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Definition of the problem:


Biogenetically modified foods have been a serious issue lately as the world population keeps increasing. The natural resources for produce the foods are not able to satisfy the people needs. According to that, foods companies start obtaining new methods to generate substantial amount of foods, neglecting the adverse consequences of their products quality. Their crops results a lot of health and environmental issues, as the chemical substances that their crops containing may damage the consumers health in a long term. As well those chemical materials accumulate in the natural environment causing a serious harm.    

How it works:

Companies have been genetically modifying everything from food to animals for centuries, but the tool that has been used is selective breeding. Genetically engineering techniques are a completely new invention and now allow scientists to insert specific genes into an animal without going through the long drawn out trial and error process of selective breeding.  With genetic engineering, a scientist can cross species very easily. The techniques are now standard and genes can be spiced very easily. 

For instance, one GMF, a rice plant, can resist the weeds by spraying the crop without having any effect on the plant because it has been engineered to also resist the chemical spray, causing reduction in production costs and increases in yield so that theoretically food becomes less expensive. Other genes that have been inserted in corn plants produce a natural fungal gene that eliminates the damage from corn borers and a variety of antifungal genes can be inserted as well (Charman 74).

International Considerations:

Another indicator of the financial impact of GMFs is that the World Trade Organization has stopped countries from banning even where there have been referenda or mass protests or petitions. The World Trade Organization is interested in dollar and cents for its members and the United States is one of its most influential members. Many European governments have retaliated by delaying the planting of modified crops, but European biotechnology companies, which will dominate the market as a result. The U.S. government has threatened trade war measures against Europe over import restrictions because it interferes with the revenues expected from such sales.


The problem here is that once the case has been presented to the World Trade Organization safety committee, the rules prevent countries from taking action to restrict the import of such producers into their markets unless evidence of harm subsequently comes to light. In order to avoid the American challenge and the possibility of sever fines at the WTO, the European Parliament voted to lift the EU moratorium against the importation of GMF’s by U.S. (Hatstrom). As stated above, the sale of the GMF’s by U.S. chemical manufactures of these products is not humanitarian. It appears once again that money is the main concern for both the EU and the U.S. 

Statistics of areas cultivated by GMF’s and the producers’ revenues:

U.S. farmers are in favor of GMFs because it reduces the use of pesticides, fertilizers and energy compared to conventional farming methods. It also increases their profits from their farm labor. In 2001, 74% of all soybeans and 54% of cultivated land in Canada was under GMF crops. The U.S. dominates the field with over two thirds of the global production of GMF crops, but other countries are also trying the seed. Of course, the U.S. farmers want to profit from their investment so they are in favor of GMFs (Digby). 

The chemical companies are in favor of GMFs because they increase their revenue by selling this product. Companies, such as Monsanto, control GMF. They use patent laws to own every GMF plant grown from their seed. It is a big business and the companies’ benefit financially. For example, Monsanto made over $5 billion last year from this product (Genetically Modified Company). The chemical companies have been making money from their research into the genetics of species from which we get our food.

Complication results of GMF’s:

An experiment carried out in Scotland, where rats fed for ten days on transgenic potatoes containing a lectin gene from snowdrops appeared to develop internal organ damage, is often cited in support of this claim, although this particular study has been widely criticized by other scientists as being too small-scale and inconclusive. Some transgenes may pose human health risks when consumed: for example, a project to insert a brazil nut protein gene into soybean was halted when early tests showed that people allergic to nuts reacted to the modified soy products. (Franz, Neil)

Requirements that have to be made:   

Finally an extensive research program must be set up to be sure that the assessment system is kept up-to-date on scientific advances. The program must provide information on safeguards for the consumer from any possible risk that may occur from consumption of GMFs. The research should consist of: 

• Methods to detect GMFs in processed and unprocessed foods.

• Development of databases on genes that have been introduced by genetic modification of crops intended for food use.

• Development of methods to predict the allergenic potential of genetically modified foods and novel protein products.

• Investigation of the transfer of genetic material to gut microflora from ingested GM micro-organisms.

• Investigation of Agrobacterium as a vehicle of gene escape;

• Investigation of the stability of expression and inheritance of transgenes.

• Investigation of the effect of background genotype on transgene expression.

 (Donaldson & May 19).

Works Cited

Digby, Bob. “The New Food Debate: GM or Organic Production?” Geodate, 2002, 15(3): 1-4. Retrieved 07/28/03 from EBSCO host database from the UofA Electronic Library.

Charman, Karen. “Genetically Engineered Food: Promises & Perils.” Mother Earth News, Oct/Nov 2002, 194: 74-82. Retrieved 07/28/03 from EBSCO host database from the UofA Electronic Library. 

Franz, Neil. “FDA Challenged Again on GM Safeguards.” Chemical Week, 2003, 165(2): 30. Retrieved 07/28/03 from EBSCO host database from the UofA Electronic Library.  

 “Genetically Modified Company: Has Monsanto Learned Its Lesson since Causing a Stir in the Late 1990s?” Economist, 2002, 364(8286): 52-53. Retrieved 07/28/03 from EBSCO host database from the UofA Electronic Library.

Hatstrom, Jerry. “Chief Vows to Prevent GMO Misuse in Food Supply.” Congress Daily, Dec 4 2002: 6-7. Retrieved 07/28/03 from EBSCO host database from the UofA Electronic Library.

