket Days of Action
Second North American day of action sees 200 plus events

In late October, organizations and activists across North America partici-
pated in the latest round of actions putting pressure on supermarkets to
remove genetically modified ingredients from store brand products. The
second continental week of actions saw activities from Florida to New
Brunswick, Los Angeles to Portland, Oregon. More than 200 events took
place- from leafleting to banner hangs, labeling to puppet shows; this was
one of the largest groups of coordinated actions to date. The following are
summaries and news briefs from some of the events that took place.

VERMONT: On Wednesday, October 30, Vermont activists visited 3 dif-
ferent Shaw’s Supermarkets in Williston, Stowe, and Montpelier to edu-
cate shoppers about the threat genetic engineering poses to the environ-
ment our health, and our ability to control our lives. The Institute for Social
Ecology Biotechnology Project organized the actions in affiliation with the
GE-Free Markets Coalition (gefreemarkets.org).

Activists from the Burlington area, dressed up in biohazard suits, gath-
ered at a nearby Shaw’s in Williston, VT to petition and leaflet customers
and demand that Shaw’s decontaminate its shelves of GE food. Activists
displayed a shopping cart of Shaw’s store brand products with labels made
to show that these products contain genetically engineered ingredients.

Activists from the Stowe and Morrisville areas brought leaflets and signs
to educate shoppers. Later, they met with store management to express
their concerns about genetic engineering in their food supply. One organizer
said their action was, “a good start and we plan to stick with this campaign.”

Montpelier area activists brought signs and leaflets to the Shaw’s in
Montpelier. The management of this particular store has been particularly
unwelcoming to protestors in the past. Store-management has instructed
police to issue trespass warnings to people who have entered the store to
bring their message to shoppers and managers. Barred from the parking
lot, activists offered leaflets to shoppers through their car windows in a
series of one or two sentence conversations.

In all 3 demonstrations Shaw’s management called for and received
significant police presence. Instead of addressing concerns about genetic
engineering proactively, Shaw’s management is using the police to limit
public criticism. Vermont area activists intend to continue demanding that
Shaw’s remove GE ingredients from their stores.

PORTLAND, OREGON:  North West Resistance Against Genetic Engi-
neering staged a wedding between Betty the biotech corn and Safeway
grocery stores outside of a local store. Puppets, theater, and  a lively
demonstration made the action festive and entertaining.

DECATUR, ALABAMA: Two grandmothers participating in an educational
action outside of their local Kroger supermarket were arrested for tres-
passing. “I saw nothing wrong with telling Kroger’s shoppers that 60% of
the processed food they buy contains genetically engineered ingredients,”
said Gerry Coffey.  “I had no idea Kroger management would have us
arrested for telling the truth about their food.”

Coffey and her 79 year old accomplice Jean Tune plan to plead not
guilty at their hearing and will be going to court some time in January.

WAKEFIELD, RHODE ISLAND: Over 20 people came out to oppose Shaw's
genetically engineered food on a gorgeous Sunday afternoon. The event
started with a quick shopping trip for Shaw's products known to contain ge-
netically engineered ingredients. Once out of the store, the products were
labeled with warning stickers and set up for display on a table. Many cus-

continued on page 8

The marriage of Betty the Corn and Safeway the Grocery Conglomerate
outside a Safeway store in Portland, OR. Photo: portland.indymedia.org

4

Wedding Vows for Betty and CEO
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In spring 2002, the Mexican government
reported that 8% of the indigenous corn they
tested in Oaxaca (a southern state in
Mexico) contained DNA from genetically
modified corn.  Mexico prohibited the culti-
vation of genetically engineered corn in 1998
to preserve over 5,000 distinct indigenous
varieties that exist in southern and central
Mexico. Unfortunately, Mexico never banned
the importation of GE corn.  In 2001, Mexico
imported 6.2 million tons of corn from the
United States; approximately 30-40% of this
corn was genetically engineered.

The imported corn has cross-pollinated
with native corn causing the indigenous va-
rieties to become contaminated. The con-
sequences of this contamination are hor-
rific. The introduction of DNA from geneti-
cally altered material into indigenous corn
could cause the native corn to lose its abil-
ity to produce and reproduce in its natural
environment, destabilizing the economic
livelihood of the small-scale farmers. The
8% contamination rate in Oaxaca should
be used as an indicator. Oaxaca is a rural
state and it is illegal to plant GE corn there.
GE pollution rates in more densely popu-
lated regions have not yet been assessed,
but most likely the rate would increase sig-
nificantly. The contamination rates will only

continue to rise in countries where it is legal
to grow GE corn, like the United States.

In the United States, approximately 26%
of corn cultivated last year was genetically
modified.Tests must be conducted in this
country to determine contamination rates of
the four commercially available GE crops
(corn, soy, canola, and cotton). Open-polli-
nated crops, such as corn and canola, can
be contaminated through cross-pollination.
All crops can become polluted when seed
lots are mixed together (since no labeling or
separation is required in this country).

In the U.S., there is no law requiring farm-
ers to notify neighbors or local authorities if
they cultivate genetically engineered crops,
so knowing the exact amount of GE corn
grown in our region is impossible to deter-
mine. Here in Vermont, we know that the
main GE crop is Roundup Ready corn, which
is genetically engineered to be tolerant to the
broad-spectrum herbicide Roundup manu-
factured by Monsanto. However some farms
have stated that they cultivate Bt corn, which
contains a toxin from Bacillus thuringiensis
(Bt), a naturally occurring soil bacterium that
inhibits the digestion process in many in-
sects. Bt corn targets the European corn
borer, but also kills and adversely affects
other insects like lacewings, monarch but-

terflies, and bumblebees.
If Roundup Ready or Bt corn cross-polli-

nates with organic corn (either sweet corn
or animal feed) and this is detected, or-
ganic farmers would be forced to sell their
corn on the conventional market and could
potentially lose their organic certification.
Multinational corporations like Monsanto
should be held liable for the economic
losses farmers face from cross-pollination
of GE corn. This responsibility should not
lie on any farmers, organic or conventional.
However, Monsanto has sued farmers
whose crops have been contaminated with
DNA from patented GE crops through
cross pollination. Since corporations main-
tain patents on GE crops, anyone who
grows them without permission—whether
intentionally or not—can be held liable and
ordered to pay tens of thousands of dol-
lars to corporations. These are the dan-
gers that farmers in the northeast face to-
day. Local farmers must use the grave ex-
ample of Oaxaca, Mexico to demand that
their crops be protected from the intrusion
of GE technology.

For more information, please see the com-
plete article at www.neRAGE.org

What We Can Learn From Oaxaca, Mexico
S’ra DeSantis

Some of the Florida Alliance for Safe
Foods' best organizers spent the months
of July through November managing po-
litical campaigns for local progressive can-
didates. This important work took time and
energy from FASF's biotech campaigns.

However, it was a great learning experi-
ence, and we feel that new friendships, al-
liances, and skills emerged from the politi-
cal work, which FASF hopes to build upon
in the near future.

FASF's most successful action this year
took place on June 8th, as part of the GE-
Free Markets Coalition's National Day of
Action.  More than 40 people participated
in this rally and leaflet action, which took
place in front of one of Publix's larger area
stores. FASF called upon Publix to remove
GE ingredients from its own brand products.

The local ABC-TV affiliate broadcast a
brief report about the FASF Publix action
on the evening news that night.

To date, in spite of repeated requests,
Publix executives have refused to meet

with FASF to discuss Publix's GE food prob-
lem, even though FASF have submitted more
than 1100 signatures on petitions.

FASF had a smaller yet successful Publix
leaflet action on November 2nd. We handed
out leaflets for an hour at a Publix store's
front doors, until we were asked to leave by
the manager. Several shoppers voiced their
support for our efforts and said they would
speak to Publix about GE foods. We finished-
up by holding our large 8 x 10 foot Publix
banner along the busy road in front of Publix
for 45 minutes. The property manager– no
connection to Publix– apparently had a prob-
lem with the concept that we were now on
PUBLICLY-owned land and exercising our
free-speech rights.  As always, we held our
ground. Many passers-by gave us thumbs-
up and honked in support.

FASF also participated in the GE-Free
Markets Coalition national Call-in Day on
Nov. 25th. We continue to receive reports
from people who called Publix to register their
complaints about the experimental, unnec-

essary GE ingredients Publix uses in its
products. Our Publix campaign will only
continue to get bigger and stronger. Also
since June, FASF has conducted outreach
and tabling activities, including speaking
to groups about GE foods.

FASF is in the process of reviewing op-
tions for the Publix and biotech education
campaigns for 2003. In collaboration with a
local health care practitioner, we have ten-
tatively scheduled a series of educational
fora about public health - including the prob-
lem of GE foods - to begin in early 2003.

Additionally, we are seeking funds to
purchase digital video equipment so that
we can produce our own media. We would
like to recruit more supporters from
throughout Florida and the Southeast in
order to increase pressure on Publix to do

the right thing.

You can find out more about FASF at their
website: www.protectorganic.org

Update From Florida’s Safe Foods Campaign
Jason Boehk
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“Biotechnology: Bane or Boon?” was the
topic of the day-long forum hosted by the
Maine Department of Agriculture.

Speakers from Washington, D.C., in-
cluded Margaret Jones, a biotechnologist
with the Agricultural Biotechnology, Animal
& Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS)
of the USDA, and Leonard Cole, of the EPA
Bio-Pesticides and Pollution Prevention Di-
vision. Both outlined their respective agen-
cies’ responsibility for biotech regulation,
under the “Coordinated Framework” estab-
lished in 1986, which determined that
biotech plant and animal products would
be regulated like any other plants and ani-
mals, with no new statutory requirements.

Leonard Cole outlined the EPA’s regula-
tory perspective on “PIPs” or “Plant Incor-
porated Protectants,” which genetically in-
corporate EPA-registered pesticides such
as Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) into plants,
hence bringing them under EPA jurisdic-
tion under the Federal Insecticide, Fungi-
cide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). Cole’s
PowerPoint slide called them “Plant Incor-
porated Pesticides,” but the term “pesti-
cides,” Cole cautiously noted, “is no longer
used.” The remainder of his presentation
was similarly designed to put the most in-
nocuous face on this technology.

Cole acknowledged that various risks are
associated with the technology, including
“toxicity, allergenic proteins, superweeds
from pollen spread, insect resistance, an-
tibiotic resistance, and effects on endan-
gered species,” but argued that all of these
were well controlled by the current regula-
tory system. “The ongoing StarLink corn
redemption continues,” Cole acknowl-
edged, and “how it got into the food sys-
tem nobody knows.”

Cole concluded by arguing that wider
adoption of biotechnology would benefit
human health by reducing the use of
chemical pesticides: “We have some
sound scientists out there, doing all they
can to reduce the burden of pesticides that
are causing cancer in children, and breast
cancer.”

“Our Assistant Administrator,” Cole ob-
served [Stephen Johnson,  Prevention,
Pesticides and Toxic Substances], is
“100% behind biotechnology.” Some in the
audience expressed dismay at this attitude
toward a regulated industry by the princi-
pal federal regulator in charge of environ-
mental protection.

When queried whether the EPA had ap-

proved the use of the pesticides that were
causing cancer in children, and why, then,
the public should trust them in vouching for
the safety of GE crops, Cole responded that
under the Food Quality Protection Act of
1996, new protections exist for children’s food
supply.

Dr. Michael Vayda, University of Maine pro-
fessor of Biochemistry, gave the audience a
basic lesson in DNA and the technology of
genetic engineering. Vayda maintained that
the potential benefits had to be weighed
against the potential risks. When a member
of the audience queried, “Whose benefits,
and whose risks?” Vayda responded: “Yours.
The consumer will decide. It’s your values
as a public.  If the people are morally out-
raged, it won’t be implemented.”

Vayda’s comments prompted many audi-
ence questions about the refusal of the fed-
eral government to require labeling of geneti-
cally engineered food. How can the con-
sumer exercise her right to choose or not to
choose the technology, without a label?
Vayda conceded that there was a “consum-
er’s right to know,” and stated that he was
not opposed to labeling, but argued that a
simple “GMO free” label was not informative
enough to be useful to a consumer.

Leonard Gianessi of the National Center
for Food and Agricultural Policy, and Charles
Benbrook of Benbrook Consulting Services,
former Executive Director of the Board of Ag-
riculture of the National Academy of Sciences
spoke in the afternoon session.

Gianessi led with a well-polished
PowerPoint show vaunting the economic
advantages to farmers of GE crops. A mem-
ber of the audience asked Gianessi why his
data were so much more optimistic than the
May 2002 USDA report, released in August,
which concluded that most of the basic eco-
nomic claims of GE crops were “false or sus-
pect.” [see: “The Adoption of Bioengineered
Crops,”  www.ers.usda.gov/publications/
aer810  ] Gianessi didn’t question that char-
acterization of the USDA report, but said that
the USDA database was four years old, and
Gianessi apparently drew much of his data
directly from farmers rather than from USDA
figures.

“If biotech crops were as safe, effective,
and profitable as [Gianessi] has said, we
would not be here,” began  Charles
Benbrook.  “We may be the most technologi-
cally advanced country and the last remain-
ing super power, but when it comes to this
technology,” Benbrook argued, “we can’t see

the forest for the trees.” Benbrook  ad-
dressed the larger economic perspective
on the choice to adopt or not to adopt these
crops, and its relationship to alternative ap-
proaches to agriculture. Maine, Benbrook
advised, is “one of the few states where
there is an option to make the decision [not
to plant GMOs]….where the presence and
role of GMOs is so modest that it would
not take much if the consensus was to take
a different route.”

Benbrook has done a number of recent
analyses of USDA data, determining that
many of the claimed economic benefits of
GE crops are not born out by the data [see:
www.biotech-info.net].

“You have to make a choice. It will be
very difficult to have it both ways.”

Benbrook urged Maine to weigh the
claimed benefits of GE crops carefully
against the very real potential impact on
organic agriculture. The organic dairy,
meat, and poultry sectors are, Benbrook
noted, one of the “major growth areas of
agriculture” and are likely to take off even
more, as “conventional meat and dairy pro-
duction is in crisis, in a free fall, and the
[food safety] problems are so systemic that
it will take a decade or two before it gets
any better.” Organic corn is the number one
feed for organic dairy and livestock, and
corn farmers get a 15% to 25% premium
for organic feeds. A growth in organic dairy
and livestock could create a new process-
ing infrastructure in Maine, with new jobs.
All of this is threatened, Benbrook argued,
by the potential of contamination of organic
corn crops by GE corn: “It’s probably in-
evitable that GMO growth will be at the ex-
pense of the organic sector, and vice versa.
You have to make a choice. It will be very
difficult to have it both ways.”

In a question from the audience,
Benbrook was asked to comment on the
claims that biotechnology was a reliable
and predictable technology. Benbrook re-
plied that he “reads the technological sci-
entific debate as close to unanimous that
there’s more risk of gene instability in GMO
crops than conventional crops.”

For a complete report on the forum, see
www.mofga.org

Maine Biotech Forum Engineered to Support GE
Sharon Tisher
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Oregon’s historic statewide Measure 27
to label genetically engineered food was
a grand success even though the voters
sent it “back to committee.” It received
371,851 votes or 29.54% of the votes. Two
of the most populated counties which are
also heavily Democrat, Multnomah (Port-
land) and Lane (Eugene), had 40.36%
(96,690 yes votes) and 36.52% (44,806
yes votes) respectively. The results were
good for the first time on the ballot- con-
sidering that the two other initiatives got
fewer votes. Nearly all school bonds were
defeated despite budget cuts in those
schools.

Media coverage in Oregon and in na-
tional and even international news outlets
was extraordinary for Measure 27. It pro-
duced over 100 articles, letters to the edi-
tors, and guest commentaries, in addition
to dozens of radio and TV interviews, fo-
rums and debates throughout the state.
Even after the election at least another
dozen articles mentioned how the Meas-
ure’s opponents spent over $5.4 million to
defeat the measure and one article said
the global food industry “breathed a sigh
of relief” that Measure 27 did not pass.

During the campaign, dozens of advo-
cacy organizations, Chambers of Com-
merce and politicians, declared their sup-
port or opposition. School classes went
deeply into the issue and two academic
reports were published, one of which de-
bunked the exaggerated costs claimed by
the opposition. Campaign contributions for
Measure 27 funded 266,000 four-page

tabloids and 30,000 “door hangers” being
distributed by 150 volunteers as well as TV
and radio ads including Sir Paul McCartney’s
kind endorsement. Additionally, 1.8 millions
voters were mailed a Voters’ Pamphlet by
the Secretary of State that included power-
ful arguments from 23 endorsing organiza-
tions and individuals.

Why was the Measure rejected? The per-
sonal comments of Oregon voters indicate
that Oregonians did not vote against labeling
of GE foods as much as vote against an un-
certain cost impact and an initiative that
many felt should be better written. They also
frequently viewed national labeling as pref-
erable, which of course it is– if Congress
would only pass it. It is common for lawmak-
ers to send a draft law back to a committee
for further refinements. That is primarily the
result of the election and in this case, the
voters were the lawmakers.

What’s next? To continue the momentum
and apply the lessons from Measure 27, ac-
tivists should identify progressive politicians
who will introduce bills and resolutions on
issues related to genetic engineering. This
should be done quickly in preparation for
upcoming legislative sessions. This will sup-
port efforts for a national labeling program
and future ballot initiatives. Now that a cor-
porate-controlled party has commandeered
all branches of the government, we can’t
expect much from Washington D.C. How-
ever, we can expect a great deal from citi-
zen lawmakers and voters. In 2002 over $5
billion worth of ballot measures were ap-
proved by voters for conservation purposes.

What else can you do? Consider doing a
local ballot initiative. Read “Citizen Lawmak-
ers—The Ballot Initiative Revolution” by
David Schmidt and pay special attention to
the chapter “Ballots Against Bombs” which
highlights the national grassroots campaign
against nuclear weapons that took place in
the early 80’s. The book also includes a cam-
paign manual to help get started with a bal-
lot initiative locally. Activists can make great
strides with this powerful tool because it en-
gages voters in the discussion of key issues
like nothing else does. According to David
Schmidt, “The late George Gallup, Sr., after
more than 50 years in the public opinion poll-
ing business, said in 1984; ‘The judgement
of the American people is extraordinarily
sound. The public is always ahead of its lead-
ers’.”

Measure 27 was one of the most watched
ballot initiatives in America and the interna-
tional media coverage has allowed more the
world’s population to know that Americans
have not “embraced” biotechnology in food
and that we are battling the same U.S. cor-
porations they are. All those who have
worked towards responsible legislation on
genetically engineered food for so many
years can be very proud of the success in
Oregon. The ground was extremely fertile
and over time, a bumper crop of successful
legislation and ballot initiatives will restore
safety and integrity to our food supply.

For more information, see
www.voteyeson27.com for a complete ar-
chive of news materials and more.

Oregon’s Measure 27 Goes “Back to Committee”
Jeff Peckman

Pharmaceutical Corn Contamination  continued ...
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about the unnamed ProdiGene crops al-
most contaminating the food supply, Bio
subsequently reversed their pledge.

What is perhapse the most disturbing
part of this particular incarnation of the bio-
technology horror story is once again the
direct link to the US government. The idea
of a revloving door between the biotech
industry and the government is nothing
new– from Clinton’s personal attorney
(Mickey Kantor, who  served on
Monstanto’s board and as a US trade rep-
resentative for much of the Uruguay WTO
negotiations) to Donald Rumsfeld (CEO of
Searle, which became Monstanto’s phar-
maceutical division). The example of
ProdiGene reveals the same old story.
Anthony G. Laos, president and chief ex-
ecutive of ProdiGene, Inc. was appointed

by President George W. Bush to serve on
the Board for International Food and Agri-
culture Development– and advisory board to
USAID.

With the US trying to force genetically en-
gineered grains into Africa by offering GE
grains as food aid, one can not help but
speculate on the influence that the biotech-
nology industry can muster with its direct re-
lationships to the US policy making appara-
tus. Zambia, in particular, has continued to
resist US pressure to accept GE aid, dodg-
ing headlines in the US press claiming that
the African governments would rather see
their people go hungry than eat GE food. Re-
cently, the US announced that it would offer
countries in Africa non-GE food aid, though
surely this reversal of its policy is much to
the biotechnology industry’s chagrin.

The most recent chapter in the ProdiGene story
is that the USDA, in charge of monitoring and
regulating GE, will be tightening its own regula-
tions on pharmaceutical crop trials. They have
fined ProdiGene a token $250,000, in addition to
the charge for destroying 500,000 bushels of
contaminated corn. Though ProdiGene specu-
lates that the total costs may rise into the mil-
lions, they remain optimistic: “We are pleased to
put recent allegations behind us, and are opti-
mistic about the future of bio-pharmaceuticals and
their regulation,” reads the press release on their
website. “The future of bio-pharmaceuticals has
simply never been brighter.”

And brighter indeed it will be, though for whom
and at what cost remains hidden deep within the
industry’s public relations campaigns.

This is a compliation of articles posted on
www.neRAGE.org
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tomers came up to the table asking for in-
formation about why the products were on
display.

The assistant store manager eventually
asked us to leave, but not before we heard
him say he had concerns about the safety
of genetically engineered food. After mov-
ing the table down to a sidewalk near the
entrance of the store, volunteers with the
local Clean Water Action chapter at Uni-
versity of Rhode Island put on Go GMO
Free t-shirts and relayed chants in opposi-
tion to GE foods. Other Safe Foods Cam-
paign volunteers visting from Worcester
wore biohazard suits and held signs say-
ing Mothers Against Genetically Engi-
neered Food. The event was featured on
the local 11 o'clock ABC news.

EAST PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND: On
October 30, shortly after 11am, a banner
dropped from the roof of Shaw's in East Provi-
dence, kicking off a long day of opposition to
genetically engineered food across New Eng-
land. Reading Stop Genetically Engineered
Food: No Ghost Ingredients, the banner
drew lots of attention from Shaw's custom-
ers and other East Providence residents
before it was removed 25 minutes later.

Inside the store, Shaw's customers pulled
genetically engineered Shaw's brand prod-
ucts off the shelves and piled them into carts
which were then herded to the dairy section
in the back of the store. Once in place, the
carts were locked together and wrapped in
CAUTION tape. Concerned shoppers then
passed out leaflets to other Shaw's custom-
ers and explained the reason for the prod-
uct lock-down. Outside the store, a rally be-

Supermarket Day of Action  continued ...

gan near the store
entrance where hun-
dreds of leaflets were
passed out to shop-
pers and other East
Providence resi-
dents.

BANGOR, MAINE:
Saturday November
2  “Hey hey! Ho ho!
GMOs have got to
go!” chanted activ-
ists outside of
Shaw’s in Bangor.
Despite a cold
breeze and a wind
chill of 10-20 de-
grees, a grim
reaper, an ear of
corn, and 3 decon-
tamination experts joined 9 civilians carry-
ing signs and a banner outside the Main
Street Shaw's at noon. They also prevented
Monsanto's mad scientist from shooting his
M-82 gene gun while a contingent from
Ellsworth visited the interior of the store to
hand out leaflets explaining the issues sur-
rounding the genetically engineered ingredi-
ents in Shaw's brand foods.

The Bangor Police Department’s hospital-
ity was limited to the permit that was acquired
for the demonstration. As soon as the permit
time had expired, Shaw’s was very insistant
that the demonstrators leave.

CANADA: Actions took place all across
Canada, including Lacombe, Alberta, Peter-
borough, Ottawa, Gatineau, Quebec,
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Kitchener-Waterloo, Ontario, and
Fredericton, New Brunswick.

In Kitchener Waterloo, activsts entered
a new Zehrs store and placed warning la-
bels on products. One person was arrested
as a result of the management being very
unhappy with this public service.

FREDERICTON, NB, the North Side Vol-
untary Labelling Committee labelled a lo-
cal Superstore while their South Side coun-
terparts did the same across town.   They
would like to remind everyone that volun-
tary labeling is a suitable activity for any-
one,  anywhere, anytime!

This story was compiled from groups re-
porting back on the day of action.

Outside the Shaw’s in Williston, Vermont, the message continues to be communi-
cated- unlabled, untested, and unwanted. Photo: Kevin Davis

Doyle Canning
From November 1st to 3rd, 2002 activists

from around the northeast region gathered
at Hampshire College in Amherst, Massa-
chusetts for Growing a GE Free Northeast:
Education, Strategy, and Action Against
Genetic Engineering. Friday evening’s key-
note speakers included renowned author
Barry Commoner; Chaia Heller and Brian
Tokar of the Institute for Social Ecology;
Theresa Podell of the Northern Plains Sus-
tainable Agriculture Society; Wisconsin
dairy farmer John Kinsman; and entertain-
ment by David Rovics, the Liberty Cabbage
Theatre Revival, and others. Over 150 peo-
ple came to Hampshire to hear the stories
of the Midwestern dairy farmers’ struggle
against rBGH, the fight to stop the intro-

duction of GE wheat in the northern plains,
the eugenic roots of the discourse of biotech-
nology, and the potential for emerging from
this madness by building a sustained move-
ment for a democratic and ecological future.

Saturday brought farmers, citizens, and en-
vironmental activists together to learn about
the scientific, economic, and agricultural im-
pacts of biotechnologies, as well as to dis-
cuss future regional strategies for opposing
genetic engineering. Participatory strategy
discussions focused on the supermarkets
campaign, now targeting Shaw’s/StarMarket;
the expansion of the town-to-town campaign
throughout the region;  legislation; student
activism; and farmer-to-farmer alliance build-
ing. The day concluded with a large group

strategy session, on weaving these existing
campaigns together to create a coherent web
of resistance and grow a GE free northeast.

Many thanks go to the organizational spon-
sors of the conference and Hampshire Col-
lege, the Pioneer Valley locals who volun-
teered with housing and help throughout sea-
son and the weekend, as well as the fantas-
tic chefs from the Liberty Cabbage collec-
tive and the participants who traveled from
as far away as Maine and New Jersey!  Re-
cordings of the highlights of the conference
are available from the ISE Biotechnology
Project (courtesy of Free Radio Burlington)
for a small donation of $10. If you are inter-
ested in a CD, please contacts us at (802)
454.7138 or info@nerage.org

Growing A GE-Free Northeast Conference Report
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Thousands March in New Zealand  continued ...

eral thousand people marched together against ge-
netic engineering down Queen Street, which ended
with a rally and speeches in Albert Park.

Jane Kelsey, Professor of Law at Auckland Univer-
sity and member of  Action, Research and Education
Network of Aotearoa (ARENA), addressed the crowd,
linking genetic engineering issues to the World Trade
Organization (WTO) which had been meeting in
neighboring Australia the same week:

“No to GE means No to the World Trade Organi-
zation! That was a key message of the protests
against the WTO in Sydney... although the media
seemed determined to keep the actual issues off
the front page.

Why is the WTO important? Because its global rules
can lead to heavy punishments on governments who
dare to introduce GE-free laws, to impose bans on GE
imports, to require labeling of GM foods, refuse
patenting of life forms, to guarantee indigenous con-
trol.

This is not about ‘trade’ in the old fashioned sense.
The WTO imposes rules on patents, investment, agri-
culture, services, environmental regulation, and more.

That’s why agribusinesses, drug companies, biotech
companies and other transnationals are so keen to get even tighter
agreements at the WTO, and similar ‘free trade’ agreements be-
tween countries, like the one with the US that our government
seems prepared to go to war to secure.

They want WTO rules so that companies like Monsanto can grow
what they want, where they want and sell it anywhere in the world.

They want WTO rules that allow those companies to corner the
world market on producing seeds, to force farmers to use GE
seeds and to sell their crops only through the TNC’s [Trans Na-
tional Corporations] own distribution chains.

They want WTO rules that force farmers to use terminator seeds
and allow them to sue farmers who keep seeds to regenerate for
themselves, while leaving the risk with the farmers when those
crops fail or they can’t find markets for GM crops.

They want WTO rules that legitimize biopiracy by companies
that patent indigenous knowledge, remedies and seeds.

They want WTO rules that guarantee the unfettered right to in-
vest, whether in land or privatized producer boards like Fonterra
or Crown research institutes, anywhere in the world

They want WTO rules that will let them control the world’s entire
food chain. To quote a senior executive from Monsanto: what you
are seeing is not just a consolidation of seed companies, it’s really a
consolidation of the entire food chain. Since water is as central to
food production as seed is, and without water life is not possible,
Monsanto is now trying to establish its control over water.

They are already well down this path. The WTO has already
begun striking down any environmental, health or social regula-
tions they deem ‘disguised barriers to trade’.”

Of course, the WTO is not alone in linking pro-trade agreements
and genetic engineering. The World Bank, the International Mon-
etary found, the US Fast Track Negotiation Authority, the impend-
ing Free Trade Area of the Americas all are tying trade and ge-
netic engineering together. But in New Zealand, where last year
3,000 pledged to pull plants from GE test sites, there is a real
movement for building a GE-free zone which could would be di-

rectly at odds with WTO policy.
The following day, registration for the biotech conference be-

gan with a loud presence from activists. Around 50 people showed
up with noise makers of various descriptions to make the regis-
trations as noisy and as difficult as possible. Police had put barri-
cades all around the front entrance, and tape around the car park.
There were four police wagons in the car park, along with various
other marked and unmarked police cars. Although all sides of the
hotel were targeted, police quickly used the nearby construction
site as justification to move activists out of “safety” concerns.
During dinner, protesters returned in an attempt to disrupt the
wining and dining going on inside. Participants inside the confer-
ence moved away from the windows as the noise kicked back up.

On Monday activists arrived at 8am for the opening ceremo-
nies of the conference. Around 40 animal rights, anti-vivisection,
and anti-GE protesters made an incredible amount of noise, while
being kept away from the arriving public buses by the police. Af-
ter this a group of activists made their way down to the Marsh
offices, a sponsor of the conference, and the insurance company
of Huntingdon Life Science, the notorious animal research firm
based in the UK. With a police escort the whole way to the build-
ing, a group of activists made it up the elevator to the 18th floor of
the NZI building, to tell Marsh what they think of them, while the
rest of the protesters sat outside telling the public why they were
there, and making a heck of a racket.

Throughout the rest of the conference, similar events took place,
including an early morning fare well to the delegates outside their
hotels at 6:30 in the morning.

Despite the difficulty in sustaining large numbers through out
the demonstrations, the  events were a massive sucess, show-
ing once again that genetic engineering has no place in New
Zealand.

This report was compiled from reports on www.indymedia.org.nz
and www.madge.net.nz
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In the streets, thousands march toward Albert park in opposition to the Pacific Rim Biotechnology
Conference. Photo: www.indymedia.org.nz
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More than 35 groups and individuals
have committed to doing the grassroots
work necessary to pass additional anti-
GE resolutions across Vermont.

People are gathering signatures from
registered voters in their towns, in order
to get resolutions warned by
selectboards for Town Meeting Day in
March 2003.

These resolutions call for labeling of
GE ingredients in food products and
many call for a moratorium on the grow-
ing of GE crops in Vermont.

 Earlier this year, neRAGE reported on
the 28 towns that passed similar resolu-
tions in the state, along with one by se-
lect board, and five towns in western
Massachusetts. This year everyone in-
volved in working on this campaign feel
confident that the number will double.
Word from other states suggests that this
campaign maybe quickly spreading.

Another aspect to the campaign, which
is crucial in Vermont, is reaching out to

the agriculture community; educating or-
ganic and conventional farmers alike about
the dangers GE crops pose to the tradi-
tional small farm landscape of the state.

  The Town to Town Campaign is still
looking for volunteers to pass resolutions
in more towns across the state--the more
communities we have, the more impact we

can make both locally and state -wide.
To get involved, please contact the In-
stitute for Social Ecology Biotechnology
Project at 802-454-7138, or Bayard
Littlefield at the Vermont Genetic Engi-
neering Action Network-802-223-0770 or
vtgean@sover.net

Pharmaceutical Corn Contaminates Food Supply
ProdiGene corn may contain AIDS vacine components or other unknown compounds

Greenpeace dropped a banner on the silo contain-
ing the pharma-corn.. Photo: Greenpeace USA

What became clear from the Starlink corn
episode in the fall of 200 was that GE prod-
ucts deemed unfit for human consumption
could not be kept out of the food supply. The
startling revelations in November that corn,
genetically engineered for pharmaceutical
uses, had made it far beyond the field, into a
local grain elevator, and almost  into the food
supply has left everybody who deals with GE
a bit sweaty.

ProdiGene, which calls itself the “leader in
transgenic plants,” contracted with farmers
in Nebraska to grow its genetically engi-
neered crops last year. One of the farmers
who grew the pharma-corn, grew soy beans
this year, but failed to remove the volunteer
corn plants coming up between the rows.
These pharmaceutical corn plants made their
way along wit the harvested soybeans into a
local grain elevator. It wasn’t until a chance
inspector saw the evidence of the volunteer

corn plants that we saw any public atten-
tion to pharmaceutical crops being grown
in the very same fields  as food crops.
Of course, this wasn’t the first time this has
happened. Sequent investigations uncov-
ered an earlier incident in September, in
which an Iowa corn crop was burned by
the USDA after it was found to have cross-
pollinated with pharma-corn grown on the
same plot the previous year. Which begs
serious questions about the level of con-
tamination from pharmaceutical crops and
the number of times incidents such as this
one haven’t been caught.

The further irony of the ProdiGene mess
is that just a month before, the Biotechnol-
ogy Industry Organization drafted a pledge
that they would no longer plant pharma-
ceutical crops in proximity to food crops of
the same variety. Despite all of the news

continued on page 7


