PO Box 52
Holland Park 4121
18" January 2016

The Editor
Australian Financial Review
GPO Box 55 Melbourne 3001

J'accuse

Dear Sir

| refer to your editorial of 11/1/16 "Dragging the Greens towards Reality", which mainly
relates to GM food. For the reasons outlined below, | consider your editorial to be nothing
more than deceptive and untruthful pro-GM propaganda.

For many years, almost 60% of the Australian public who are not "comfortable" with GM
(see below) have been betrayed by a combination of deception, mendacity, sneakiness,
arrogance, hypocrisy, cowardice and verbal thuggery, of which your article is illustrative. No
single organisation is responsible for this. Below | refer to the "pro-GM establishment", an
octopus like structure which includes the CSIRO Food Futures Division, FSANZ, the OGTR,
various state government agricultural bodies, biotech corporations involved in plant
genetics, media outlets including some scientific glossies available in newspaper stands,
organisations publically and privately funded such as the Biotechnology Council of Australia
and the Grains Research Development Corporation, University researchers, some food
producers and retailers, some politicians, and others. However, | am ashamed to say that
my fellow scientists have been the driving force.

I am an analytical chemist with a number of publicat‘ions in the world's leading journals on
analytical chemistry, as well as several patents. Accordingly, | do not consider myself
“irrational”, a word that is widely used by the pro-GM establishment to brand anyone who
disagrees with them, and is employed in your article.

My interest in GM is that, as an ethical and responsible scientist, | stand for the truth.lam
not opposed to GM food per se because | believe consumers should have right of choice.
The rights of the 40% of Australians who are "comfortable" with GM should be respected.
Equally, the rights the majority of Australians who aren't should be respected, but they are
not. | have become involved in this field because | am sickened by the ubiquitous deception
and mendacity which characterises the pro-GM establishment. | am speaking out because |
believe the credibility of science and scientists is under threat.




Beginning with your sentence "Genetically Modified crops account for about 12% of crops
worldwide . . . " this deceitfully implies all crops are involved. According to the enclosed
article, which refers to primary Global Crop Production, "Four cash crops continue to
account for virtually all GM production.” Obviously, if one included all crops, the figure
would be very small.

The sentence continues "and are present in an estimated 70% of supermarket food products
in Australia ... ". This is completely untrue. The enclosed article shows this figure has been
lifted from the US, which has the highest use of GM in the developed world, especially
because GM corn syrup is the main sweetener. Australian manufacturers of processed food
mainly use natural cane sugar or artificial sweeteners. Is this what you mean by "reality"?

The tactic employed above represents a dishonest and cowardly attempt to intimidate the
public into submission. This fait accompli approach effectively says to those consumers who
don't want to eat GM food "you might as well give up the struggle because we've won".

If 70% of Australian supermarket food products contain GM ingredients, why are there no
food products labelled GM in Australia, given FSANZ's claim that Australia has "amongst the
most stringent labelling laws in the world"? The reality is that Australia's feeble GM labelling
laws are effectively worthless. This is because the pro-GM establishment has worked
tirelessly to ensure Australian consumers are denied a right of choice. For example, cooking
oil made from GM canola, the main GM crop in Australia, does not have to be labelled GM
thanks to FSANZ trickery and hypocrisy. They would not get away with this in Europe, which
does have stringent laws. The law in the UK is that "food derived from GM plants must be
labelled GM". In the US, 90% of consumers want effective GM labelling but the ultra
powerful pro-GM lobby fights tooth and nail to ensure there is none. Prior to his election,
President Obama campaigned to push for GM labelling, but upon gaining presidency, his
contribution to the GM debate was to sign the notorious "Monsanto Protection Act”, which
was subsequently rescinded. If the most powerful man on earth can be humbled by a
corporation, what does that say about the power of that corporation and the industry
generally? Several international studies have shown that the more stringent the labelling
laws, the lower the public consumption of GM food. Obviously, if consumers don't know
what they're eating, they're less likely to object. The pro-GM establishment in Australia is
well aware of this.

+

It's a safe bet the authors of the "70%" (or any figure) would never reveal which products
contain GM components and the percentages, because of fear of a consumer backlash
against the products. If the 70% happened to be true, it means the majority of Australians
who don't want to eat GM food have had it forced down their throats without their
knowledge or consent by stealth, as in the US. So Machiavelli lives. This may be a factor (one
of a plethora) in the collapsing confidence in democracy and public institutions in both
countries, accompanied by increasing polarisation, alienation, resentment, rancour and




disillusionment. | suggest you read John Keane's highly acclaimed book The Birth and Death
of Democracy.

Regarding "while extensive studies have failed to reveal any risks", | refer you to a book
"Seeds of Deception" by Jeffery M. Smith, subtitled "Exposing Industry and Government Lies
About the Safety of the Genetically Engineered Foods" (an International Bestseller), which
contains a chapter Deadly Epidemic. This details the death of between 80 - 125 people and
disabling of up to 10,000 (many permanently) from a contaminant in the food supplement L-
tryptophan made from a GM yeast. It also discloses the desperate deflection by the FDAin a
US senate inquiry because the GM friendly FDA realised the future of GM was on the line.
Meanwhile, Showa Denko, the Japanese manufacturer, destroyed all the evidence, tried to
blame their filtration system and paid USD 2 billion compensation to victims, mainly out of
court settlements on condition the victims didn't talk to the media. (Google GM L-
tryptophan disaster). When | asked the Australian Academy of Sciences how they reconciled
this matter with their 2007 statement "GM products have been in several foods for many
years and consumed without any substantial evidence of the effects of ill health”, they
refused to reply.

More recently, France, Russia, and a number of other countries have banned GM corn
because the herbicide gylcophosphate (the main ingredient of roundup which used in
conjunction with GM corn), has been classified as a dass 2A human carcinogen by the WHO.
This derived from the work of French researcher Dr Seralini, which generated much heated
squabbling in the scientific community, resulting in the forced retraction of his publication;
an action denounced by many respected scientists. Australian researcher Dr Judy Carmen
has done much work in this field, but her findings have been ignored by the Australian
media. The CSIRO GM pea project was abandoned because the GM peas caused
inflammation in the lungs of rats and affected their immune system. More cases are
provided in Smith's book. The pro-GM establishment has been forced into an untenable
absolutist position in perpetuity because any admission that some GM food may not be safe
would utterly destroy credibility given thirty years of hard-line denialism.

There are two explanation why the pro-GM establishment persists with deceptive and
untruthful statements. One is that they consider the public too ignorant to see through their
deceptions. |, for one, find this generalised assumption extremely offensive, but not
inconsistent with the pro-GM mindset that the public is a tiresome bovine irrelevancy, and
they are puzzled as to why most of us don't worship them. In any case, this assumption has
been comprehensively demolished in A Voice of Reason by lan Lowe, which contains a
section Science, trust and the allegedly ignorant public. This refers to a paper presented by
Lord May, former British Chief Scientist, at a UNESCO World Conference, which specifically
dealt with attitudes to GM. The other explanation is that they are too arrogant to care.

According to a Swinburne University survey, only 40% of Australian consumers are
"comfortable" with GM food, and this figure has not changed over a decade. To counter




this, a past federal government organised fraudulent surveys to inflate acceptance figures to
up to 77%, by treating "benefits", "support" and "aéceptance" as equivalent. Of course, they
are unrelated. Conversely, the pro-GM establishment has repeatedly claimed that
opposition to GM food is confined to "irrational minority groups" as stated by Dr Fisher, (an
honorary fellow with CSIRO Plant Industry division) in an article published in the Australian
20/7/12. Dr Fisher's contemptuous reference to "minority groups" is a consequence of the
fact that the majority of citizens opposed to GM don't have a voice. Whereas the pro-GM
establishment has access to large sums of taxpayer money for their propaganda, opposition

groups rely on public subscriptions.

Dr Di Natale's decision to break ranks with anti-GM green policy is not new. In 2013, Paul
Lynas, an environmental journalist, stunned the world by converting from anti-GM zealot to
pro-GM zealot. The pro-GM camp were delighted by this amazing and unexpected turn of
events, and pushed it for all it was worth, including parading an Australian copy cat. The
miracle of St Paul was enthusiastically reported by the Australian 18/1/13 in a full page
article titled "An inconvenient truth". Regrettably, much of the article simply reiterated the
pro-GM catechism, for example, the unsupported circular statement from European
Commission chief scientist Anne Glover: "There is no substantial case of any adverse impact
on human health, animal health or environmental health, so that's pretty robust evidence".

My initial interest in the GM debate was prompted by the breakfast cereal "Digestive First",
which contains the CSIRO development BARLEYmax. The product claimed to be "Natural”,
made by "Traditional Breeding" and "Non GMOQ". It was actually developed by the genetic
manipulation technique of targeted mutagenesis, whereby the DNA of natural barley was
attacked by the highly reactive and toxic chemical sddium azide (the sodium azide is not
present in the mutated product). The first recorded chemical used in this way on barley was
mustard gas, the notorious vesicant of WW1. Subsequently, the "tradition" was handed
down to a succession of "breeders", who employed a range of toxic and dangerous
chemicals for their "breeding experiments". According to the CSIRO, the term has been used
in plant breeding textbooks for sixty years, yet during its long history, there has been no
attempt by plant geneticists to explain to the public exactly what this umbrella term means.
The CSIRO can legally claim non-GMO status because an exemption for chemical
mutagenesis was appended to the Gene Technology Act 2000 as a separate piece legislation
enacted on the same day as the GTA 2000. However, after a lengthy debate with the ACCC, |
am pleased to see the "Natural" has been deleted from recent packaging. | wrote to your
publication on several occasions concerning this matter, but received no response.

| could go on an on, drawing on the five inches of communication | have with a number of
Australian organisations. However, | realise it's water on a duck's back to you. Accordingly, |
am writing a book which details this communication and various statements from the pro-
GM establishment, dutifully parroted in the uncritical, sycophantic mainstream media who
put up a wall against my attempts to expose the truth about BARLEYmax. My book also




covers the implications of GM/GE technology, including specifically designed viruses for
biological warfare. It is obvious these will make all military hardware redundant, because
they are invisible.

As mankind is now in the process of hijacking the evolutionary process from nature, | also
discuss this watershed in human history. Recently, a GM salmon has been approved by the
FDA for human consumption. This is the breakthrough genetic technologists have been
waiting for and many in the US are predicting this will open the floodgates. According to
nutritionist Dr Mercola, 35 GM animals are now in the pipeline for approval. We should
expect speedy approval, given the GM section of FDA is nothing more than the regulatory
arm of the bio-tech industry, with senior executives of Monsanto installed to run it.

Obviously, human beings are next in line, as elimination of all diseases will prevent the
predicted collapse of health systems around the world. The "editing" (what a quaint
euphuism!) of human embryo genes has just commenced, and critics are already saying this
is the "slippery slope to designed humans". Then a competitive race to construct superman
will result in the ultimate goal of civilisation - perfectionism. Clearly, we should have zero
confidence in regulatory control, given the precedent set by the dishonourable, sneaky plant
genetics, who have demonstrated an extraordinary aptitude for preying on scientifically
illiterate politicians and journalists, as well as corrupting regulators. Essentially, they have
adopted the same amorality as Darwinism itself.

| hope to generate significant interest in my work with my contention that Darwin's term
"Natural Selection” is wrong - it should be "Natural Attrition". Darwin's unfortunate term
has been used by legions of deceivers (for example, Michael Specter in his book Denialism)
to claim an association between the way nature randomly alters genes, and the way
humans can manipulate and design genes. Designed organisms can be used for any purpose,
both philanthropic and misanthropic, and we have just begun to scratch the surface. The
difference is that nature has no intent, whereas mankind has. Where will mankind's intent
take us with genetic designs? Do you care? To quote the old saying:

There are none so blind as those who will not see.

In his 1970 bombshell Future Shock, Alvin Toffler famously said "Technology cannot be
permitted to rampage through society". He advocated the democratization of technological
development so that citizens were actually involved in decisions about research, and
ultimately, their future. Of course, we all know this will never happen. Our future is being
decided by blinkered beavers in white lab coats who have no idea where we are going.

If the long drawn out battle between the octopus and the majority of Australians who don't
want to eat GM food has, indeed, been won by the former, we might well reflect on the
moral principle upon which victory has been secured. | wonder if you and your friends in the
pro-GM establishment would agree with the following:




"The function of propaganda is, for example, not to weigh and ponder the rights of
different people, but exclusively to emphasize the one right it has set out to argue

for. Its task is not to make an objective study of the truth, in so far as it favours the
enemy, and the set it before the masses with,academic fairness; its task is to serve
our own right, always and unflinchingly".

These are the words of Adolph Hitler in Mein Kampf. Of course, Hitler's observation was not

original. It is neatly summarised by the old truism:
In any battle, the truth is the first casualty.
| am considering a number of titles for my book, one being:

Faith in Scientists and the Darwinian Trajectory

Yours faithfully,

John Petty
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Dragging Greens
towards reality
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ederal Greens leader Richard Di Natale is to be
N congratulated for making another effort to drag

- his party away from the cranky fringe and
, ,.towards making a real conmbuuon to. policy

- formation by daring to soften i cy agai
genetically modified foods.
. which involved little more

' Nata.’le saymg hewas not phllosophlcally opposed
survives the reaction by party hardliners remains i
at least Senator Di Natale is in there, and swinging: agamst
policies that are irrational, make his party hard to sell to the
middle ground and obstruct the pragmauo deals that make
politics work.

Genetically modified crops account for about 12 per cent of
crops worldwide and are present in an esumated 70.per.cent of
supermarket food products in Austraha while extensive studies
have failed to identify any risks. Yet this reahty has not made
any impression on a SIgmﬁcant section of the grassroots mem-
“bership which reafﬁrmed the party’s opposmon to GMOS atits
2015 national convention.-

That decision in turn emphaSISed the fact that the Greens
emerged as:-a party. of protest rather. fan government; better
suited to tearing down policies than to forming them. This was
particularly evident under former. Jeader Christine Milne, who

- 'was opposed to any policy: Supported by former prime minister
Tony Abbott, even when that pollcy~agreed with party policy —

‘notably petrol excise indexation. Ms Milne was_stridently
opposed to GM foods and farming.

- There are indications that Senator Di Natale’s efforts to-shift
the. party -away from its protest base is having some success,
with' membership increasing by 30 per-cent over ayearto 13,400

“last year. His shift is also making the business of government
easier, with the Coalition managing to push a tighter means test
for the pension through the Senate in June, thanks to support
from the Greens, :

In contrast; Labor tied itself in knots defending its opposition
toreducing pensron payouts to the wealthy. :

Senator Di Natale’s job as a voice for reason in the party is far
from easy. But to observers of the political scene, the Greens
make. con31derab1y more sense and seem more relevant than

~ they did under his predecessor, and that is something to be
grateful for in any political party. ,
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