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t has become no small concern worldwide to fami­

ly fa rmers, consumers, and environmental ists that 

the Monsan to Company, given its history and its 

present direction in attempting to establish itself as 

rhe wo rld's leader in "li fe sciences," has chosen to 

"t rad emark," or in other wo rds "register w ith a 

government agency to assure its use exclusively by the 

owner of the mark "Food- Heal th- Hope:' 1 

W hen corporate agribusiness sets out to transform our 

fa rms and ranches, the trad itio nal source of our food and 
fiber, in to modern bioengineering workshops designed to 

suit their narrow corporate interests, fa rmers and various 

other producers of our food see themselves being sold into 
economic slavery. Meanwhile, large numbers of the world 

community are gradual ly discovering that the increasing 
quamitative and qualitative price fo r such self-serving 

corporate gimmickry continues to escalate. 
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A tractor- sprayer/combine-can mi x, handle, and apply pestic ides in the field s. 

triving to rake the leadership 

in such a corporate-domi­

nated age of prescription 

agriculture and food , o r " life 

sciences" is the Monsanto 
Company, headquartered in 

Sr. Louis, Missouri. 
Serring out to forever change how 

food and fiber are produced, the 97-

year-old chem ical fi rm has asserted that 

as a corporation it is "developing a way 
ro use Mother Nature to m od ify orga n­

isms ro serve us better. We have a new 

business focus: life sciences-a startup 

industry that addresses the food and 

health needs of a rapidly expanding 
world while recognizing the importance 

of enviro nmenral susta inabi li ry. We 

have a new outlook on li fe: a berrer li fe 

for our planet."2 

Roughly translated, even Monsanto 

has come to recognize that agriculture 
and the environment canno t continue 
ro to lerate the massive amou nts of 
chemical poisons and fert ilizers that are 

in usc today. Since Monsanto has been 
a major and profitable producer of such 
materials, it needs to find substitutes 

ro continue keeping its stockholders 

happy, whi le at the same time try ing ro 
convince rhe world that biotechnology 
is a safe and sane alternative. 

"Resea rch and development isn't 

parr of the strategy. Resea rch a nd 

developmen t is th e strategy," Richard 

J. Mahoney, the company's former 
chairman and chief executive officer, 

declared seven years ago. 3 At that time 
there were thi rty biotech com panies; 

roday there are seven.4 

As the May 27, 1998 The \Kiall Street 
journaL declared: "Monsanto Co. and 

DuPont Co. are berring the farm in bids 

ro transform themselves into the Coke 

and Pepsi of genetically eng ineered 
crops. In the three years since the first 

transgenic seeds were introduced, crop 
biotechnology has grown from a young 

science ro a hot business: About half of 

U.S. co non fields, for ry percent of soy­

bean fields, and rwenry percent of corn 

fields this year are generically altered. 

Now, in a stunningly swift concentra­

t ion of power, much of the design, har­

ves t , and processing of genetically 

eng ineered crops is coming under rhese 
two companies."1 

An example of that "stunningly swift 
concentration of power" came in rhe 

summer of 1998 when Cargill Inc. (the 
nation's largest private corporation and 
one of the world's leading grain u aders) 

and Monsanto announced the signing 

of a letter o f intent ro form a worldwide 
joint ven ture to create and market new 

products enhanced th rough bio technol­

ogy for the grain processing and animal 
feed ma rkets. 
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rhough it has been taking 

remendous strides towards 

ecoming the dominate force in 

world-wide agricultural biotechnology, 

Monsanto's path to such total control 
has become strewn with pitfalls. 

Robert B. Shap iro, th e current 

chairman of rhe board and CEO of 

Monsanto, was recently given a taste of 

tofu cream pie by the "A.nti-Generix" 

splinter faction of rhe Biotic Baking 
Brigade (BBB). He was hit in the face 

with the pie (a sweet potato pie just 

missed irs target) after giving the keynote 
address at the State of the World Forum 

conference in the Fairmonr Horel in San 
Francisco, California. 

The vegan tofu cream pie symbol­
ized the millions of acres of Monsanto's 

genetically engineered soybea n crops 
and other "Frankenfoods" coming to 

harvest in the 1998 season. T he sweet 

po tato pie was tossed in recogni tion of a 
October 25th T/;e New York Times 
Sunday Magazine cover story, "Playing 

God in rhe Garden" by M ichael Pollan, 

which derai led the fraud, deception, 
and legacy Monsanro has g iven the 
world , using the genetically-engineered 
"New Leaf Russet Burbank Po tato" as 

an example.r' 

C ri ticism of Monsanto's tactics has 

also come from within agribusiness 
itself. W illy de G reef, head of regulatory 
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and government affairs at Novartis 
Seeds in Basel, Switzerland, has been 
one of many in the biotech industry to 
recently attack their rival for the 
unprecedented consumer backlash in 
European countries to genetically engi­
neered food. 

"We have a PR mountain to climb. 
You have a problem if the market leader 
has firmly set ideas about how to do 
things, which others might not agree 
with. An expensive failure can be made 
into an asset if you've learned from it, but 
Monsanto still has some learning to do."7 

Since 1997 when Monsanto's herbi­
cide-resistant Roundup Ready soya 
beans were first shipped to Europe mixed 
with ordinary soya, polls have shown 
that consumer acceptance of engineered 
food has collapsed in Europe. 
Consumers interpreted the move as a 
ploy to force biotech engineered soya 
down European throats and now the 
entire industry is having to deal with the 
consequences of that miscalculation.8 

Likewise, outraged members of the 
British Parliament and many of 
the country's environmentalists have 
accused U.S. President Bill Clinton of 
intruding in a sensitive domestic matter. 
"It is quite wrong for the British Prime 
Minister to be conspiring behind the 
back of the British public about 
American business interests," said 
Norman Baker, Liberal Democrat envi­
ronment spokesman. What had the 
British so angry is the report that 
Clinton personally intervened with 
British Prime Minister Tony Blair to 
stop Britain from halting the controver­
sial production of genetically engi­
neered foods.? 

It is no accident that Clinton should 
be promoting genetically modified 
crops. Their primary U.S. manufacturer, 
Monsanto, has been one of five compa­
nies spearheading Clinton's welfare-to­
work programs. Monsanto was among 
those donating thousands of dollars 
in "soft money" to the Clinton 1996 
election and which the President sin­
gled out for praise during his State of 
the Nation address in 1997.10 In addi­
tion, currently sitting on Monsanto's 

board of directors is former U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce, U.S. Trade 
Representative, and National Chairman 
for the 1992 Clinton-Gore Campaign 
-Mickey Kantor.'' 

"Monsanto Co. & DuPont Co. 
are betting the fium in bids 

to transform themselves 
into the Coke and Pepsi of 

genetically engineered aops. 
.. .About half of U.S. cotton 

fields, 40o/o of soybean fields, 
and 20o/o of com fields this 
year are genetically altered. 

... much of the design, harvest, 
and processing of genetically 
engineered aops is coming 
under these two companies." 

S hartly after such condemnations 
from abroad, the Consultative 
Group on International Agricultural 

Research (CGIAR) announced that it 
would "not incorporate into its breeding 
materials any genetic systems designed 
to prevent seed germination." With that 
statement the Terminator-and related 
genetic seed sterilization technology­
has been banned from the crop breeding 
programs of the world's largest interna­
tional agricultural research network. 
"This is in recognition," CGIAR stated, "of 
a. concerns over potential risks of its 

inadvertent or unintended spread 
though pollen, 

b. the possibilities of sale or exchange of 
inviable seed for planting, 

c. the importance of farm-saved seed, 
particularly to resource-poor farmers; 

d. potential negative impacts on generic 
diversity and 

e. the importance of farmer selection and 
breeding for sustainable agriculrure."12 

"It's a courageous decision. The 
CGIAR has done the right thing, for 
the right reasons," says Pat Mooney, 
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Executive Director of Rural Advancement 
Foundation International (RAFI), "a 
ban on Terminator is a pro-farmer poli­
cy in defense of world food securiry."u 

The CGIAR is a network of sixteen 
international agricultural research cen­
ters, which collectively form the world's 
largest public plant breeding effort for 
resource-poor farmers. The Terminator 
genetic engineering technique renders 
farm-saved seed sterile, forcing farmers 
to return to the commercial seed market 
every year. The technology is aimed 
primarily at seed markets in Africa, Asia, 
and Latin America, where over 1.4 bil­
lion people depend on farm-saved seed 
and on-farm plant breeding. 14 

Since the Terminator was developed 
jointly by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) and Delta & Pine 
Land (now a Monsanto subsidiary), 
Mooney says the policy is "a slap in the 
face to the U.S. government-a major 
CGIAR funder-and to Monsanto 
because it soundly negates their claims 
that sterilizing seeds will boost plant 
breeding in marginal areas and help feed 
the hungry. "'5 

In the U.S. Monsanto has opened 
more than 475 seed piracy cases nation­
wide, generated from over 1800 leads. 16 

According to Monsanto's Kate Marshall, 
more than 250 of these cases are under 
active investigation by five full-time and 
a number of part-time investigators, and 
Pinkertons, a private detective firm. 
More than 100 cases have already been 
settled. For sometime now Monsanto 
has been cracking down on farmers who 
"illegally" save and replant seeds contain­
ing "patented technology. "17 

Defending Monsanto's action, Scott 
Baucum, chief of the company's seed 
piracy enforcement arm, points out: 
"Monsanto invests many years and 
millions of dollars in biotech research to 
bring growers new technologies sooner 
rather than later. When growers 
save and replant patented 
seed, there is less incentive 
for companies to invest 
in future technologies 
that will ultimately 
benefit farmers." 18 














