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 Argumentative Research Paper - GMOs
Is it safe to eat the products we find at today’s local grocery store? What do people think of the alterations that have been happening to our food? There are several different outlooks people have towards the acceptance of produce that has been Genetically Engineered (GE), or Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs). There are also various positive and negative effects that these scientifically altered crops have on people and their environments. For example, editor John Vidal of The Guardian gives a report of a very recent study that found cancerous effects occurring because of these genetic modifications (2012). With cancer being one of the side effects, this is a huge red flag towards choosing to grow GM crops. Although Genetically Modified Organisms can raise production levels of crops, growers need to stop using GMOs due to their unsafe makeup and because of the public’s overall poor feelings towards them.

It is true that there are some advantages that come from the improved production levels due to GMOs. Seife Ayele, author of “The Legitimation of GMO Governance in Africa” from the peer-reviewed journal Science and Public Policy, has indicated that those supporting GMOs have assured that a larger amount of food becomes available when the scientific modifications are involved in crop production (2007). This advantage could bring larger amounts of needed provisions for places like Africa and other third world countries. There are nations that still contain people suffering due to malnutrition, meaning more food needs to be distributed throughout the world. With this scientific innovation, the enlarged food supply can be a great assistance for the many starving people on the Earth today. Furthermore, there have been claims that the GMOs will be safe enough to properly grow and also to consume.

Ayele states that fewer chemicals will be used in the production of GMOs, which will help keep the environment a bit healthier and more natural. This not only helps nature, but also helps those consuming the GM food. Within the past few years, “a significant global diffusion of GM crops has been recorded, some economic benefits realized, and food derived from such crops has also been regarded as ‘safe to eat’” (p. 239). With the GMOs’ increased usage providing some benefits to the economy and considered safe enough to intake, these factors can support the GM crops. There are additional reports about their beneficial makeup that have been found to uphold their long-time use as well. 
Several actions in favor of employing the uniquely made GMOs have been documented throughout the years. Pablo Pellegrini, in his article “Knowledge, Identity and Ideology in Stances on GMOs: The Case of the Movimento Sem Terra in Brazil” from the peer-reviewed journal Science Studies, says that “[i]nsect- or herbicide-resistant genetically modified (GM) crops have been sold in the international marketplace since 1996 […]” (2009, p. 244). Being sold for some time now gives GMOs a bit of a reputable standing, because having some history behind it to see its effects can boost a farmer’s assurance that it just may work out for them. Pellegrini also notes that these crops are resilient against herbicides and insects, which is a plus towards implementing these kinds of modifications. This is advantageous towards GMOs because with “[c]urrent developments on GMOs focus[ing] on pest control and weed control […]GM crops can be useful where the land holding system is larger and where commercial spraying is now destroying biodiversity” (Ayele, 2007, p. 243). So for areas with larger lands, GMOs can be useful for assisting the growers in fighting back the weed infestations and defending the crops against harmful bugs. With the amount of effort that goes into keeping a farm up and going, help against these two major detractors can be appreciated by growers. The GMOs and their helpful capabilities are also recognized in many other lands. 

Their use is primarily backed by a leading world power, the United States, with the runner up being Argentina (Pellegrini, 2009, p. 244). With the support of the U.S., this helps establish a confident view of GMOs by an economic superpower, and having Argentina at such a high ranking too represents that these alterations do have a world-wide, popular standing. “South Africa has been approving GMOs since 1990, and passed a GMO act in 1997” which helps further convey the extent of GMOs  approval by different groups and for even longer amounts of time (Ayele, 2007, p. 240). Richard Hindmarsh and Rosemary Du Plessis bring additional lands into the mix, as stated in their article “GMO Regulation and Civic Participation at the ‘Edge of the World’: the case of Australia and New Zealand” from the peer-reviewed journal New Genetics and Society. They noted that similar acts have been occurring with the Australians, with “[…] broad-scale commercial release of GM canola, approved in mid-2003 by Australia’s Office of the Gene Technology Regulator” (2008, p. 188). More recent approvals can help persuade that GMOs are not a thing of the past, but must be successful enough that they can be permitted to continue onward. This recognition identified in different parts of the world to GM food and their production helps express that their acceptance is not limited to a certain country or group of people, but expands to other continents and cultures. Having a wider base of confidence set towards GMOs gives it a higher reputation to consider.
To give genetic engineering a more varied foundation of prominence, different industries have also been seen accepting their use. Hindmarsh & Du Plessis share that “Peacock, a long-time proponent and developer of GM crops, urged Australia’s canola growing industry to follow the cotton industry’s example to gain approval for commercial plantings of genetically modified crops” (p. 187). Here is an authoritative encouragement requesting to follow the example of an industry that doesn’t work with food, namely cotton. This helps show that the genetic revisions can happen at other levels and also receive approval for doing so. Though endorsement by national leaders has occurred for using GMOs, actions against them and their production also hold true. 
There are prominent figures that have found some potential issues with the safety behind the GMOs implementation. Judy Carman, an epidemiologist in Australia, had problems with the safety of GMOs, which caused “the Western Australia premier [to recently call] for a halt on nationally regulated GM food approvals that depend on company data until more is known about the safety of ingesting them” (p. 186). With skeptics commenting on the creation and overall safety of these foods and taking action against them, one must be cautious in choosing GMOs for growing. From Vidal’s online article “Study Linking GM Maize to Cancer Must be Taken Seriously by Regulators”, he reports that a molecular biology professor from France’s Caen university named Gilles-Eric Séralini had a very important, recent discovery (2012). “In a peer-reviewed US journal, Food and Chemical Toxicology […]” professor Séralini reports that rats were “[f]ed a diet of Monsanto's Roundup-tolerant GM maize NK603 for two years [and the] rats developed higher levels of cancers and died earlier than controls” (para. 3). Vidal notes that two years is about the amount of time that any rat stays alive, and this study was the first that incorporated feeding the rats GMOs for that long (para. 4). The photographs of these rats getting large tumors was also a sickening sight (Vidal). With this current, extensive study being done on the safety of indulging these enhanced organisms, it appears that GMOs would not be the way to go for any grower concerned with the quality of their crops. With the previously mentioned addition of herbicide and insect resistance for the GMOs and the opportunities involved there, there is also not as much value to a grower of the lower class in using this cancer causing method. 
“For the poor farmer with very little land holding but a lot of time to work on [their] farm, or in a situation where hand-weeding is possible, the GMOs out there are not very useful to them […]” because they could just do the labor themselves (Ayele, 2007, p. 243). This would be better because they would also be working on crops they are already familiar with and then take pride in what they personally do for their natural yields. Many people in Ethiopia have voiced against the foreign GMOs as well. They expressed that they would not be very suitable due to the requirement of a substantial amount of skill and money for them to be developed, it would be hard for the locals to differentiate between them and the native crops, and they would not do well against droughts (Ayele). Along with the effects and what makes up GMOs, the actual process of how crops are brought forth is also important to growers and consumers. 
Regarding the regulation of GMOs in other parts of the world, “[…] the North American approach is based on the characteristics of the product, while the [European Union] EU is concerned with the process by which the product is produced” (p. 241). In both cases there are limitations, but with this statement it appears the EU is a bit more cautious. They are alarmed as to how these scientific adjustments are brought about and they keep in mind the predominately negative feelings towards GMOs from the people throughout Europe (Ayele). Where there are planters that appreciate the privilege, personal effort, and attentive care that goes into growing their crops and feel accomplished by doing so, this actual course from start to finish is very important. When that opportunity to personally grow the crop is taken away in one form or another due to the genetic change, and for there to also be so much concern about the GMOs development, both factors really do not add up well in supporting them. They have also been found to have several negative effects on people and their surroundings.
Today’s world leaders are concerned about the impact GMOs will have on society and the environment. An example of this is given in Fern Wickson’s article “From Risk to Uncertainty in the Regulation of GMOs: Social Theory and Australian Practice” in the peer-reviewed journal New Genetics and Society. Throughout the world, “[t]he current debate surrounding genetically modified organisms (GMOs) has led to increasing pressure on governments to regulate their deliberate release so as to minimize potential harm to social and biological environments” (2007, p. 385). Knowing governments are aware of GMOs’ negative impact and acting against them brings a feeling that growers should also oppose if there really are poor effects they will have on the areas that we live in and on our lifestyles. Enough concern has been raised by groups of people that the Network of Concerned Farmers (NCF) was formed; who carefully look into the production and wide usage of GMOs and question what goes on (Ayele, 2007, p. 239). It had been noted that “GMO might deplete biodiversity and increase the vulnerability of smallholder farmers”, which decreasing the variety and health of the environment and putting the farming industry at risk keeps one wary of GMOs too. Though some previous benefits were presented about the effect these foods have on the environment regarding their production, “concern about the environmental impact of GMOs by scientists, state actors and some citizens led to a 10-year moratorium on field trials of GMOs in the late 1970s” (Hindmarsh & Du Plessis, 2008, p. 189). This decade long restraint because of environmental effects exhibits some uneasiness by varied groups of people in Australia and is another red flag towards genetically altered crops. The threat of them seeping into the more natural foods is also a problem. 
Mary Dobbs, in her article “Excluding Coexistence of GMOs? The Impact of the EU Commission's 2010 Recommendation on Coexistence” in the peer-reviewed journal Review of European Community & International Environmental Law, writes about GMOs entering into organic food and how that affects a consumer. Where “[t]raditionally one would not suppose that a product labelled [sic] ‘organic’ would contain GMOs, […] a […] consumer might now expect a low level of presence of GMOs in all foods due to the apparent general knowledge that there is environmental contamination of crops with GMOs” (2011, p. 186). This will cause some people when shopping to not trust in much of the produce available if they have all just been contaminated, which overall will hurt growers’ profits. So as a farmer, it would be wise to not only avoid utilizing GMOs when growing, but to also disapprove of others using it. When the public is aware of GMOs possibly affecting many of the products they will find at the store, even if a grower were to stay organic the consumers may still not trust the label and refuse to pay a higher price for something that still contains GMOs. Franz Seifert, author of “Consensual NIMBYs, Contentious NIABYs: Explaining Contrasting Forms of Farmers GMO Opposition in Austria and France” from the peer-reviewed journal Sociologia Ruralis, mentioned a strong restriction being made against GMOs in supporting the more original means of growing. “[…] Austria’s national GMO policy is designed to protect farmers, particularly organic farmers, by banning the unwanted technology” (2008, p. 20). These heavy actions against this scientific operation in efforts to save more natural means of food production are seen in yet another part of the world. Where it is important to note to the grower that world leaders are concerned, equally as important is knowing that consumers are skeptical over choosing genetically altered food as well.

The feelings I have had towards GMOs are that they do not seem like something I would have making up all of my diet. I even see some items that I have bought from the store with a check mark on them saying “no genetically engineered ingredients” or “Verified Non-GMO Project” by the mark, like on some Almond & Soy Milk containers and on the packaging for my brown rice. This image gives the impression that there may be something wrong with the modified foods and that it is a healthier choice to purchase things that are not made up of them, hence the check mark. The previous given statement by Peacock from Hindmarsh & Du Plessis about the 10-year moratorium also brought some alarm to me. With this we can also see that limits have been made and may still be created for growing certain GM crops commercially, namely canola, which produces a feeling of an inexperienced and uncertain act attempting to be initiated. These new additions to the land and farms may not react with them ideally as the foreign GMOs enter into the environment and possibly affect the safe, more natural production of the crops. Ten years is also a long time to suspend its advancing research and application. With this, the moratorium being issued in the 70’s shows that the worries have been around for a while, which makes one even more suspicious of how useful and reliable GMOs really are. If problems are still occurring after 30 to 40 years, it makes one think of how much more effort, money, time and resources will go into its advancement when that can be going into something else, like other natural growing methods.
Many growers still hold confidence in the world’s original methods of growing crops for good reason. Some would even say the GMOs seem a bit overrated in their ability to improve production levels. Charles Eisenstein, writer at The Guardian, in his online article “Genetically Modifying and Patenting Seeds Isn't the Answer”, notes that “[i]t is a myth that mechani[z]ed, chemical, GMO agriculture maximi[z]es yield per hectare” (2012, para. 5). To call GMOs out for not being able to produce well is a bold statement, but he continues to promote the more original means of crop growing. He states that “[n]umerous studies show that when organic agriculture is practi[c]ed well, it can bring double or triple the yields of conventional techniques [and] [w]ith intensive intercropping on mixed permaculture farms, yields can be higher still” (para. 5). In properly and organically taking care of the grower’s fields, production levels can still excel, all while reaping the benefits of being naturally raised versus being genetically modified. This also continues the farmer’s close connection with their own crops and lands instead of allowing scientists to come in and change the way successful agriculture has worked for years and years.
In conclusion, GMOs should not replace approaches to food production that have been around for a substantial amount of time and that have provided good results. Although the availability of food can increase when incorporating these GMOs into the growers’ crops and it can be seen as a plus for those that are hungry, it may not be that easy to implement them. Certain nations, like third world countries where the food may be most needed, will not benefit from employing this skill intensive, costly, non-indigenous and unpractical method. It is true that GMOs can still be involved in helping feed areas of the world with an attempt at respecting the environment, but a close eye always needs to be on the potential health risks and overall safety for the farmers’ lands and for the consumers. There also should be clear information more available to the public about GMOs so informed decisions can take place. The likeliness of the public selecting more natural products when they go to the store really does exceed that of choosing a Genetically Modified Organism. Therefore, crop growers should withhold from endorsing GMOs and from utilizing them for their farms at this time.
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