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Cancer is a degenerative disease caused by a fagkamins and poisoning from chemical
substances present in food.

One can estimate the number of vitamins and pewiit substances present in natural plants
commonly used as food by humans as more than 13,080000 types.

The introduction into modern agriculture of Genailic Modified Organisms (GMOSs) is an
unjustified and very dangerous alteration of whabl&tion has produced in plants over hundreds of
millions of years:

plants on which the subsequent biochemical evalutibsuperior complex animal organisms has
been based, culminating with the advent of mamimalse last 65 million years and then with the
arrival of Man.

Therefore the delicate biochemical balance of tinadn race depends on plant species remaining
integral, just as evolution created them, becahsehealth of every one of us is based on the
biochemical human cell, and this depends, throungh domplexity of the DNA, on the use of
thousands of vitamins and of the herbal-chemicalmmunds present in nature.

Plants are complex organisms as well, they are tifeuit of hundreds of millions of years of
biological evolution:

every genetic modification caused in plants by Marfwith radiation such as Chernobyl, or
with retroviruses such as presently used in GMO), twever small that modification is, will
cause_damageirreparable damage which_often cannot be seerbecause man only knows a
limited number of safe vitamins and pro-vitamin substances.

However, there are_tens of thousandsf vitamins and other substances present in plantand
it is these which are responsible for the correct arking of the biochemical human complex
and the human genome (DNA).

To (supposedly) achieve greater agricultural préidactoday we resort to changing the genetic pamiynof natural
plants, with the aim of:

1) changing their structure,

2) making them sterile (thus farmers have to buy seeds every year),
3) patenting the transformation induced and

4) re-selling the thus obtained product all overworld.

Actually it has never been demonstrated that GM@ivetions produce a larger amount of productsfdet, some
independent scientific studies carried out by Ifi&ved quite the opposite.



Furthermore it can be affirmed that there is a wutigl equivalence between:
1) the genetically modified product (GMO)

2) and that obtained by selecting genetic chariaties (that is by means of naturally crossbreedgilagts as has been
done by man over the course of thousands of years).

However, this “substantial equivalence” cannot itained because:

1) the natural crossbreeding of plants uses nasessds of the same species, while genetic manipulégsMO)
crosses all barriers, and introduces genes fromr dfipes of vegetable species or even bacteriasesr and
animal genes.

2) in fact the majority of genes used in genetigieeering come from living species which have néveen a
part of the human food chain and actually come fidNA not of plants but of animals, bacteria or gies
and/or transgenic retroviruses.



EIGHT immediate threats can therefore be identified

FIRST POINT:The impoverishment of vitamin and pro-vitamin cares in the plants

SECOND POINTgenetic mutations of plants and the subsequentadilbe of human biochemistry
THIRD POINT:the failure of the anti-cancer diet

FOURTH POINT: diseases induced by transgenic vguse

FIFTH POINT:intoxication by poisons synthesized from transgplaots

SIXTH POINT:danger of worldwide famine due to “TERMINATOR” taclogy

SEVENTH POINT:transgenic pollution of natural plants

EIGHTH POINT:the irreversible disappearance of the genetic rithece of natural plants



FIRST POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:

The impoverishment of vitamin and pro-vitamin cares in the plants

The deliberate attempt to deactivate the natutadtamces contained in the plants is very seriouthis way fresh fruit
and vegetables — greatly impoverished of many \itam can be carried over long distances and |lemgpgs of time
because their oxidation does not take place.

These vitamins are able to enter into complex emigmmechanisms inside mammals’ DNA, inducing the
APOPTOSIS (suicide) phenomenon in these mammal ddtey are suffering from infections or above@ANCER
or LEUKAEMIA.

This deliberativevitamin impoverishment will ensure commercial fiofand represents a serious act of deliberate
damage inflicted on the Ecosystem by means of GMOs.

Fresh plants contain thousands of vitamins whiehadnle to activate our immune system against
germs, viruses or tumour cells, or even to indymsptosis (cell suicide or programmed cell death)
in tumour cells.

Amounts of vitamins needed to induce apoptosis inedain number of tumour cells in the
laboratory without damaging healthy human cellsraadly very small.

Several studies frormedical and scientific literature, almost all in PDF format, show the actual
ability of these vitamins to induce APOPTOSIS i ttancerous cell line considered. Amounts
needed are measurable in:

micromoles (i.e. micromoles/litre, i.e. nanomoletiilitre, i.e. picomoles/microlitre).

SEE: http://www.erbeofficinali.org/dati/nacci/allpdf.phfrom chapter 6 of the e-book Thousand Plants against
Cancer without Chemo-Therapy” http://www.thenhf.com/about_us.html
http://www.mednat.org/cancro/nacci_english.pd{“Plants which make Cancers suicide”




SECOND POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:

Genetic mutations of plants and the subsequenadilbe of human
biochemistry

Because of the introduction of foreign genes (feareple from animals, bacteria, viruses and retusés) into the
DNA of plants, an alteration in the normal genoséguence of the plant occurs, with the appearahneve proteins
and/or the loss of other proteins of a genomic srge.

Therefore new substances similar to natural vitamirave appeared, but which actually have enzynetid
biochemical characteristics different to naturaégrand therefore introduce changes in their comptosf biochemical
activity on the human genome, once they have baesdiuced through food.

There is therefore the potential risk of new dissasf an “artificial” type, caused by the genetic
manipulation (GMO) of vegetable organisms, gen#yigaolluted by new vitamin-like molecules

with inductive effects on the human DNA and on dtamplex biochemistry which are totally

unknown, but probably heralding serious damage rgittee extreme complexity and hence
vulnerability of the human DNA.

For example, the only test on a long-term basisnf@dths) carried out by an Italian research groampahstrated that
GMOs may modify some internal organs. Feeding miitle the famous maizRoundup Readghanged the structure
and the functioning of their liver, pancreas arddittes cells. (Malatesta MEine structural analyses of pancreatic
acinar cell nuclei from mice fed on GM soybegar. J. Histochem., 47: 385-388, 2003;
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Malatesta)pdf

A second study was conducted by Pusztai: he fouhthat mice fed with transgenic potatoes
showed damage to organs, thickening of the smigiiime and scarce brain development. Potatoes
were genetically modified in order to contain lactivhich makes plants resistant to pesticides.
(PusztaiEffect of diets containing genetically modifiedgioes expressing Galanthus nivalis lectin on raalsm

intestine The Lancet Vol. 354, October 16, 19¢bytp://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Pusztai)pdf

A third study was carried out by Prescott, who gsed GMO peas (Prescofiransgenic expression of bean-amylase
inhibitor in peas results in altered structure amdmunogenicityJ. Agric. Food Chem., 53, (23), pages: 9023-9030,
2005. http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Prescott. pdf

A fourth study was made by Dr Irina Ermakova in §tas at the Institute of Higher Nervous Activity dan
Neurophysiology of the Russian Academy of SciefB&sS) in Moscow.



THIRD POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:

The failure of the anti-cancer diet

As already demonstrated by Gersamvfv.gerson.org and other authors, many substances
contained only in fruit and biologically grown raxggetables are able to induce the IMMUNE
CASCADE against tumours, detoxification and theipalar phenomenon of apoptosis (suicide) of
diseased cells making it unnecessary to condufitwifand expensive research.

153 patients suffering from the worst form of carka@own (melanoma) followed Dr Gerson'’s anti-cantiet, and
after 5 years the percentage of recovery varieth:fro

70-90% (if the tumour was localized)
to 40-70% (if the tumour had metastasized),

provided that the patients had not previously ugdeechemotherapy.

Hildebrand, G.L.Five year survival rates of melanoma patients teeaby diet therapy after the manner of Gerson: a
retrospective reviewin Alternative Therapies, vol.1 [4], Septembe®i9pages 29-37).
www.gerson-research.org/docs/HildenbrandGLG-199Gd&k. html

SEE also chap. 17 (Metabolic Therapy) of the oa-fike E-Book Thousand Plants against Cancer without Chémo
DECEMBER 2007http://www.thenhf.com/about us.htnfittp://www.mednat.org/cancro/nacci_english.pdf

On the contrary, using chemotherapy the percerghggcovery from melanoma after 5 years is 6% aceording to
other sources — is zero per cent.

Morgan G.:The contribution of cytotoxic chemotherapy to 5rygavival in adult malignancie<Clinical Oncol., 2004,
16, pages: 549-560ttp://www.mednat.org/cancro/ MORGAN.PDF

In the latest study of MORGAN, based on more thad,@00 patients undergoing CHEMOTHERAPY, this zero
survival value is confirmed even in the case oficest of the pancreas, sarcoma, womb cancer, cahties prostate,
bladder cancer, kidney cancer, and multiple myeloma

This percentage goes up to 1% in case of: stomagtit@on cancer,

about 2% in case of breast or lung cancer,

3-5% in case of rectum cancer,

4-5% in case of brain cancer,

5% in case of esophagus cancer,

9% in case of ovary cancer,

10% in case of NON-Hodgkin lymphoma,

12% in case of cervical cancer,

about 40% in case of testicular cancer and Hodigkiphoma.



The explanation of the effectiveness of these & @at diets lies in: not consuming food containaligthe potential
factors which promote cell growth,

in particular AVOIDING the simultaneousconsumption (1-3 hours)_of ALL 9 essential amino @ds (Valin,
Isoleucin, Leucin, Lisin, Metionin, Hystidine, Tryphtophan, Phenylalanine, Treonine).

These should not be taken simultaneously as thrtwgh cancer cells can build PROTEINS, i.e. othesells.

The intake of the following substances must alseva®ded:nucleic acids,vitamin B12 and folic acid (as they cause
the DNA replication of the cancer cell).

In the past,...before the GMO era, this rule was #mple to respect: the foods which contained fthese were of

animal origin (meat, fish, eggs, yeast, milk, cleedsitter...).

Both Gerson and other authors (including Chineskladian medicine) forbade the consumption of tHesels for at
least a year.

A vegan dietbased only on fruit and vegetables, cereals eguinhes, was, thus, the winning diet.

However, cereals and legumes are rich in ESSENTAMINO ACIDS and thus their use in cancer therapynbgny
other Western, Chinese and Indian schools of natugdicine might seem surprising.

The success of these therapies, which are so tistan each other as far as the THEORY is concetngdare so
similar in the effectiveness against CANCER, carXgained by the modern BIOCHEMISTRY:

NO CEREALS andNO LEGUMES, taken singularly,
contained ALL 9 essential amino acids.

These foods, however, if consumed together ataheesneal determined the assimilation of all 9 anaicids.

The human body can thus synthesize PROTEINS and teiis — cancer cells.

Comparing these new therapies, it is clear that

it is ABSOLUTELY FORBIDDEN to eat CEREALS + LEGUMEf®®gether, i.e. pasta (or polenta, or bread [e¥en i
unleavened] or rice) + legumes, because accorditiget modern BIOCHEMISTRY there would be the ingigm of
the 9 essential amino acids

(8 of them are contained in cereals and the otherice. Lisin, is contained in legumes)
(8 of them are contained in legumes and the othey ice. Metionin, is contained in cereals)

with a similar nutritional effect as that obtainedm eating meat (after all, once a plate of pastd beans was called
... “poor man’s meat”).

Today, however, because of the introduction omiheket of cereals, legumes and other vegetableshwiave been
genetically modified (GMO), many of these foodstedm ALL the essential amino acids (Day P.Genetic
modification of plants: significant issues and HesdsuccessAm.J.Clin.Nutr., 63(4), pp.: 651S-656S, 1996
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/DAY .pdeffectively rendering cancer NO LONGER curabiethie way it is
described in this study and according to the therdfiserson and many other authors.




FOURTH POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:

diseases induced by transgenic viruses

The transgenic viruses with which genetically mediforganisms (GMO) are created today enter
into the DNA of the plant, modifying it in a way veh is unknown to us.

These viruses are supposed to lie dormant but teamething to prevent them from reactivating
themselves in a manner similar to the well knownARNmour viruses (Oncornaviruses) or DNA
tumour viruses (both inducers of leukaemias, saasprrarcinomas, gliomas...).

These viruses can also be the carriers of new shsear diseases similar to syndromes whose
dynamics are unfortunately very little understo@dDS, Mad Cow Disease, etc...), and whose
origin is still very vague (perhaps transgenic s@sr?).

There is ample bibliography on viruses used in GMOs
(SEE chapter 8 of the E-Book Thousand Plants against Cancer without Chemo
http://www.thenhf.com/about _us.htmt http://www.mednat.org/cancro/nacci_english.pdf.

It is well known that CaMV Cauliflower Mosaic Virusis used today in the replication of retroviruggsoduced in the
plants by GMO multinationals in order to modify thBNA (GMO plants).
This virus is active both in angiosperms and gymeoss, i.e. in all plants.

This virus is used by GMO multinationals to modifgnetically plants because it contains particptamoters which
are “motors” which drive genetic activation.

CaMV has twgpromoters 19S and 35S.
Of these two th@5Spromoter is most frequently used by multinationals.

The 35S promoteris a DNA sequence of about 400 bases (units oétgesequence of four different molecules:
Adenine, Cytosine, Guanine or Thymine).

The CaMV promoter is preferred above other potémiamoters used by GMO multinationals to modifyants
because it is not influenced by the different ctiods of vegetable cell tissue types and thusritaa.

Unfortunately it is able to penetrate and replicateanimal cells, including mammalian and humanls¢ehs
demonstrated by Vlasak in a study published in 28@&sak J.Comparison of hCMV immediate early and CaMV 35S
promoters in both plant and human celldournal of Biotechnology No. 103, pages: 197-2@003)
http://www.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/O GM/vhds pdf

http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/vlasak.pdf

These atrtificial pararetroviruses are created aed by multinationals to modify the DNA of planthey are similar to
retrovirusesalready present in nature, such as:HIV retroviru8IDS, HUMAN LEUKAEMIA retrovirus, Hepatitis B
retrovirus

(Bonneville:Retrovirus, Viroids and RNA recombinatjid?NA Genetics, Vol. 11, pages: 23-42, 1988).
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/bonneville.pdf




According to scientific literature, CaMV is closalglated to the virus of human hepatitis B and AIDS

(Doolitte: Quart. Rev. Biol. 64, 2, 1989); (XiongdiEickbushQrigin and evolution of retroelements based upairth
riverse transcriptase sequendesBO Journal 9, pages 3353, 1990)

(Doolitte: Quart.Rev.Biol. 64, 2, 1989) ; (Xiong akitkbush,Origin and evolution of retroelements based upagirth
riverse transcriptase sequendesBO Journal 9, pp. 3353, 1990
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/EMBO%20JOURNA2064990.pd)

Using CaMV in plants eaten by humans and/or anircaisbe very dangerous and hazardous because GERETIC
RECOMBINATION of DNA chromosomes in the plants. $hian lead to the recombination of the 35S pronitself
with the DNA of the person or animal that has eatert, vegetables, pasta or GMO soya containings¢h
pararetroviruses.

Through GENETIC RECOMBINATION, the viruses can alsmlude cell genes present in the animal that has

previously eaten that GMO plant. These can reaghtan who has eaten that animal causing totallpank genetic
effects.

One the most likely consequences is the outbregkmdersandleukaemias

Genetic modifications to progenycan be another consequence.
In these cases, the DNA system would be disrumdthppens in the case of exposure to ionizing tiads

However, differently from ionizing radiations, tieewould be also the risk of new infectious diseases

NEW INFECTIOUS DISEASES: it has been demonstrated that the CaMV genespocated into the plant (canola)
chromosomes recombine with infecting viruses talpoe new, much more virulent diseases.

This experimental model concerning the safety arfiggenic plants containing viral genes such as Cal¥ presented
by GAL in a study published in 1992:

Gal S.:Agroinfection of transgenic plants leads to viaBlauliflower Mosaic Virus by intermolecular recoméiion,
Virology, N0.187, pages: 525-533, 1988@p://www.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/OGM/gadif
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Gal.pdf

About recombination between CaMV and viruses inv@\the promoter see also Vaden'’s paper publishd®90:

Ray Vaden:Recombination sites in Cauliflower Mosaic Virus D¥{Anplications for Mechanisms of recombination
Virology, N0.177, pages: 717-726, 198@p://www.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/OGM/ray¥vaden%20.pdf
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Ray%20Vaden%a.

Other scientific studies demonstrated that recoattmn of these retroviruses may take place eitieéwéen DNA and
DNA or RNA and RNA, thus creating new viral infemts.
(Mol.Plant-Microbe Interactions 5, 48, 1992).

Similar related experiments suggest that alteradtplmay cause deadly diseases, as shown by Gret9@4:
Greene A.E.Recombination between viral RNA and transgenictgi@mscripts Science, Vol. 263, 11 march 1994
http://www.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/OGM/greepdf

http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Greene.pdf




Very dangerous viral DNA chains produced by norRAA viruses are frequently propagated in the vdgeta
environment (GMO plants) using the CaMV 35S promatedrive the production of RNA viruses which athese
could not propagate in the plant DNA. From herg/tbauld pass to the animal DNA (man included) othia bacteria
or viruses DNA.

Boyer J.C.1infectious transcripts and cDNA clones of RNA \@s1¥irology, No. 198, pages: 415-426, 1994
http://wwwe.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/OGM/bayedf, http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Boyer.pdf

In conclusion: promoters recombine with the infegtviruses to produce virulent new diseases.

CaMV viruses and its promotet9Sand35Smay incorporate genes from the host plant or animbacterium DNA —
or even from a DNA virus — creating virulent newehses.

In case of a DNA virus, CaMV can recombine witheitiSDNA viruses, thus propagating in the insedscel
(Zuidema D.: J.Gen.Vir. 71, pages 312, 1990).
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/zuidema.pdf

As a consequence, it is likely that by eating taeatgenetically modified with CaMV (recombined étample with

hepatitis B viruses) a large number of people cavéhite a SUPERVIRUS able to propagate in plantsnoonly used

as food and in insects — such as mosquitoes —hamdréach the man.

Allison R.F.:Recombination in plants expressing viral transge®esninars in Virology, Vol. 7, pages: 417-422,899
http://www.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/OGM/aiin.pdf http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Allison.pdf

Wintermantel W.M.solation of recombinant viruses between Culiflowtgsaic Virus and a viral gene in transgenic
plants under conditions of moderate selection press/irology, No. 223, pages: 156-164, 1996
http://www.dirittolibertadicura.org/images/OGM/warmantel.pdf
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Wintermantef.pd

Latham J..GM Gene Flow (B): Horizontal gene transfer of viiakerts from GM plants to viruse$echnical paper,
February 2004

J.T.DessensCauliflower mosaic virus 35S promoter-controlled SNopies of cowpea mosaic virus RNAs are
infectious on plantsJournal of General Virology, No.74, pages: 8828993
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/dessens.pdf

Mae Wan HoCaMV 35S Promoter fragmentation hotspot confirnzed] it is active in anima)dMicrobial Ecology in
Health and Disease 2000, 12, pp: 189
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/MaeWanHo1.pdf

Mae Wan Ho:Cauliflower Mosaic Viral Promoter — a recipe forsdister Microbial Ecology in Health and Disease
1999, 11, pp: 194-197
http://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/MaeWanHo2.pdf

There are some natural retroviruses which are tabtause leukaemia, lymphomas,
sarcomas or breast cancer in animals and humagsénmom chapter 8 of the book
“Thousand Plants against cancer without Chéjno

They are very dangerous and a casual recombinatitin the promoter 35S of
Cauliflower Mosaic Viruss very likely to happen once GMO plants are idtroed in
the animal or/and human diet.



Search for GMO retroviruses in human tumours

It is the author’s view that research should bedaated in patients suffering from tumour, to chealy possible
hybridation between the polysomal RNA (of suspecteMO viral origin, probably related to the modified
Oncornavirus used in GMO plants to produce foodpioled from human tumours of patients who havere@®O
food, and the DNA created in laboratory with reeetrmnscriptase from Oncornaviruses which have beedified to
produce GMOs.

Note: all this, however, requires access to rdastticmaybe patented information on retrovirus medesied by GMO
multinationals and modifications they made befargipg GMO plants on the market.

It is much more difficult to find the specific tumoDNA viruses used by GMO multinationals to modifye DNA of
commonly eaten plants, since these DNA viruses \(iPrases, Herpesviruses, Papovaviruses, Adenoviyuses
differently from GMO Oncornaviruses — cannot berfdin the serum or in the urine of patients.

It has nevertheless been demonstrated that a pepjfis and small part of messenger-RNA remainthécytoplasm
of mammalian tumour cells infected and modifiedtiyse tumour DNA viruses. This part of messengeARNes not
exist in normal cells nor in tumour cells infecteith other DNA viruses.

It is necessary, then, to verify the possible hydibn between this RNA-messenger — of suspecte® Gival origin,
i.e. produced by a DNA virus modified to produce GMoods — obtained from the cytoplasm of tumoutscad
patients who have eaten GMO food, and the DNA eckan laboratory with the same DNA viruses modified
produce GMOs.

Also in this case, access to restricted, maybenpadeinformation on retrovirus models used by GM@itmationals
and modifications they made before putting GMO fsdlam the market is needed.

If the hybridation takes place, thus creating d@aactive ¢?P) hybrid DNA, it will show the presence of viraNB
sequences in the modified cells (Green, Perspett Bed., 1978).



Secret information

Nowadays multinationals are spreading “classifi&iOs all over the world, whose
modification is not known as is protected by indiastsecrecy.

Not having this information, no analyses and cdatape possible.

This is a matter of grave concern as these GMOgir@uced in the USA and in
other countries where they are not kept separate &MO-free products and so the
exportations can be contaminated.

What should be done?

First of all, it is necessary to ask the Istitutop8riore di Sanitaltglian Health
Institutg), the Istituto ZooprofilatticoAnimal Disease Control Cenfren Rome, the
Ministry of Agriculture and the European Commission information and launch a
parliament enquiry.

The European Commission is favouring the authaamadf GMO foods in Europe,
in order to avoid a complete block of importatidresn the USA.

It amounts to say since GMOs are in any case iradaecretly, it is better to accept
them in Europe so that maybe they can be controlled

But a stronger political action in virtue of theepaution principle of Maastricht Treat
is very likely to prevent GMOs from being licenssmad any industrial “secrets” about
genetic manipulations from being hidden.

In fact this “secret” information could regard raotly the imported products but also
the seeds...thus causing an irreversible and indigtaite contamination of the
European agriculture.



FIFTH POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:

intoxication by poisons synthesized from transgplaats

Chronic poisoning of foods caused by the toxic fafxes in insecticides which are used on plantaée them

resistant to parasites suchBecillus touringiensiswith a likely consequent increase in cancerscanisages, genetic
mutations in descendants, Acquired Immunodeficiédggdromes, degenerative diseases and diseasesl dauoxic

substances, etc.

For example, it has been demonstrated that GMOew@iases lesions in the oral cavity of sheep amihants.
A study published in 2003 showed that eating GMQzmdamages the oral cavity wall and is associadtd

inexplicable death in experiment animals: sheepraminants.

Duggan et alfFate of genetically modified maize DNA in the aabity and rumen of shegePritish Journal of
Nutrition, 89 (2): 159-166, 200&ttp://www.mednat.org/alimentazione/Duggan_GMO_Mazdé




SIXTH POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:
danger of worldwide famine due to “TERMINATOR” tactogy

Passing to natural “indigenous” species of wheeg, rsweet corn, potatoes, legumes, because végrtdiemselves
cannot reproduce themselves the normal way dugd ERMINATOR” technology; this is caused by crosslipaition,
and it also causes irreversibly the loss of natuegketables that are nowadays used as food by ymathese will be
polluted by the transgenic genes coming from trangglly cultivated areas (GMO) where “TERMINATOR”
technology is used.

Therefore there is a potential menace of globalriann the future, something that cannot be coladolas the world
will not have sufficient quantities of wheat, ricayeet corn, legumes, the way they are in natura any case not of
the “NON-TERMINATOR” kind.



SEVENTH POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:
transgenic pollution of natural plants

The transmission to “indigenous” natural specieantificial toxic substances such Bacillus touringiensior others
by means of cross pollination, with a potentiakttralso to the plants and herbs used today irahextnedies, because
the latter will also become polluted by the tramégegenes coming from the agricultural areas del/étetransgenic
cultivation (GMO).



EIGHTH POINT OF THE THREAT OF GMOs:

the irreversible disappearance of the genetic inthace of natural plants

The gradual and irreversible disappearance of gicéd diversity, that is of the normal, naturalrio This phenomenon
is already taking place in the USA as a consequarfcenodern cultivation practises, which prefer sgenic
monoculture (GMO) to differentiated cultivation kedques. Transgenic cultivation will pose a seritugat to those
areas which are rich in biodiversity (natural geesjn the transgenic flow which will go from moddiglants to
natural plants will be inevitable when the numdricdio between areas cultivated with artificiabpls exceeds the
areas of natural plants, thus causing the irreblerédss of a great part of the natural geneticipany of all the plants
existing in the world: at present there are abd@,@d00 species already classified out of an estidhtital of 600,000 —
800,000 species.

In short:

Numerous plants have already disappeared durintasihdew years because farmers have abandonedhihplants to
adopt artificial plants, that is, genetically maekf plants, because they are uniform in their genand they yield high
production (but are poor in vitamins). They areingically sick (because they are incapable of isimg without
pesticides), they are made sterile for economisaes, and finally they are genetically manipuldtedesist to insects
and other animals because they themselves areleagfaproducing poisons, i.e. toxic substances Wwiaie eaten by
farmyard animals and so passed on to man.

Even in the forests genetic variety is threatemahy by the loss of habitat, not only caused byirect deforestation
practices, but also by the contamination of theetjerpatrimony (which has adapted to local situa)oby hybrids
created by large seed companies which produce GMOs.

Transgenic productper se therefore aim at underlining the unilaterality ofonocultures, which lead to the
disappearance of the natural genetic inheritanistieg from hundreds of millions of years.

In a not so distant future, all the varieties afras — used as food or not — which are typical fggon or country will
not exist any more.

Environmental genetic contamination induced by tdgocreated by large companies producing GMO seedhich
inevitably will cross with varieties present in nat — will cause the irreversible loss of the naltgenetic inheritance
and of all particular features gained by the plgehome during the long processes of adaptatiormeodifferent
environmental situations.

Even natural environments such as forests areustyithreatened by this loss. Substantially the veundations of the
human Biochemistry — the human DNA — are threateénddy by the reckless use of these artificial {gawithout any
possibilities of regaining a genetic inheritancerafre than 440,000 classified species out of 6@A&MD,00 estimated
species. Most of these will disappear within fewdned years because of genetic damage caused by man



Agro-alimentary Multinationals (GMO, Biotech)

For some years we have been witnessing the birtmufinationals which define themselves as “scienédife
multinationals”, which are active in the pharmagitmarket, agri-business (seeds and pesticidas)tee veterinary
business.

They are, in themselves, different sectors, buy @we linked by the use of biotechnology (GMO) toguce their
products.

These multinationals are using unscrupulous andeagiye economic strategies: since the beginnintpe®0s they
have been working towards buying companies, evgre leompanies.

One of theseMonsantg within the space of a few years has acquifesgroy Agracetus De Cally and Cargill
investing 10 billion euros.

Another big groupDPupont has acquire®ioneer investing about 8 billion Euros.

These investments do not seem to have any ecorogi they pay much more for the companies thagir tactual
value, as if they were trying to eliminate a pontompetitor rather than obtain a short term ecoie result.

Alongside the acquisitions we also have the merdgitsa Geigyand SandozcreatedNovartis (with a turnover of 20
billion euros in the year 1997-98).

From the merger of the French compd&ttyone Poulenand the German compahipechstwe have the new company
Aventis

Still within this contextSyngentathe first worldwide agrochemical group was foushéte October 2000. It is the result
of a merger between the Swiss compbloyartis (a company well-known for producing medicines dbemotherapy)
and the Anglo-Swedish compangstra-Zeneca(a company also well-known for producing medicinks
chemotherapy), and will have a turnover of abobill®n euros.Monsantg after its merger witfPharmacia & Upjohn

a large pharmaceutical industry (this too is welbwn as a producer of medicines for chemotherapy) concerns
itself only with agriculture, with a turnover whiah 2000 reached 5.5 billion dollars.

The current situation stands thus: a few multimatis SyngentaMonsantg Novartis Dupontand Aventig have 25-

30% of the seed market (but more than 90% of tAesggenic seed market) and behind these big gringe ts a

plethora of smaller companies which makes one tttiak this trend can only get stronger in the fefwince medium
size companies cannot compete with these big graupsobjective seems clear: to convert the traiiii seed market
into a biotechnical one, i.e. GMO. But the worryiiagt is that we find the same names in the fid¢ldesticides, where
the same companies control 55% of the market, anithe pharmaceutical field where tkemecompanies play a
dominant role.



Chemical-pharmaceutical Multinationals (Big-Farma)

The history of the chemical-pharmaceutical mulimwadls is incredible because of their rapid develdept, and today
they are connected to the agro-alimentary sectaniextremely dangerous way.

The chemical-pharmaceutical industry started iroparin the second half of the nineteenth centurynany cases they
were dyeing industries which, moving away from badiemistry, moved towards the new and more prowields
of specialized chemistry in key economic fields.

Before the Second World War, a powerful internaalopharmaceutical cartel developed in Germany.ohtmlled
global pharmaceutical companies and chemical plmiswas active in 93 countries, representing agpialveconomic
and political force in each of them. It was knovenl &. Farben.

It would become the main supporter of Hitler’s clieahproduction during the years of war, offeringpgucts such as
high explosives, toxic gases and the ignominidyldon-B the lethal substance used by Nazis in the deatips.

In 1928, however, before the outbreak of war, timefican monopolist manufacturer John D. Rockfédiied merged
his international empire in America with I.G. Fanbereating the largest and most powerful pharmiczadicartel ever
seen.

The Military Nuremberg Tribunal established in 1846 that the Second World War would not have tagtate
without this petrochemical cartel calle. Farben

As a consequence of the sentence passed by thenakibG. Farbenwas divided intdayern BASFandHoechst and
some executives were condemned for initiating aagainst international law, genocide, the explmitatnd looting of
private and public properties in foreign countiéesl other crimes against humanity.

The events leading to the war and linked to thisvgréul cartel are reported in Joseph BorkiiTee Crime and
Punishment of IG Farben

After the war, Germany, with its three large compaBayer, HoechstandBASF(which encouraged the rise of Hitler's
national socialism), played an important role. Sd 8witzerland, which, in Basle, saw the foundingd athe
development of compani€iba, SandozandRoche- all of which later spread throughout the world.

But it was in the 1990s that the really big mergaested: in 1989, in the United Kingdom two bigaphaceutical
companies merged to forBmith Kline-Beechantater they merged witAmerican Homdwith an annual turnover of
about 25 billion euros).

In 1993 the Swedish compa®harmaciabought the Italian compariyarmitalia-Carlo Erba then it merged with the
American companyUpjohn in 1995, and then again withlonsante before being bought b¥fizer which had
previously bought the American compapgrke Davis

In 1995 there was th®laxo-Wellcomenerger (with an annual turnover of about 14 hilleuros).

In 1998 Smith-Kline-Beechanfwith an annual turnover of 62 billion euros) medgwith Glaxo-Wellcomgwith an
annual turnover of about 90 billion euros) to makeannual turnover of more than 150 billion euros.

In the meantime the English compamyperial Chemical Industriemerged with the Swedish compahgtra, forming
the companystra-Zeneca

These mergers have continued among the same caspaperating in the same fiel@andozand Ciba Geigy
(Novartis, 1996)Astra-Zenecg1998).

These huge companies have not been founded fayabe of patients but out of the need to create mpolws and
hence ever bigger profits.



Latest data:

June 2002Aventiswas taken over bBayer This allowedBayerto enter the sector of GMO seeds. The merger toug
to the foundation oBayer CropSciengewhich is composed of three main commercial gro@ysp Protection Bio
ScienceandEnvironmental Science

June 2005Sementisvas taken over bylonsanto

The perverse alliance

One can thus affirm that the two cardinal pointstled economy and the life of the individual, agiticte and
pharmaceuticals, are substantially under the cbofra few multinational groups.

CONCLUSIONS

We are faced with a choice: accepting biochemiaadlifrcations of plants
leading to immense damage to human health or ta&istand together
with the democratic institutions of our society mga GMO and chemo-
pharmaceutical multinationals, which in their pesee alliance are
responsible for the reckless invasion of GMOs adircdhe world.

The solution is simple but there are only four nhereft to prevent GMOs
from causing an IRREVERSIBLE event, as Prof Altreghtly defined it:

1) Total ban on GMO cultivation

2) Total ban on experiments in the fields (risk hafrizontal genetic
transfer)

3) Promotion of organic farming (it produces a leigiield)

4) Defence of bio-diversity, in particular with thme-establishment of
the freedom to exchange seeds.

If this does not take place, the world will needctimsider the possibility
of a SECOND NUREMBERG TRIALS, this time not withadlied judges
— American, English, French and Russian — but 4r@arjudges instead...

Thank you



