
  [image: Image]


  Good Clean Food


  Good Clean Food

  Shopping Smart to Avoid GMOs,

  rBGH, and Products That May

  Cause Cancer and Other Diseases

  By Samuel Epstein, MD, and Beth Leibson Foreword by Gary Null, PhD

  [image: Image]

  Skyhorse Publishing


  Copyright © 2013 by Samuel Epstein, MD, and Beth Leibson

  All Rights Reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in any manner without the express written consent of the publisher, except in the case of brief excerpts in critical reviews or articles. All inquiries should be addressed to Skyhorse Publishing, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

  Skyhorse Publishing books may be purchased in bulk at special discounts for sales promotion, corporate gifts, fund-raising, or educational purposes. Special editions can also be created to specifications. For details, contact the Special Sales Department, Skyhorse Publishing, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018 or info@skyhorsepublishing.com.

  Skyhorse® and Skyhorse Publishing® are registered trademarks of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc.®, a Delaware corporation.

  Visit our website at www.skyhorsepublishing.com.

  10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

  Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available on file. ISBN: 978-1-61608-821-7

  Printed in the United States of America


  Foreword

  by Gary Null, PhD

  Author of The Complete Encyclopedia of Natural Healing and host of

  The Gary Null Show

  In Good Clean Food, Dr. Samuel Epstein, one of our most insightful and authoritative voices on avoidable causes of cancer, has teamed up with health writer Beth Leibson to once again present persuasive and well documented evidence on the hidden health risks of everyday consumer products.

  Good Clean Food does more than educate us as to the importance of avoiding industrial carcinogens in our food; it also presents scientific evidence compelling us to do so. Although warnings about the nation’s crisis in unsafe foods are continually mounting, the Food and Drug Administration continues to disregard them. Yet the links between our addiction to industrial milk and meat consumption and escalating cancer rates can no longer be ignored. Not surprisingly, the American Public Health Association voted to support a ban on US hormonal milk and hormonal meat in 2009. And, not surprisingly, our milk and meat are banned in the European Union, in addition to many other nations worldwide. What does this tell us about the safety of the food that we consume, and feed our children, morning, noon, and night?

  How did we get here? In recent years, the food health dialogue in Washington has continued to be influenced and controlled the agricultural and food industrial complex headed by such mega-corporations as Monsanto, Carville, and Hormel. We cannot wait for federal health officials to assure us that we are consuming healthy and safe foods; rather, we must protect ourselves by being informed consumers. This book serves up a wakeup call, a warning that eating a standard American diet, rich in hormonal meat and dairy, poses a threat to your health. Just as importantly, it offers practical steps to take to minimize your risk and stay safe. With decades of medical research behind him, as well as numerous interactions with America’s health establishment and the country’s leading medical associations, Dr. Epstein intimately knows what families are up against and why average foods are endangering the lives of the nation’s children and adults. It is time for families to better educate themselves about the foods they purchase, what they order in restaurants and put on their plates. This book is an important contribution in guiding us in the right direction.

  The good news is that science supporting the benefits of wholesome products and the health risks of commercial meat, dairy, and genetically modified crops and vegetables are increasing dramatically. More and more physicians, health experts, and nutritionists—even the media—are coming around to appreciating the medical benefits of good clean food and the dangers of industrialized food products. Certified organic meat and milk are becoming more widely available and more affordable, and recent national polls show Americans are gradually beginning to avoid industrial milk and meat altogether.

  As we sit back and witness food allergies, asthma, diabetes, weakened immune systems, and a host of other disorders and illnesses reach epidemic proportions in American children, Good Clean Food should be required reading for every parent and school teacher. The book should also be required reading for every federal and state legislator and health official. There is still time to save our younger generations from the consequences of the previous generations’ errors, a blind faith in Big Agro-Chemical industry’s false promises. I believe Dr. Epstein has written a book that contributes to the reform necessary to turn the tide on our declining national health and to restore the health, vitality, peace of mind, and well-being to all families and their children. But its immediate effects lie with you, the consumer, and the informed choices you will make the next time you stand at the end of the supermarket aisle, wondering what’s for dinner.


  CHAPTER 1

  An Introduction

  When we stroll down the supermarket aisles, we are faced with a myriad of products: organic, all-natural, pesticide-free, grass-fed, rBGH-free, non-GMO, artificial hormone-free, and so on. We spend a lot of time staring at the cartons and the cans and the plastic packaging, trying to pick the nutritious foods that will fuel a long and productive life for ourselves and for our children, without putting undue strain on our wallets.

  But GMOs—genetically modified organisms—threaten that picture.

  More than 60 percent of the items on supermarket shelves, almost one item in three, contains genetically modified ingredients. We’re discussing just about everything from infant formula to corn chips, notes John Hagelin, PhD, Director of the Institute of Science, Technology and Public Policy and International Director of the Global Union of Scientists for Peace. Moreover, Hagelin points out, none of these foods have been safety tested on humans, and none are labeled. (Labeling is, of course, a separate issue, which we discuss in chapter 9: “Future Trends,” page 123.)

  By now, most Americans are well aware of the controversy regarding GMOs in general and recombinant Bovine Growth Hormone (rBGH) in particular. We know how scientific laboratories can modify a whole range of organisms, from microorganisms such as bacteria and yeast, to larger organisms such as plants, fish, and even mammals. We’ve seen studies that trace increased rates of cancer to our food system, and we’ve also read about researchers who find the studies unconvincing and the results inconclusive. And we’ve wondered about what all this has to do with our milk, our meat, our fruits and vegetables.

  There is, in fact, so much information out there about genetically modified organisms that it can be overwhelming. Think about it: if people with a doctorate in microbiology haven’t been able to clearly decide one way or the other, have trouble weighing this scientific study against that one and against a third, how can people with a little bit of high school or college biology sort out the details and make the right decisions?

  What we put in our bodies is not just a once-in-a-while decision, relegated to when we have the time and energy to devote to research and thought. We “vote” with our stomachs on this very personal environmental issue every time we sit down for breakfast, lunch, and dinner, not to mention when we decide, perhaps against our better judgment, to have a snack. We vote every time we respond to the perennial, “Mom, I’m hungry.” But with all the information—and misinformation—out there, it is hard to vote knowledgeably. This book will clarify some of these issues so you can choose foods that will actually nourish your body as well as fill your stomach.

  Why It Matters

  The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has registered nearly fourteen hundred pesticides for agricultural and nonagricultural use. These chemicals include approximately forty that have been classified by the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) as known, probable, or possible carcinogens, according to the 2008–09 Annual Report President’s Cancer Panel: Reducing Environmental Cancer Risk: What We Can Do Now.

  Exposure to these chemicals has been linked to a range of cancers, including brain and central nervous system (CNS), colon, lung, breast and ovarian (female spouses), pancreatic, kidney, testicular, and stomach cancers, as well as Hodgkin’s and non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, multiple myeloma, and soft tissue sarcoma, notes the report. In addition, people who are involved more directly with these pesticides—such as crop duster pilots, manufacturers, and farmers who apply the products—have been found to have greater risk of prostate cancer, melanoma, and other skin cancers, as well as cancer of the lip.

  Clearly, these pesticides carry at least a hint of danger. Pesticides were designed in the first place to kill pests; how, then, can they be good for human beings? The question, rather, is whether there is any residue of these chemicals left in the food by the time it shows up on our dining room tables.

  To determine the level of pesticide residue left in our food, the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) samples more than eighty types of fruits, vegetables, nuts, meats, grains, dairy products, and other foods regularly to see whether—and how much—pesticide, herbicide, fungicide, and growth regulators the foods contain. In the most recent report, the Department of Agriculture found that 18.5 percent of the foods sampled contained one pesticide, and 40.5 percent contained more than one pesticide.1 The foods we eat, the foods we serve, are not as pure and chemical-free as we’d like.

  Top Pesticide: Atrazine

  In the United States, atrazine holds the dubious honor of being the leading pesticide contaminant of groundwater, surface water, and drinking water, according to the President’s Cancer Panel. Produced by Syngenta AG, a Swiss-based chemical company, atrazine is designed to kill broadleaf and grassy weeds and has been banned for use by the European Union. Despite the fact that its own country, its own continent, has found it dangerous, the United States continues to import the chemical and use it to produce our food.

  The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has analyzed atrazine, which is used mostly in the Midwest on corn, sorghum, and sugarcane, and has concluded that while there are “areas of concern”—including cancer— simply regulating the US drinking water should protect Americans adequately from any harmful residues of the chemical. By contrast, the National Cancer Institute (NCI) has also looked at the pesticide and determines that “both animal and human studies have suggested that atrazine is possibly carcinogenic,” and recommends further study. There is not yet enough data to decide one way or the other, states the NCI.

  This is a classic case of conscientious scientists unable to come to an agreement, leaving consumers in the dark. So, while the EPA and the NCI can agree to disagree, in light of the EU ban, the questions for consumers remain: What do we want in our food? What is an “acceptable level of risk” to put into our bodies on a daily basis? And what do we want to feed to our children?

  How Did We Get Here?

  It was only about a hundred years ago that almost half of all Americans (about 40 percent) lived on farms. Most food was bought and eaten locally, according to the season, and people generally knew where their food came from, according to the USDA. Chances are, even people who didn’t live on farms bumped into the farmers at school PTA meetings or in the local post office.

  After World War II, America shifted from this local food system to more of a national, and then even international, system. Highways improved, refrigerated trucking got cheaper, other forms of transportation became more feasible, and soon even perishables such as meat, eggs, fruits, and vegetables could be easily shipped across state and country lines and around the globe. Different areas began to specialize in growing particular foods, notes the USDA; for instance, fruits and tree nuts became concentrated in California and Florida. We had separated people from the food they eat. By the year 2000, only about 1 percent of Americans lived on farms. Children are growing up thinking that chickens have fingers.

  Not only were the relationships between farms and consumers changing, but the farms themselves transformed, becoming increasingly efficient and productive. New technology—such as motors and pumps, electric milking parlors, and grain elevators—enhanced efficiency. Advances in fertilizers and herbicides reduced waste, and new approaches to plant and animal breeding boosted production. The American agricultural landscape changed, with fewer—and much larger—farms taking the place of what used to be ubiquitous family businesses. Along the way came genetically modified organisms (GMOs), which have played a vital role in this process.

  Genetically modified organisms were designed by chemical companies here and abroad to meet an important need. With today’s world population at about seven billion, there is increasing concern about how to feed all those people. In fact, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), based in Paris, states that agricultural production will need to increase by 60 percent over the next forty years in order to meet the rising demand for food. Some experts worry that traditional food production just can’t provide enough nutrition for this burgeoning population.

  In steps the notion of genetic modification.

  The GMO Story

  Genetic modification is actually nothing new. When Gregor Mendel figured out the role of genes in passing along traits, in the late 1800s, he gave us some more tools, paving the way for the first genetically modified plant. Since then, people have been crossbreeding related plant or animal species to improve taste or productivity. The Mendelian approach, though, is very time-consuming because it can take several generations to gain—or lose—a particular trait.

  Things really got cracking in the crop modification arena when James D. Watson and Francis Crick discovered the structure of DNA, describing the double helix and the notion of DNA-encoded genes in 1954. The science of molecular biology was born. Researchers kept plugging away for another two decades until, in 1973, Stanley Cohen at Stanford and Herbert Boyer at the University of California, San Francisco created the first recombinant DNA molecules by cutting up a DNA sequence and putting it back together again.

  These days, genetic modification typically takes place in a chemical company laboratory. Tissue samples from the organism to be modified are placed in a culture, and one or more genetically modified genes are placed into that tissue. The goal is to reprogram the genetic blueprint of the original tissue, giving it completely new properties—often a resistance to herbicides or pesticides. Not all of the cells in the tissue sample pick up the new genes, so the next step is to get rid of those that lack the new qualities and help the remaining tissue grow into a full-fledged, genetically modified plant.

  This is an artificial process, according to Earth Open Source, a nonprofit organization dedicated to assuring the sustainability, security, and safety of the global food system. But, notes the organization, it is not necessarily an inherently dangerous one; the results are often crude and unpredictable. They are also irreversible; unlike with a chemical cloud that will eventually dissipate, a genetically modified organism will continue to reproduce itself.

  Monsanto, arguably the leading biotechnology company in the world, claims that genetically breeding traits into organisms—such as adding herbicide or insecticide tolerance—can boost crop yields by protecting the crops from losses due to insects or weeds. According to Monsanto, herbicide-tolerant soybeans have increased yields in Romania by 31 percent; virus-resistant papaya has increased yields by an average of 40 percent in Hawaii; and insect-resistant cotton has led to yield increases of more than 50 percent in India.

  Proponents of GMOs suggest that there are several additional reasons to turn to these food sources: in addition to increasing the amount of food produced, they provide more environmentally friendly food production, and more nutritious foods. And proponents say that GMOs are perfectly safe, within governmentally regulated limits.

  Do GMOs Really Increase Crop Production?

  The Union of Concerned Scientists, a nonprofit organization that combines rigorous, independent science with advocacy work, refutes the assertion that GMOs increase food production. The organization says that the only GMO food or feed crops that have shown significantly improved yield are varieties of Bt corn—and that the increases they have seen are less than what we’ve gained from conventionally grown corn. And, as we will see later, GMO crops don’t do very well in drought conditions, such as those that often exist in the parts of the world most in desperate need of increased food.

  We shouldn’t pin our hopes on GMOs to solve the crisis of world hunger.

  The Bigger Question

  Beyond that, though, there remains the bigger question: Do we want to put these chemicals into our bodies?

  GMOs are part of many, many foods sold in this country. Americans, in 2012, ate their weight or more in genetically engineered foods, and do so each year, according to an Environmental Working Group analysis of US government data. The group found that Americans eat an average of 193 pounds of genetically engineered food over a twelvemonth period. That’s more than the typical US adult weight of 179 pounds. When we’re eating that much of something, it’s probably a good idea to know what it is.

  Others argue that we do not know enough about the safety of these foods, that they are typically not labeled as GMO, so we are buying blind, and that there is insufficient oversight and control of their production and distribution. They argue that the GMO movement is fueled not by an altruistic attempt to feed the world, but by corporate greed designed to boost the income of multinational corporations. Good Clean Food will provide the information you need to make those vital decisions for yourself and your family.

  The Organic Food Movement

  The organic food movement in the United States began with a handful of well-intentioned farmers looking to farm in a way that would be better for the land and healthier for themselves and for the people eating the food. Organic farmers tried to encourage soil and water conservation and used alternative methods for fertilizing, controlling weeds, and preventing livestock disease. For instance, notes the Mayo Clinic, organic farmers may use crop rotations and mulch instead of weed killers to keep weeds out of the fields. Different organic farmers use different methods, depending on their climate and crops and even personal preference.

  At the beginning of the organic food movement, organic food was sold only in natural food stores, in small quantities, and usually carrying high price tags. Organic aficionados tended to live “alternative lifestyles,” and they often had a relationship with the farmers and retailers that provided their food. These people shopped organic for a variety of reasons. Some simply preferred the taste of organic food. Others were more focused on avoiding pesticides, food additives, and other items of concern, such as antibiotics. Antibiotics are a particular concern, according to Environmental Health, because about 70 percent of the antibiotics used in the United States each year are used as feed additives for chickens, hogs, and beef cattle—not to treat disease, but to promote growth.

  Still other people interested in organic food were worried about the effect of pesticides and antibiotic use, not just on themselves and their families, but on the larger environment. At this point, both organic farmers and organic consumers were a small but committed group.

  Organic Goes Mainstream

  Over time, organic has gone mainstream. According to the Center for Sustainable and Agricultural Resources at Washington State University, the US organic food industry has been growing between 20 percent and 30 percent a year over the past decade; in the state of Washington, for instance, organic acreage has increased eight-fold since 1993.

  The growth of organic food is not just concentrated in Washington State, though. More and more farmers are using organic farming techniques; greater numbers of supermarkets, groceries, and even restaurants are selling organic food; and more and more Americans are filling their refrigerators with organic items. (See the appendix, starting on page 145 for lists of rBGH-free dairy product suppliers, organic soy producers, organic egg producers, and hormone-free and grass-fed beef suppliers around the country.) The challenge for the consumer, though, is that different producers use different labels to describe their products, which makes it difficult to comparison shop, or sometimes even to figure out precisely what is contained in each “organic” food item.

  We have seen that organic food offers benefits beyond the mere absence of pesticides and antibiotics. For instance, a 2012 study by Alyson Mitchell, PhD, and colleagues published in the Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry, found that organic spinach has lower levels of nitrates and higher levels of flavanoids and ascorbic acid, both known for their antioxidant qualities.2 Another group of researchers found that organic tomatoes and peppers have more vitamin C than their nonorganic peers.3 Yet another study found that organic peaches, pears, strawberries, marionberries, and sweet corn have higher levels of flavonoids and ascorbic acid than their conventionally grown counterparts.4 These differences are apparent even after accounting for the varying agricultural practices among both organic and traditional growing techniques.

  Federal Regulation

  Toward the end of the twentieth century, the federal government stepped in to regulate the “organic” products on American supermarket shelves. In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Foods Production Act (the Act), as part of the 1990 Farm Bill. This bill is considered one of the strongest of the US public health laws, according to the Environmental Working Group. It emphasizes protecting infants, children, and other vulnerable people.

  This bill recruited the USDA for the job. The USDA was to establish national standards for the production and handling of organic products to assure consumers that agricultural products marketed as “organic” meet consistent, uniform standards. It also set up an organic certification program and a National Organic Standards Board, appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture. The National Organic Program was charged with developing, implementing, and administering national standards on the marketing and production of agricultural products; it keeps track of what is allowed—and what is not allowed—in producing and handling organic foods. The regulations were finalized in December 2000, just in time for the new millennium.

  Setting the Standard

  The National Organic Standard became law on October 21, 2002. It sets out a national standard for the term “organic.” Organic food must be produced without conventional pesticides, petroleum-based fertilizers, sewage sludge-based fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, genetic engineering (biotechnology), antibiotics, growth hormones, or irradiation. Animals raised on an organic farm must be fed organic feed and given access to the outdoors. And the land itself must be “organic”; it must have had no prohibited substances applied to it for at least three years before the harvest of an officially “organic” crop. To display the USDA Organic seal, farms and handling operations must be certified by a state or private agency. While the USDA imprimatur is not perfect, it is, at least, consistent state to state and product to product and assures customers of a minimum standard of “organic.”

  There are also a few variations on the theme. Here are the terms:

  • 100 percent Organic means all ingredients and processing aids are organic.

  • Organic means all agricultural products must be certified as organic and there can be specified nonorganic ingredients (those on the national list) that may represent up to a total of 5 percent of the content.

  • Made with Organic Ingredients means that at least 70 percent of the product must be certified organic ingredients and any nonorganic ingredients must be specifically allowed on the national list.

  Products that aren’t labeled as USDA-certified Organic can still contain organic ingredients, but chances are, they’ll have less than 70 percent certified-organic ingredients.

  Psychology of Greed

  The image of the multinational corporation looms large in the American psyche, and many people worry that these corporations place their profit goals ahead of human life. Newspaper headlines regularly support this notion, with constant references to pollution, child labor, unfair wages, and unsafe methods of production. Whatever the goal of the multinational corporations involved in production of genetically modified organisms, though, it is hard to deny that the trend has resulted in major corporate profits. It is equally difficult to refute the observation that there is at least a serious question of ill effects on the people who eat these foods.

  Many people have a hard time understanding how companies can knowingly make choices that might endanger the lives of fellow Americans. Why would a company, for instance, place an additional dollar’s worth of profit over the health of our children? Surely, for instance, maintaining sanitary animal pens is easier, cheaper, and safer than irradiating the meat after the fact.

  Some psychologists suggest that there is some uniquely American quality that encourages this behavior. They propose that America’s emphasis on materialism promotes behavior that could—and, in some cases, does—lead to taking health risks with our national health. “Our form of capitalism encourages materialistic values, and the research shows that people high on materialism . . . are more likely to engage in unethical business behaviors and manipulate people for their own purposes,” social psychologist Tim Kasser, PhD, of Knox College in Galesburg, Illinois, was quoted as saying in an article in the magazine Psychology Today.

  Cross-cultural studies make the indictment even stronger. American culture is different than that of other English-speaking countries, notes psychologist Shalom Schwartz, PhD, at Hebrew University of Jerusalem, because it emphasizes mastery and hierarchy more than intellectual autonomy, harmony, and egalitarianism. This orientation, he notes, encourages an assertive, pragmatic, entrepreneurial, and even exploitative approach toward the social and natural environment. The Horatio Alger motif, the notion of “making it in America,” in other words, can sometimes beat out the idea that “we’re all in this together.”

  Organic Is Growing

  Fortunately, not everyone is affected by this mindset. Many people do believe that we are all in this together. Indeed, organic farms are a growing force in American agriculture, according to the USDA. As of 2011, there were a total of 9,140 USDA-certified organic farms in the United States, representing a total of 3.6 million organic acres. The top four organic-farm states are California (with 1,898 farms), Wisconsin (870), New York (597), Washington (493), and Iowa (with 467 farms). The US organic-farm sector consists of a broad mix of farm sizes and production specialties and includes many farms that manage both conventional and organic crops and livestock operations.

  There is no typical organic farmer, though, observes the USDA. If anything, data from the survey show that certified and exempt organic farmers, on average, tend to operate smaller farms (280 acres) than other US farmers (418 acres). Organic agriculture also has a higher share of female farm and ranch operators (22 percent, compared with 14 percent for conventional agriculture) and younger operators (the average age was fifty-three for organic farms and fifty-seven for all farmers overall).

  And So Are the Customers

  More and more Americans are buying organic food. For starters, it’s much easier to do it these days than it used to be. Once available only in natural product stores and farmers’ markets, organic foods can now be found in conventional supermarkets, value-priced, big-box chains, and an expanding array of direct-to-consumer markets, such as community supported agriculture. (See chapter 9.) Without going out of the way or making an extra stop in our hectic lives, most Americans can now choose between traditionally grown apples, for instance, and organic ones, as we fill up our shopping carts.

  Availability makes it easier but, really, the top reasons that Americans cite for going organic are that they prefer to eat food without pesticides (cited by 64 percent); herbicides (60 percent); growth hormones (59 percent); artificial flavors, colors, and preservatives (56 percent); antibiotics (55 percent); genetically modified organisms (54 percent); and irradiation (48 percent), according to the Seattle-based Hartman Group, a market research firm. In short, the benefits of organic food are important—but even more critical is the absence of harmful materials that are typically present in conventional foods.
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