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REVIEW OF THE SOUTH AUSTRALIAN GM FOOD CROP MORATORIUM, 2018 
 
GM = genetically modified; GMO = genetically modified organism: TOR = term of reference 
 
As a pharmacist, I am scientifically trained. I received training also in statistics and the ability to critically 
assess published articles. I started researching this topic when 3 members of my family were diagnosed as 
gluten intolerant – who heard of (non-coeliac) gluten intolerance 20 years ago? 
 
I refute the idea that science and emotion are mutually inconclusive. “Grain Producers SA has long called for 
the science to be put ahead of the emotion in this debate.” Editorial, The Advertiser, 14/9/2018, the same 
day this review was announced. This statement suggests that anyone who agrees with GM crops is backed 
by science, and that anyone who disagrees is unscientific and emotional. I submit firstly that there is a 
growing economic benefit for non-GM food as more people look to buy it, and secondly it is possible to 
disagree with GM crops with scientific backing.  
 
As a pharmacist, my scientific training includes the benefits and risks of drugs. If asked by patients about side 
effects of a drug prescribed to them, when they are concerned that they may be or are being affected 
adversely, my response was always about RISK VS BENEFIT. Informed patients can make the decision 
whether the severity of the illness being treated is worth risking potentially serious side effects documented 
in the literature; there are potentially also unknown side effects that are not yet documented. I base this 
submission on the same consideration, RISK VS BENEFIT. 
 
Economic benefits of GM crops: 

 Dr Zach Bush, a US cancer researcher, studied the history of GM foods, driven by concerns about his 
patients which led to his interest in nutrition. He found that GM crops were invented to withstand 
herbicides sold by chemical companies to increase their sales, a business model stated by Monsanto 
in public meetings. Instead of spot spraying weeds, the whole crop could be sprayed; herbicide was 
also used as a desiccant, to kill and dry crops for harvest. Farmers understandably want these 
benefits to make their work easier, plus the economic benefit promoted to them, by the same 
chemical companies, of increased yield.  

 However the Union of Concerned Scientists in March 2009 produced a report titled    “Failure to 
Yield: evaluating the performance of genetically engineered crops”. The findings were, “Contrary to 
myths about the superiority of GE crop yields, most yield gains in recent years are due to traditional 
breeding or improvement of other agricultural practices.” One researcher said, “It (GM technology) 
is a solution looking for a problem.” 

 The ISTAD report, funded by the UN and the World Bank, and written over a number of years by 
over 400 scientists, found that GMOs have nothing to offer to feed the hungry world. Anna Lappe of 
the Westminster Town Hall Forum, commenting on the report in  March 2013, said, "In fact, what 
we're finding is that this model of industrial agriculture is actually undermining the very natural 
resources that we are going to need to feed the future." And further, "They discovered that 
sustainable farming is an incredibly effective way to deliver on yields without having farmers 
spending so much money on inputs."   
(ISTAD = International Science and Technology Affairs Directorate) 

 Promotion to the general population is also about increased yield, a worthy aim, with the increasing 
global population. There are many reports of pro-GMO scientists working on GMOs and believing in 
them because they believe they are feeding the world. Prof Stuart Smyth stated “GM development 
had … increased food production, leading to improved food security globally.” (The Advertiser, 
14/9/18). GM crops have existed since the mid-1990s and millions are still starving – because they 
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need better access to food already produced. What happened to food sent to Africa, paid for by 
donations from Live Aid in 1985?  

 Yields are not increased, as per the above scientific studies; any small gains in early years from 
stressed plants are lost after about 7 years, as plants weaken. 

 The first approved GM crop, the Flavr Savr tomato, is no longer marketed. Why is that? 
 TOR 1 refers to market benefits of SA’s moratorium. Human health may be outside the scope of this 

review, however consumer awareness of health risks leading to decreased market demand is 
entirely relevant to a discussion on the economics of these crops. There is increasing demand for 
non-GMO products by consumers aware of health risks: 
o The rise in incidence of obesity, autism, allergies, many cancers, Alzheimer’s and other 

dementias, Parkinson’s disease, multiple sclerosis and other illnesses has been in parallel with 
the rise in use of glyphosate and later of GM crops, with associated increased herbicide use – 
publically available US government data; from US National Library of Medicine come articles 
such as “Genetically engineered crops, glyphosate and the deterioration of health in the 
United States of America” (Swanson et al, Journal of Organic Systems, Vol 9, No. 2 (2014)) 
and “Genetically modified foods pose unique new health risks for children with food allergy” 
(Cantani, Eur Rev Med Pharmacol Sci. 2009 Jan-Feb); more recent concerns linked to 
this technology are rising infertility rates, and birth defects. 

o The result of such concerns was noted by Jeffrey Smith, of The Institute for Responsible 
Technology, in 2017, when he said, “The tipping point of consumer rejection is underway in 
the US where more and more companies are limiting GMOs because they are becoming a 
marketing liability.”  

If the ban is maintained, SA will reap huge benefits from its clean green image for food – forever.  
 
Economic risks of GM crops – covered by TOR 6, impossible to quantify: 

1. If the ban is removed in the short term, any increase in yield will begin to fall by 2025.   
2. GM technology costs more, as seeds are patented. Seeds are bred to resist certain chemicals, eg, 

Monsanto had Round-up Ready seeds – Monsanto’s purchase by Bayer will lead to the introduction 
of LibertyLink, new gene technology with associated costs. 

3. GM crops are monocultures, with risk of widespread crop failures, as happened in India around the 
turn of this century. Farm debt triggered 200,000 farmer suicides when expensive GM seeds 
replaced farmers’ saved seeds, and the GM crops failed.   

4. Per World Economic Forum, many crops and wild plant species need pollination by bees and other 
insects. Without bees, crops to disappear would include apples, almonds and oranges – all 
extensively grown in our state. Wild bee and other pollinator populations are declining fastest in 
parts of Europe and North America. Reasons stated include GM crops.  

5. Introduction of GM technology is irreversible. Economic benefits of clean green food in our state, 
which I submit will be more evident in 2025, will be lost – forever. 

SUMMARY: long-term economic risks of lifting the GM ban far outweigh any short-term benefit. 
Improve returns by improved MARKETING instead of lifting the GM ban: 
If Grain Producers SA’s commissioned “report by market analyst Mercardo found that growers did not 
receive a premium as a result of the moratorium” (The Advertiser, 14/9/18) 

 It is logical to say that the products are not being marketed well enough – one has to ask who is 
actually marketing SA crops, as it would seem they are ineffectual.  

 It is NOT logical to say that different crops are needed. 
 
Again under TOR 1, there are increasing signs that there are market benefits for “Our clean green 
positioning” referred to by Bickfords group marketing manager Chris Illman (The Advertiser, 18/9/18) in the 
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comprehensive “industry spotlight” on SA food, in the Business Journal. This report showed an awareness of 
the need for marketing, as well as significant growth potential for premium or healthy products: 

 “Newly-acquired tips in luxury marketing are set to help some food producers build global demand 
for premium products,” said Food SA chief executive Catherine Sayer. 

 “According to Food South Australia, a significant number of food manufacturers have built their 
growth strategies on the increasing consumer demand for gourmet, artisan products and healthier 
snack alternatives.” These food companies will seek more quality ingredients, an economic benefit 
for local suppliers; many products are already labelled “non-GMO”. 

 Themis Chryssidis, dietitian, mentions “one in four consumers having a dietary requirement (allergy, 
intolerance, personal preference or religious requirement)”. Dietary issues were rarely heard of 20 
years ago; consumers with such issues are growing in number, and there is a growing market for 
quality products to feed these people and their families. Younger people are already affected; they 
are more engaged and are driving changes. 

  
Most recent trade data suggests there is no need for a review of the GM ban – see TOR 4: 
“South Australian agri-food exports have risen 7.2 per cent to a record $6.2 billion in 2017/18, bolstered by 
strong growth in sales of wine, barley and wheat,” under the heading “SA exports hit record high” (The 
Advertiser, 21/9/18).  

 The Mercado report mentioned above triggered this review.  
 The trade data above seems to contradict the Mercado report finding.  
 There is the risk that not only grain producers may ultimately be adversely affected by lifting of the 

ban, but many other SA producers of foods such as fruit, nuts, honey.  
 
Australian Grain Technologies open crop research centre 
This centre opened at Roseworthy on 26/9/18 at a cost of $20million to continue development of new 
varieties of wheat, barley, canola and lupins; it will also focus on developing drought-resistant varieties, 
extremely important in SA; our dry land farming techniques were exported to Iraq 40 years ago, well before 
GM, so one hopes the centre will use non-GM techniques.  

 TOR 5 mentions exploring whether there are likely to be potential innovations available for 
commercial adoption by South Australia’s agricultural industries prior to 2025 – YES, arising from this 
new centre = economic benefit from existing investment, assuming non-GM.  

 Would this justify a reconsideration of the moratorium on the grounds of economic benefit to the 
state? NO, benefits are already expected to come from existing funds and activities.  

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

D E HOUNSLOW, B Pharm 

 


