
Monsanto’s	a)acks	on	
science	and	scien/sts	



Decep/ve	tac/cs	

•  How	Monsanto	and	allies	used	decep1ve	and	
non-transparent	tac1cs	to	try	to	discredit	a	
scien1fic	study	that	threatened	the	company’s	
interests	–	and	to	smear	the	scien1sts	
themselves	

•  Company’s	interests	o<en	represented	by	
third	par1es	such	as	public	rela1ons	firms	or	
ostensibly	independent	academics	and	
scien1sts	(the	“third-party”	PR	technique).	



Séralini	study		

•  Example:	Séralini	study		
•  Most	extreme	case	of	malicious	and	
scien1fically	inaccurate	public	rela1ons	tac1cs	
being	used	to	kill	an	inconvenient	study		

•  Followup	research	shows	those	who	aOacked	
the	study	were	unjus1fiably	puQng	public	
health	at	risk.		



The	study	

•  First	published	2012	
•  Long-term	toxicity	study	found	2	Monsanto	
products,	GM	herbicide-tolerant	maize	and	
the	Roundup	herbicide	it	was	engineered	to	
tolerate,	had	toxic	effects	on	rats	fed	over	
long-term.		

•  Effects:	liver	and	kidney	damage	
•  Trend	of	increased	tumours.		



Backlash	
•  Within	hours,	massive	PR	campaign	sprang	up	
to	try	to	discredit	the	study	and	pressurize	the	
editor	of	Food	and	Chemical	Toxicology	to	
retract	it.	

•  UK-based	Science	Media	Centre	(SMC)	in	the	
forefront	of	the	aOacks.		

•  SMC	disseminated	quotes	denigra1ng	the	
study	from	third-party	experts.	SMC	is	70%	
funded	by	corpora1ons,	including	Monsanto.		



SMC	claims	credit	for	killing	study	

•  SMC	director	later	said	that	she	took	pride	in	
the	fact	that	the	SMC's	"empha1c	thumbs	
down”	on	the	study	“had	largely	been	
acknowledged	throughout	UK	newsrooms”.	

•  Several	TV	news	programmes	rejected	the	
story	a<er	reading	the	quotes.	

•  SMC	quotes	were	also	circulated	to	media	by	
Monsanto	and	GMO	lobby.	



Bruce	Chassy	

•  The	SMC’s	quotes	appeared	in	media	
coverage	worldwide.		

•  One	appeared	in	New	York	Times	with	the	
scathing	comments	of	Bruce	M.	Chassy,	
professor	emeritus	of	food	science	at	the	
University	of	Illinois.		



Chassy:	Monsanto	funding	
•  This	year	Chassy	was	exposed	as	having	
received	$57,000	from	Monsanto	over	less	
than	two	years.		

•  In	promo1ng	GM	crops	and	associated	
pes1cides,	Chassy	failed	to	disclose	his	
rela1onship	with	Monsanto.	

•  Only	described	himself	by	university	role.	
•  Chassy	&	Univ	of	Illinois	told	Monsanto	to	put	
payments	through	Univ	of	Illinois	Founda1on	
–	records	shielded	from	public	scru1ny.		



Forbes	key	to	a)acks	
•  Forbes	magazine	published	6	aOack	pieces	in	
10	days	targe1ng	Séralini’s	research	and	the	
researchers.		

•  Drew	on	quotes	from	Science	Media	Centre.	
•  One	ar1cle	labelled	the	paper	a	fraud.		
•  WriOen	by	US	former	tobacco	lobbyist	and	
GMO/pes1cide	defender	Henry	I.	Miller,	with	
Bruce	Chassy.	



Retract	the	paper!	

Forbes	ar1cle	accused	Séralini	of		
•  "gross	scien1fic	misconduct"		
•  having	"a	long	and	sordid	history"	of	
"ac1vism".		

Told	editor	of	Food	and	Chemical	Toxicology	the	
only	"honorable	course	of	ac1on…	would	be	to	
retract	the	paper	immediately".	



Jus/ce	at	last	

•  Four	years	later,	this	September,	Séralini	won	
a	libel	case	against	the	French	news	magazine	
Marianne	and	its	reporter,	who	had	repeated	
Henry	Miller’s	allega1on	of	scien1fic	fraud.	



Back	to	an/-Séralini	smear	
campaign	…	

•  Online	pe11on	or	“ipe11on”	was	set	up,	
demanding	in	the	name	of	"the	scien1fic	
community"	that	Séralini	hand	over	all	his	raw	
data.	

•  Pe11on	was	aggressively	promoted	on	social	
media,	with	implica1on	that	the	researchers	
had	something	to	hide.	



Repeated	tac/cs	
•  John	Vidal	in	the	Guardian	described	aOacks	
on	Séralini	&	team	as	"a	triumph	for	the	
scien1fic	and	corporate	establishment	which	
has	used	similar	tac1cs	to	crush	other	
scien1sts”:	

q Arpad	Pusztai…	sacked	a<er	research	
suggested	GM	potatoes	damaged	health	of	
rats	

q David	Quist	and	Ignacio	Chapela	–	GM	
contamina1on	of	na1ve	Mexican	maize.	



Quist	and	Chapela		

•  GMWatch	research	found	the	retrac1on	
campaign	was	carefully	orchestrated	from	the	
start	by	Monsanto's	PR	people.		

•  It	used	proxies	(fake	people)	to	whip	up	
feeling	against	Chapela	by	branding	him	an	
"ac1vist"	rather	than	a	scien1st	and	by	
maintaining	his	findings	were	bogus.	



Monsanto	PR	man	at	the	heart	

•  GMWatch	research	suggested	that	at	the	
heart	of	the	Quist/Chapela		retrac1on	
campaign	sat	Monsanto's	former	
director	of	corporate	communica1ons,	
Jay	Byrne.	
•  Byrne	had	gone	on	to	found	his	own	
internet	PR	company	v-Fluence,	which	is	
based,	like	Monsanto,	in	St	Louis.		



AgBioWorld	the	conduit	

•  Although	Byrne	seemed	to	be	the	Quist/
Chapela	campaign’s	chief	architect,	its	main	
conduit	was	the	lobby	group	AgBioWorld.	

•  AgBioWorld	overseen	by	the	GM	scien1st	C.S.	
Prakash.			



An/-Séralini	campaign	

•  First	signatory	on	the	ipe11on	against	Séralini	
is	Prakash.		

•  Prakash	also	set	up	earlier	version	of	the	
ipe11on	which	iden1fies	him	as	sponsor.	



AgBioWorld	admits	authorship	of	
ipe//on	

•  A<er	GMWatch	flagged	up	likely	role	of	
Prakash	and	AgBioWorld	in	the	ipe11on,	
AgBioWorld	acknowledged	authorship	in	
a	press	release,	which	said	"the	
pe11oning	scien1sts	are	calling	on	the	
publishing	journal	editors	to	retract	the	
Séralini	study"	if	Séralini	failed	to	give	in	
to	their	demand	that	he	hand	over	his	
raw	data.		



AgBioWorld	and	v-Fluence	close	

•  New	evidence	confirms	extraordinarily	close	
rela1onship	between	AgBioWorld	and	v-
Fluence.	

•  AgBioWorld	2012	press	release	archived	in	
early	form	in	internet	archive	in	January	2013:	
source	given	as	AgBioWorld	Founda1on.		

•  But	at	the	foot	of	the	press	release	are	the	
words,	“All	Press	Releases	By	v-Fluence	
Interac1ve”.		







Cover-up?	

•  Interes1ngly	–	the	press	release	as	it	now	
exists	on	the	PRLog	website	has	had	all	
men1on	of	v-Fluence	removed.		





AgBioWorld	and	v-Fluence	
interchangeable?	

•  This	suggests	belated	aOempt	to	cover	up	the	
link	between	AgBioWorld	and	v-Fluence.		

•  To	us,	it	look	as	if	AgBioWorld	(which	claims	it	
presents	science-based	informa1on)	and	v-
Fluence	(a	PR	firm	run	by	Monsanto’s	former	
communica1ons	chief)	are	interchangeable.	



Retrac/on	campaign	succeeds	
•  The	retrac1on	campaign	against	the	Séralini	
study	was	successful	–	editor	of	Food	and	
Chemical	Toxicology,	A.	Wallace	Hayes,	
retracted	it	a<er	a	year	of	sustained	pressure	
(but	it	was	subsequently	republished	by	
another	journal).		

•  Retrac1on	followed	the	appointment	of	a	
former	Monsanto	scien1st,	Richard	E.	
Goodman,	to	the	journal’s	editorial	board.		

•  Goodman	had	already	asked	Monsanto	to	
provide	him	with	arguments	against	the	study.	



Journal	editor	invites	Monsanto	to	
review	papers	submi)ed	

•  In	November	2012,	when	the	"Séralini	affair”	
was	in	full	flow,	editor	Hayes	told	Monsanto	
employees	that	Goodman	would	now	be	in	
charge	of	biotechnology	at	the	journal.	

•  Hayes	formally	invited	Monsanto	toxicologists	
to	appraise	for	acceptance	or	rejec1on	the	
studies	on	GMOs	that	were	submiOed	to	the	
journal	for	review.	



Followup	study	confirms	Séralini	
study	was	on	right	track	

•  Was	Séralini	study	just	“bad	science”?	
•  Carefully	designed	pilot	study,	offered	
valuable	data	to	inform	followup	research.	



	
Liver	&	kidney	damage	from	

Roundup	reflected	in	new	findings	
•  One	such	followup	study	published	last	year	
•  Reflects	the	finding	of	the	Séralini	study	that	
the	lowest	dose	of	Roundup	tested	–	an	
environmentally	relevant	dose	–	caused	liver	
and	kidney	damage	in	the	rats.		



The	method	

•  New	study,	led	by	Dr	Michael	Antoniou	of	
King’s	College	London,	analyzed	liver	and	
kidneys	from	10	female	rats	in	the	Séralini	
study	that	had	received	the	lowest	dose	of	
Roundup	in	their	drinking	water.		

•  These	were	compared	with	the	liver	and	
kidneys	of	10	control	animals	receiving	plain	
drinking	water	(no	Roundup).	



Low	dose	–	claimed	“safe”	

•  This	lowest	dose	resulted	in	a	daily	intake	that	
is	75,000	1mes	below	the	EU	acceptable	daily	
intake	(ADI)	for	glyphosate	and	437,500	1mes	
below	the	US	chronic	reference	dose	(ADI	
equivalent).		

•  –	dose	was	far	below	the	level	claimed	by	
regulators	to	be	safe	to	consume	on	a	daily	
basis	over	the	long	term.	



The	new	analysis	

•  Researchers	subjected	the	rats’	liver	and	
kidneys	to	transcriptomics	analysis.	This	
measures	the	level	of	expression	(func1on)	of	
all	the	genes	present	in	the	animal.		

•  Established	method	that	is	highly	predic1ve	of	
health	or	disease	status	of	the	organ	system	
under	inves1ga1on.		



The	findings	

•  Over	4,000	genes	in	the	liver	and	over	4,000	
genes	in	the	kidney	were	either	reduced	or	
increased	in	their	expression	in	the	Roundup	
treatment	group,	compared	with	controls.	

•  Results	highly	sta1s1cally	significant.	
•  Over	1,000	gene	func1ons	were	similarly	
disturbed	in	both	organs.	



Meaning	

•  Gene	expression	changes	reflected	the	liver	
and	kidney	pathologies	found	in	the	Séralini	
study.	

•  The	altera1ons	in	gene	expression	profile	in	
both	liver	and	kidneys	correlated	with	disease	
states	such	as	fibrosis	(scarring),	necrosis	
(areas	of	dead	1ssue),	phospholipidosis	
(disturbed	fat	metabolism),	and	damage	to	
mitochondria	(the	centres	of	respira1on	in	
cells).		



Further	analyses	needed	

•  Transcriptomics	cannot	predict	disease	or	
health	states	with	absolute	certainty,	as	not	
all	changes	in	gene	func1on	result	in	the	
diseases	suggested.		

•  Defini1ve	proof	has	to	be	provided	by	
addi1onal	molecular	profiling	which	measures	
the	organ’s	composi1on	and	is	able	to	provide	
a	direct	indicator	of	health	or	disease	status.	
THIS	IS	UNDER	WAY.	



The	shock	finding	
•  The	results	from	the	transcriptomics	analysis	
show	that	an	ultra-low	dose	of	Roundup	
thousands	of	1mes	below	regulatory	
permiOed	daily	intake	levels	can	be	toxic	
when	consumed	on	a	long-term	basis.	

•  Biomonitoring	in	humans	suggest	a	body	
burden	of	glyphosate	that	is	higher	than	that	
found	to	be	toxic	over	the	long	term	in	these	
two	studies.	



The	moral	of	the	story	

•  The	Séralini	study	provided	valuable	data	with	
major	implica1ons	for	human	health.	

•  Lobbyists	and	public	rela1ons	opera1ves,	
including	Monsanto-connected	ones,	tried	to	
shut	down	a	line	of	research	that,	if	allowed	to	
proceed,	could	prevent	thousands	or	millions	
of	diseases	and	deaths.		

•  Monsanto	has	endangered	public	health.	


