











A special set of gene technologies are used

to alter the genetics of living organisms.

GMO foods are made from plants or animals \
with altered DNA to achieve specific traits,

such as pest resistance or better nutrition.

Most global testing frameworks demand
that GMO-derived foods are as safe as
non-GMO-derived foods. However, such
GMO products cannot be tested on humans
because they are not a single chemical.

Nor are they intended to be ingested using
specific doses and intervals.

Moreover, it’s been argued that many

of the “natural” foods with which GMO
are supposed to be equivalent “contain
many toxic or carcinogenic chemicals
and that existing diets were never proven
to be safe.”®

“

"There are no specific laws in Canada
POUC! about labelling GM foods differently.
They are labelled like any other food
because our safety assessments
have found them to be as safe and
nutritious as non-GM foods."®
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The American Association for the Advancement

of Science (AAAS) has stated, “The World Health
Organization, the American Medical Association, the
U.S. National Academy of Sciences, the British Royal
Society, and every other respected organization
that has examined the evidence has come to the
same conclusion: consuming foods containing
ingredients derived from GM crops is no riskier than
consuming the same foods containing ingredients
from crop plants modified by conventional plant
improvement techniques.”” Yet doubt remains.

pN
g\)e-og: Member States of the EU rely on the

V"“Cy precautionary principle, requiring them

POL to take all necessary measures to prevent
potential harm to human health and the
environment. GMO foods must pass extensive
safety assessments. This has led to fewer
GMO approvals compared to other regions.®



THE 1SSUE is not that science
lacks compelling arguments.
Rather, it’s that information
is more readily received and
remembered when it aligns with
EXISTING NARRATIVES.

“The RISK of spinning facts is
much higher for pro-genetically
engineered (GE) groups,
because if it turns out that a
certain GE food is UNSAFE,
the penalty will be severe.
However, anti-GE groups can
still spin facts at low risk even if
consumers choose to inspect.
This helps explain why some
pro-GE groups, particularly the
biotech industry, tend to remain
SILENT. Revealing information
regarding the safety of GE
foods could be counter-
productive given pre-existing s Sare
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The American Medical Association

’

Yhe AAAS has stated that mandatorny
\abeling “can only seyve +o mislead and
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In 2016, more than 150 Nobel laureates signed an open
letter that attacked Greenpeace for campaigning against
Golden Rice and other GMO crops. Greenpeace had
“misrepresented the risks, benefits and impacts” of
genetically altered food plants, they said, adding that, “There

has never been a single confirmed case of a negative health
outcome for humans or animals from their consumption?™©

Thus the conversation circles endlessly: GMO foods
are not proved safe but not proved unsafe. Human
testingis scientifically problematic and, moreover, futile
from the anti-GMO side. The same fypes of issues and
concerns are raised about GMO foods across the world.
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