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American Model

• Rely on existing laws, 

institutions, and approval 

processes

• Case-by-case review.  

Approval if technology 

passes testing for known 

risks

• No mandatory labeling or 

tracing  

European Model

• Create new and separate 
laws, institutions, and 
approval processes

• Case-by-case review, but 
using a “precautionary” 
approach that can block 
approval if uncertainty 
remains.  

• Mandatory labeling and 
tracing  

Alternative Models for the Regulation for GE Crops



STATEMENT ON SAFETY: EUROPEAN UNION

“Research on GM plants and derived products so far developed and 

marketed, following usual risk assessment procedures, has not shown 

any new risks on human health or the environment.”

- Research Directorate General of European Union (2001) 



STATEMENT ON SAFETY: FRANCE

“…[A]ll the criticisms against GMOs can be set aside based for the 

most part on strictly scientific criteria.” 

French Academy of Sciences and

French Academy of Medicine (2002)



STATEMENT ON SAFETY: UK

“No credible evidence GM foods are more harmful than 

non-GM foods.”

- Royal Society (2003), endorsed by

British Medical Association (2004) 

“If credible evidence does exist that GM foods are more harmful to 

people than non-GM foods, we should like to know why it has not been 

made public.”  

- Patrick Bateson, Vice President of Royal Society

2003



STATEMENT ON SAFETY: GERMANY

“[A]ccording to present scientific knowledge it is most unlikely that the 

consumption of the well characterized transgenic DNA from 

approved GMO food harbors any recognizable health risk.”

- Union of German Academies of Science and Humanities (2004)

STATEMENT ON SAFETY: UNITED NATIONS

“WHO is not aware of scientifically documented cases in which the 

consumption of these foods has negative human health effects.”

- Director General of WHO (2002) 



STATEMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY

“[T]here is no evidence of any deleterious environmental 

effects having occurred from the trait/species combinations 

currently available.”

- International Council for Science (2003)

The environmental effects of the GM crops approved so far, 

including effects such as gene transfer to other crops and wild 

relatives, weediness, and unintended adverse effects on 

nontarget species (such as butterflies) have been similar to 

those that already existed from conventional agricultural 

crops.

- United Nations FAO 2004



No Resistance in Europe

to Genetic Engineering in Medicine

• 87 recombinant drugs approved by European 

Medicines Agency since 1982



Genetically Engineered Crops Useful to Farmers in 

Africa:  Drought Tolerant Crops  



Monsanto Field Trial of Corn with Drought Tolerance Gene on Right

(Control Hybrid without DT Gene on left) 

Source:  January 2008 Pipeline Review



“Support” for GMO Biosafety Bill in Kenya 
by Ministry of Science

“This is a Bill to safeguard Kenyans against the unintended use of genetically 
modified organisms (GMOs).  In other words, it is to guard against the very 
same fears that a lot of us are expressing with regard to issues of 
biotechnology…”

“Once we have a law in place, it contributes to limiting the extent to which 
we may suffer from the negative consequences of this introduction.”    

November 2008.



Why African Regulations Follow Europe:
Five Channels of External Influence

Bilateral foreign assistance

Multilateral technical assistance

NGO advocacy campaigns

Imports of African farm commodities

Cultural influence over African elites



Bilateral Foreign Assistance

• Average country in Sub-Saharan Africa is four times as aid-

dependent relative to GDP as the rest of the developing 

world.

• ODA from Europe to Africa is three times as large as ODA 

from the United States to Africa

• ODA from Europe to Africa supports highly precautionary 

regulation of GMOs



Multilateral Technical Assistance

• UNEP/GEF Global Project for Development of National 

Biosafety Frameworks (NBFs)

• Of 23 African governments that had completed a NBF by 

October 2006, all but the RSA had no previous regulations in 

place for LMOs.

• Of these 23 countries, 21  embraced the strongest possible  

“Level One” approach, requiring binding legal instruments 

approved by parliaments.    



NGO Advocacy Campaigns

• Greenpeace International (Amsterdam) has local chapters 

in 40 countries and over 1000 full time staff

• Friends of the Earth International (Amsterdam) has 

chapters in 68 countries and 1200 full time staff

• Zambia’s rejection of GMOs in 2002:  Influenced by 

Norway’s Institute for Gene Ecology, Friends of the Earth, 

Greenpeace, the Soils Association, Genetic Food Alert, and 

Farming and Livestock Concern

• In Zambia, opposition also from Jesuit Centre for 

Theological Reflection (JCTR)  



Imports of African Farm Commodities

• The European Union purchases 5 times more farm 

commodities from Africa every year than the United States 

purchases.

• In 2000, private European buyers stopped importing beef 

from Namibia

• In Zambia in 2002, opposition to accepting GMO maize 

came from export companies ( Agriflora Ltd.) and from 

export-oriented farmers (ZNFU)



European Cultural Influence in Africa

“Europe has more knowledge, education.  So why 

are they refusing [GM foods]?  That is the question 

everybody is asking.”

- Statement by Kenyan author of 2004 PELUM article, “Twelve 

Reasons for Africa to Reject GM Crops.”



External Influence from the United States 

• 9 out of the 14 developing countries in the world to have 
approved the commercial planting of GMOs are Latin 
American countries.   

• The only country in Asia to have approved the planting of any 
GM crop other than cotton is the Philippines (a former U.S. 
colony).




