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Abstract:

This thesis is concerned with the rhetoric of the Greek anti-GM social movement. In
the research, documents from web-sites concerned with, and coming from the Greek
struggle against G.M.Os were systematically collected, namely from the websites of
Greenpeace and the Pan-Hellenic Movement against Genetically Modified
Organisms. What is compelling in the Greek case is the outright governmental ban on
all G.M.O. releases after a massive media outcry, in a country where, according to
recent Eurobarometers, the knowledge about the effects of biotechnology and genetic
engineering is very low and there is little or no debate prior to the introduction of new
technologies. In fact, pursuing an in-depth, critical discourse analysis of the
documents, what I prefer to call 'hermeneutics of suspicion', I have come up with
certain rhetorical techniques of the Greek anti-G.M. movement. In general, these
techniques consisted of the establishment of shared categories, of terms such as the
“mutants”, when refering to G.M.Os; “genetic engineering” being established as
contingent when being applied to crops and hopeful, when applied to medicine.
Moreover, the framing of oppositional subjects, of an “us and them” war, was another
discursive feature, as well as the amputation of stake to the subject of “them”, the
multinational lobby of biotechnological corporations. Finally, the side of “us”, the
opponents of G.M.Os was identified with the whole of the citizens of Greece, instead
of an activist group, and called to articulate an anti-logos, a counter-argument. The
overall analysis suggested that the Greek anti-G.M. movement was incremental in the
widespread opposition to G.M.Os, through establishing shared definitions, via the
effective popularization of scientific terms by the Greek anti-G.M. movement,
through the conscientization of the citizens, via the discursive identification of sides

and the amputation of profit-driven interest to the proponents of G.M.Os.
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“The understanding and acceptance of any science or
technology including food biotechnology can change
dramatically depending on the language used”

Asian Food Information Centre, quoted in Cook, 2004

Introduction

The study of social movements (e.g. environmentalism, feminism, Igbt movements) is
a blossoming field in social sciences (Diani, 2003; Della Porta & Diani, 1999;
Melucci, 1996) since many researchers and academics grow aware of the injustices
harbored in neo-liberalism. The investigation of social movements has historically
been performed by people who are usually engaged or agree with their goals while
some were even members of the movement they studied. I chose to attempt a
discourse analysis of the Greek anti-G.M. movement drawing on van Dijk's (1993:
249) directions on critical discourse study: 'focusing on the role of discourse in the
[(re)production and] challenge of dominance'. I was interested in this discourse that
challenges dominance, in the language that can “change dramatically the
understanding and acceptance”, or refusal of G.M.Os and biotechnology. I chose this
field of inquiry fully aware that the method employed fell under the criticism of
Bourdieu (2003) for 'campus radicalism', i.e. eschewing the engagement with social
struggles in favor of self-referential activities, such as textual analysis. To defend my
case, I believed that the struggle against the introduction of G.M.Os in Greece was
deeply rooted in rhetoric and explaining, thus a critical discourse analysis would have
been an appropriate method to explore the discursive strategies used. Most of all, it is
what Bakhtin termed 'clash of accents' (Gardiner, 1992), namely that modern society
is marked by a plethora of antagonistic discursive forms, where the words are always

sites of struggle between multiple and intersecting meanings, that reflect wider social



conflicts, in a 'struggle over the sign'. So, the focus on this rhetorical struggle of a
social movement along with my engagement with it, permit the allegation that this
discourse analysis occurs in what Routledge (1996) calls 'Third Space' between
academia and activism, in the space of critical solidarity and committed investigation,

imagining social change.

The Greek anti-G.M. movement, in its 'struggle over the signs', is part of a
contemporary social movement, which gained European momentum demanding a ban
on the import and cultivation of G.M. crops, clear labeling and more knowledge of
what foods the Europeans consume. In most E.U. countries, including Greece, it has
been fairly successful, pressuring the governments in multiple ways. Since a social
movement only through an in-depth and over-time ethnography can be explored fully,
the lack of time and the physical distance prevented me from attempting it. So, I
opted for a discourse analysis of texts that were published online, by the two major
groups of the movement, Greenpeace - the Greek branch of the worldwide
environmental organisation - and the Pan-Hellenic Movement Against Genetically
Modified Organisms (ITaveAdrvia Kivnon Evévtia otovg IN'evetikd Tpomomompévoug
Opyavicpote). I decided to focus on the Greek strand of the anti-G.M. movement,
bearing in mind my participation in it (which ensured background knowledge and
initial knowledge of the “field”). To sum up, this thesis aims to explore and analyse
the rhetoric of Greenpeace and the Pan-Hellenic Movement, while looking at their

differences in strategies and pondering on their accomplishments.

In the literature review, three areas will be overviewed eclectically, in order to situate



this project in a tradition of research. The first area dealt with is the study of
environmental social movements, providing a wide introduction to the field and
mostly focusing on research about the anti-G.M. social movement. The second area
concerns the methods to be used, namely the theory and ideas of discourse analysis
with a critical perspective, what Norman Fairclough (1995) and Teun van Dijk (1993)
name critical discourse analysis. The third area overviewed will concern selected
studies addressing particularly discourse and genetics, i.e. studies employing
analytical interpretative methods to study qualitatively the area of genetics-related

1ssues.

The research design of a qualitative project is considered to be a more intuitive
venture than a quantitative, being more open-ended and free-flowing. In the second
chapter 1 will debate the epistemological paradigm in which the design and the
methods are situated. Furthermore, there will be a presentation of the research design
and the methods used, applying the steps for discourse analytical research Potter and

Wetherell (1987) described.

The third chapter is the core of the thesis containing the analysis of the discursive
features of the Greek anti-G.M. movement. It is structured in a dialectical way,
juxtaposing the analysis of four documents, two from each group. The extracts used
formed a rationale exploring certain themes. My main focus will be on the efforts to
articulate a rhetorical anti-logos, a counter-argument, which will oppose the discourse
of the other side. This insistence on sides, on the inter-group conflict between “us and
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them”, “us” being the anti-G.M. movement and consequently, the Greek public, while



“they” are the advocates of G.M.Os, is another theme explored. The anti-logos will be
based also on the words used, hence there will be an in-depth analysis for the
rhetorical preference of central words in the G.M. debate, like “mutants”
(“netarroypéva”) and “genetic engineering” (“yevetikr punyovikn”). In the word
preference theme central are the descriptions and categorizations attributed to each
word, which are using a particular language and simple-to-understand vocabulary,

making scientific concepts easily digestible to laypersons.

The final part of the thesis is the discussion and conclusion. It is meant to tidy up the
findings and the interpretations, drawing them all together and finding common
patterns. In effect, the word preference and the vocabulary used is one such common
resource, as it seems to have influenced the members of the Greek public in adopting
the terminology and in general, being hostile to G.M.Os. Furthermore, I will take the
step to suggest that there was, at least to some extent, a victory in the 'clash of
accents', as the rhetoric of the anti-G.M. movement became popular and acceptable in
Greece, as the terminology was popularized and the opponent, the side of “them”,

discredited.

Chapter One: Literature Review

1.1: The Environmental Movement in Western Europe.



From the 1960s onwards, social movements, protest actions and more generally,
political organizations without alliances to major political parties or trade unions,
have become a permanent component of western democracies. Social movements are
described as informal interaction networks, espousing shared beliefs and solidarity,
engaging in collective action and conflicts, using protest methods. In order to speak of
social movements it is necessary that single episodes are perceived as components of
longer-lasting action, conveying a world vision and a collective identity, rather than

discreet events (Della Porta & Diani, 1999).

In the '60s, the green movement started to blossom, as the industrialized countries
faced many environmental problems: nuclear energy, toxic waste, acid rain and lack
of resources (Dalton, 1993). The writings of key thinkers of the ecological movement
mobilized a lot of people, particularly the Silent Spring by Rachel Carson (1962). The
World Wildlife Fund (W.W.E.") begun, in 1961 in Britain and a bit later in the rest of
the Europe (Boardman, 1981). The anti-nuclear movement was essentially vibrant, in
the whole Europe, leading to the creation of Green parliamentary parties, like Die
Griinen in the Western Germany, the Green Party in UK. and Les Verts® in France
(Rootes, 1995). Another important ecological group of the post-war period is the
Friends of the Earth (FoE)’, whose members conducted more politicized campaigns,
and spectacular direct action protests. Greenpeace®, founded in Canada in the start of

the '70s, became iconic for their tactics of spectacular direct action to draw attention

'The British website can be found at: http://www.wwf.org.uk/core/index.asp

*The Web sites for these parties can be found, in their respective language, at:
http://www.gruene.de/index.htm, http://www.greenparty.org.uk/news, http://lesverts.fr/ .

3The British website for FOE can be found at: http://www.foe.co.uk/.

*The website concerning the U.K. Campaign can be found at: http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/.
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to their critique of environmental crisis and nuclear arms race (Dalton, 1993).

In the last decades, three newer environmental issues have sprung up: animal rights,
anti-roads campaign and biotechnology. The animal rights movement was linked to
the rise of ethical vegetarianism and food risks like the BSE crisis. It used direct
action campaigns and sabotage to laboratories conducting experiments on animals.
New groups emerged, with more anarchic structures, like the Animal Liberation
Front’. The anti-roads movement acts against the construction of roads and airports to
make transports faster, while destroying wild lands, reserves and marginalized,
deprived neighborhoods. It also advocates direct action and autonomous groups, like
Earth First!® (Wall, 1999). The concerns over G.M. plants and genetic engineering
alerted many activists and mostly, the European consuming public, while many ad
hoc groups were formed: Genetics Engineering Network’, Genewatch® in the UK.,
A-Seed’ in the Netherlands. The international N.G.Os, like Greenpeace and FoE also

followed on this issue.

1.2: The Anti-G.M. Movement

The books and papers on the acceptance of biotechnology and genetic modification
technology are growing by the day, but the side of the opponents only very recently
has come under inquiry, thus the books and papers on this subject are very few. To

introduce this review, I have summarized the arguments against G.M., as elicited by

5The U.S. web site for ALF is: http://animalliberationfront.us/index.html.
The British web site can be found at: http://www.earthfirst.org.uk/.

"The website is: http://www.geneticsaction.org.uk/

8The website can be found at: http://www.genewatch.org/.

’The European website (multilingual) can be found at: http://www.aseed.net/.
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the public in the U.K. government's debate, conducted by the GM Nation Steering
Board (2003), recommended by the Agriculture and Environment Biotechnology
Commission (AEBC). They were reported, first of all, the risk of contamination of
non G.M. plants and organisms, the right for freedom of consumer choice between
non-G.M. and G.M. food and the principle of precaution for novel technologies.
Other arguments stressed the lack of reliable, independent scientific evidence to
remove doubts, which are based on previous health disasters, like the BSE, foot-and-
mouth disease, SARS, etc. The opponents also pointed out that G.M. crops don't offer
any benefits for U.K., on the contrary, they could be a threat to the environment, the
wildlife and biodiversity. The unknown risks of G.M. food to human health were
cited, as well as the ownership of the technology by multinational companies, whose
power, profits and motives are objectionable. There were also moral arguments, based
on religion, and breaking the laws of nature. Finally, the opponents of G.M. in the
debate were generally far more against trans-species applications than other

participants.

Another important project was conducted by Hviid Nielsen et al. (2002). Based on
survey data from the Euro-barometers, they suggest that there is a pattern in the
respondents' differences on the European skepticism about G.M. technologies . They
propose that the pessimists, the opponents of biotechnology can be split into two
groups, one 'green' more modernist, traditionally to the left, and one 'blue', on the
conservative side, oriented towards the preservation of nature and its resources. |
won't cite the differences between countries in this study, just mention that it is shown

that Catholic nations have more 'blue' skeptics while Protestant nations more 'green’,
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and both groups contain more women and high levels of rural residence. Both groups
share the assumption that modern biotechnology will reduce our quality of life. The
'blue' group is convicted that technological intervention on nature is a priori
unacceptable, while the 'green' points to the uncertainties and risks related to
biotechnology. It seems that the 'blue' arguments are supported by religious and moral
values and the 'green' by notions of uncertainty and risk. To phrase it in metaphors,
the 'blue' critique is more Faustian, as biotechnology can be conceived as a covenant
with Mephistopheles, whereas the 'green' is more 'Frankesteinian', concerning the

insufficient knowledge of potential consequences (Hviid Nielsen et al., 2002).

In the same perspective of binary descriptions, Plein (1990, 1991) classifies the
opposition to biotechnology in two categories of groups: the 'conditional opponents',
including agricultural groups, concerned scientists, environmental groups and public
interest groups, who participate intermittently on an issue-by-issue basis, and the
'absolute opponents', who contest every issue. The latter tend to use more
confrontational tactics of litigation, publicity campaigns and public demonstrations,

while the former tend to prefer political compromise and negotiation.

One of the few papers I managed to spot on the internet, was by Rein de Wilde, in the
website of the European Association for the Study of Science and Technology' (de
Wilde, 2004). The author criticizes the styles of reasoning Greenpeace use in the
handling of science. He mentions that Greenpeace promotes itself as a science-driven

group, although their efforts are towards the prevention of testing the potential risks

"The article can be found at: http://www.easst.net/review/march2004/dewilde.
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posed by G.M. crops on a case-by-case basis. He calls the Greenpeace style of
reasoning ‘categorical’ after its central claim that there is a categorical difference
between genetic and non-genetic modification of crops, while not allowing

contextual, case-by-case, investigation of these differences, thus alienating scientists.

Brian Tokar (2001) edited an authoritative activist (and research) tome regarding the
worldwide resistance to genetic engineering. Among many texts, he chronicles the
rise of the anti-G.M. protests, legal action and activism, in parallel with the scientific
advances after 1975. Jim Thomas (2001) describes the 'playful world' of the U.K.
genetic resistance, documenting the direct action activism, the grassroots activists’
organization and the festivals of resistance, the parades, the “Super Heroes against
Genetics”, the crop destruction by local groups, even the odd cricket match using
G.M. potatoes. Vandana Shiva (2001) reports on the Indian peasants' popular
struggle against Trade Related Intellectual Property rights (TRIPS) and their fight to
evict Monsanto and its crops off India. Thomas Schweiger, a lobbyist for Greenpeace,
in order to explain the moratorium on G.M.Os by the European Parliament'', offers
eight insightful hypotheses on why Europeans abhor them. His first guess is that
Europeans don't like their food to be tampered with. The second is that they have
learned that too much “technology” and industry in your food is a serious threat to
your health, while they understand that their eating habits can have a positive impact
on nature conservation. The European consumers also cherish the labels on their food,
since it is a long standing right to be able to make an informed choice, which biotech

industry was perceived to be trying to take away. The sixth hypothesis is that G.M.Os

"Decided by the European Parliament on the 25/06/1999.
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were seen as an American invention and American companies were taken as trying to
meddle with European values and cultures, something unacceptable. Furthermore,
Europeans have a critical mind and do not easily trust “sound science” and
technological advancement. They prefer to be on the safe side, as sound science and
technology are not gods in Europe. Finally, Schweiger suggests that Europeans
instinctively feel that GM food is dangerous and provides no benefits. In another
chapter, Steve Emmot (2001) chronicles the ten-year N.G.O campaign against the
European Patent Directive, while Lucy Charratt the ten years of rural Canada's

resistance to the Bovine Growth Hormone.

Derrick Purdue published a seminal tome, documenting, from a perspective of
environmental science, the emergence of the anti-GM movement (2000). He suggests
that global hegemonic projects, like the World Trade Organization or the G.A.T.T.
play through the institutions of global governance, like the United Nations or the
E.U., by taking the form of discourse coalitions, like the expert systems of intellectual
property rights. These projects mobilize various actors, like the Ministries of
Agriculture, which promote special interests, i.e. the marketing of G.M. crops, as
global food necessities. The N.G.Os and the activist groups, on the opposite side,
build counter-expert networks in order to strip the legitimacy of the hegemonic expert
systems, to break up the public’s theoretical dependency on a single expert source by
emphasizing the uncertainty and the contingency of the experts. The activists also
build solidarity, by sharing information, seeds and direct actions, by organizing global
networks outside the state, by connecting electronically. Thus, they construct the

movement as an autonomous actor in a global social field, contesting global
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hegemony. The action led by the N.G.Os established nodes of civil society around
state-centric global institutions and negotiations. In effect, Purdue (2000: 143)
suggests that the anti-G.M. movement has 'challenged the hegemonic project of
global patenting both in the negotiation of regimes within international law and by

contributing to the development of a global civil society'.

1.3: Discourse Analysis and Critique: Hermeneutics of Suspicion

Discourse analysis can be defined as a 'set of methods and theories for investigating
language in use and language in social contexts' (Wetherell et al., 2001: i). It focuses
on the categorizing, performative, and rhetorical features of texts and talk (Potter &
Wetherell, 1987; Potter, 1996). As mentioned in the introduction, van Dijk (1993:
249) asks for an explicit sociopolitical stance of discourse analysts, in the study and
critique of social inequality 'focusing on the (re)production and challenge of
dominance'. Dominance is defined as 'the exercise of social power by elites,
institutions or groups, that results in social inequality, including political, cultural,
class, ethnic, racial and gender inequality (ibid. p. 250). Suitable data for analysis,
examining how language legitimates social control, include interviews, documents,

textbooks, media texts and media broadcasts.

Van Dijk states that the critical understanding of issues in their context 'presupposes
more general insights, and sometimes indirect and more general analyses of
fundamental causes, conditions and effects of such issues (1993: 253). Hence, critical
discourse analysis requires 'true multidisciplinarity and an account of intricate

relationships between text, talk, social cognition, power, society and culture' (ibid.).
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That is why, instead of 'critical discourse analysis' I prefer Paul Ricoeur's description
of 'hermeneutics of suspicion' (1970). According to the philosopher (1970: 33),
hermeneutics of suspicion is 'a method of interpretation which assumes that the literal
or surface-level meaning of a text is an effort to conceal the political interests which
are served by the text. The purpose of interpretation is to strip off the concealment,
unmasking those interests'. This method places critical discourse analysis in the
intellectual tradition of hermeneutics, starting with the interpretation of ancient Greek
and roman philosophy, medieval theology, the humanities and lately cultural studies,
in the tradition of the masters of hermeneutics of suspicion, of Freud, Marx and
Nietzsche. It incorporates the insights, the intuition, the hunches and the specialist

knowledge, the quirkiness and the scholarship (Billig, 1988) of a discourse analyst.

1.4.: Discourse and Genetics

In this sector of the literature review I plan to overview parts of the literature applying
discourse analytic methods to texts concerning genetic engineering, the genome and
biotechnology in general. One of the older papers is by Kleinman & Kloppenburg
(1991). They undertake a study of discursive products developed by Monsanto
Corporation'? to show how these texts take the promulgation of a particular view
towards biotechnology. They suggest that Monsanto draws on four sets of discursive
elements in order to protect its interests in the area of genetic engineering:
technological determinism, scientific expertise, the nature of nature and the hegemony
of the free market. A central discursive element in the company's promotional

campaign is a view of technology as autonomous of human affairs, not subject to

The leading agro-food, pesticides and chemicals biotechnology company.
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human intervention and always beneficent (Kleinman & Kloppenburg, 1991: 432).
So, any opposition to biotechnology is seen as the result of ignorance. In the U.S.A.
there is the ideology of scientific expertise, once any public intervention into science
is considered unacceptable. Only experts are seen as competent to make decisions on
scientific development. The third discursive element found is the allegation that
biotechnology is a matural science, that genetic alteration is a “natural event” in
evolution. The company avoids any reference to mutation, as 'it is a controversial
word, associated with popular notions of mutants as irregular and imperfect'
(Kleinman & Kloppenburg, 1991: 437). Finally, the hegemony of the free market is
associated with the national interest of the U.S., as the interests of Monsanto are

presented as interwoven with the interests of the U.S.A.

In another paper, Plein (1991) examines how the image of biotechnology in the U.S.
has been transformed from one of danger and uncertainty to one of opportunity and
familiarity. He aims to explore the methods portraying biotechnology in positive
terms in public and policy-making circles. He identifies the building of a coalition of
biotechnological companies articulating a single voice. There are also the alliances
with established and private interests, like federal agencies, the agricultural ministries,
etc. He suggests also the association of biotechnology with economic development
and international competition, popular issues on the policy agenda. Last method is
the portrayal of opponents of biotechnology as 'extremists out-of-step with time, or, in
more charitable moments, as well-intentioned but mistaken' (Plein, 1991: 482).

Nerlich, Dingwall and Clarke, in a series of articles (2000, 2001, 2002, 2003) explore

various properties of the discourse on genetics. In a 2000 article, they investigate the
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use of stock characters, such as Frankenstein's monster, as metaphors in the discourse
about cloning, and of word-play, i.e. changing familiar terms, like book or film titles,
idioms and sayings in the discourse about G.M. plants. They propose that in the
absence of well-known images or scenarios regarding G.M. plants, media writers
usually modified familiar idioms and sayings to get their message across to the reader.
Examples are: reap what you saw, seeds of disaster, seeds of dissent (Nerlich, Clarke
& Dingwall, 2000). In another article, they trace the literary foundations on which the
cloning debate has been depicted, such as science fiction themes, scripts, and
metaphors, like the most popular Brave New World (Nerlich, Clarke & Dingwall,
2001). In a paper from 2002, they unfold the metaphors, images, literary and cultural
references used in the announcement of the Human Genome project (26/06/2000) by
B. Clinton and T. Blair, in order to steer the discourse towards public euphoria.
“Learning the language in which God created life”, the genetic code as map (or book)
metaphor are such devices put into play. In the latest article, Nerlich and Clarke
(2003) focus in the media event about the cloning debate of 2001, to find out the
interpretive packages and the uses of such controversies. They conclude that such
events can focus the attention of the media on a single issue, e.g. the cloning of
humans, while they may provide scientists with an opportunity to publicize, promote
and popularize genetic advances, thus helping in the public understanding of genetics.
They can also accelerate policy changes by exposing scientific, legal and ethical

uncertainties (Nerlich & Clarke, 2003).

McCann-Mortimer et al. (2004) examine texts and talk associated with the scientific

legitimacy of the concept 'race’, looking for ways in which constructions of truth are
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worked up in scientific discourse. They identify the use of the empiricist repertoire
and the truth-will-out-device (Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984) in order to accord legitimacy
to the scientists' allegations on the concept of 'race', as well as quantifications and
contrasts, used to construct the superiority of science to lay understanding. But they
conclude that despite the promissory representation of the human genome project as
having produced scientific evidence to discredit the biological legitimacy of 'race', the

concept is likely to persist in both popular and scientific usage.

Yamaguchi & Harris (2004) investigate the framings of Indian social actors regarding
the Bt cotton discourse in India. They have found five conceptual frames of agro-food
biotechnology discourse: governance, society, science and technology, economy and
ecology. Their conclusion is that economy issues hegemonized the discourse, by
displacing the other frames. In another article, O'Mahony and Schéfer (2005) compare
the media coverage of genome research in Ireland and Germany and identify four
discourse coalitions'’: the economic rationality coalition, the scientific progress
coalition, the counter-scientific coalition and the fundamental critique coalition.
However, the German coverage is more extensive and elaborate than the Irish, due to
the national pattern of interests, Germany's participation in genomics’ research

projects and the country's traditions of media coverage, as it resonates with the public.

Cook, Pieri and Robbins (2004) have studied the views of G.M. scientists, to see their
argumentation strategies and language use. They found out that the scientists tend to

distinguish themselves from the public and the opponents of G.M. technologies, as

PDiscourse coalitions are defined by Hajer (1995) as typical discursive syndromes that combine actors
and arguments, culturally structured networks of communication.
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well as to attribute only to themselves the knowledge of the 'scientific method'. They
characterize the public disquiet over G.M. as irrational and superficial, not based on
scientific expertise. Last, but not least, the opposition to G.M. is seen as 'emanating
from self-interested individuals and organizations acting upon a malleable and passive
public, rather than from the public' (Cook, Pieri & Robbins, 2004: 440). Overall,
scientists seem to think that decisions over G.M. should be taken over issues of risk
and safety only. In another article in Discourse and Society, Calsamiglia and van Dijk
(2004) discuss the articles of the Spanish press that are popularizing the human
genome research. Apart from defining the various techniques used in the
popularization, they concluded that the recontextualization of scientific knowledge in
popularization discourse and its transformation into everyday, commonsense
knowledge, combines precise knowledge with fuzzy or approximate knowledge,

metaphors and schematic categories.

Guy Cook is the author of Genetically Modified Language (2004), a book which
critically analyses the war of words waged by those arguing for GM crops. Cook
critically investigates the language, the argumentation and the metaphors deployed by
major players in the GM debate - by politicians, journalists, scientists and
corporations. The findings are in line with his previously cited paper (Cook, Pieri &
Robbins, 2004), but they also discuss the rhetorical choice posed by scientists
regarding genetic engineering, that society should choose between enlightenment and
irrational fundamentalism, as if there is no middle ground. Furthermore, Cook studies
the word choice in the G.M. debate and points the 'hooray words' and key phrases,

such as 'improved', 'sound science', 'Frankenstein foods', or interfering with nature'.
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Finally, I will cite his conclusion on the acceptance of biotechnology by the public:
“The face dialogue of the campaign for G.M., and the assumption that its recipients
will be persuaded, unsuccessfully attempt to deny what is happening. Language, like
nature, is being used in an unnatural and unsuccessful way. A cause for optimism is
that those without vested interests in G.M. technology remain critical of both G.M.

and the language used to promote it” (Cook, 2004: 131).

Chapter Two: Methodology

2.1: The Paradigm

Discourse analysis is a method that is informed by several disciplines, such as social
psychology, anthropology, linguistics, communication studies, sociology, etc. This is
its strength and its weakness, as it is criticized of lacking the robustness and
empiricism of the natural sciences. But the qualitative inquiry has developed different
epistemological principles and research strategies than the quantitative, mostly due to
discontent with the positivism of the latter. In the literature review, I suggested that I
prefer the title 'hermeneutics of suspicion' as a description of my analytical method.
This description is following the interpretative epistemological paradigm, that stresses
the differences between the subjects of social sciences' inquiry and the subjects of the
natural sciences, asking for a different logic of investigation (Bryman, 2004). As a
paradigm of social research, it respects the differences between people and requires
from the social scientist to grasp, to understand their subjective meaning of social
action. Its intellectual roots come from the notion of Verstehen, from phenomenology
and hermeneutics, lately from symbolic interactionism (Bryman, 2004). But

qualitative methodologies differ also in their ontological assumptions. In line with the
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interpretive stance, the ontological position of constructionism is assuming that
language, descriptions and meanings construct the world, or at least versions of the
world (Potter, 1996). 'Reality enters into human practices by way of the categories
and descriptions that are part of those practices. The world is not readily categorized
by God or nature in ways that are all forced to accept. It is constituted in one way or

another as people talk it, write it and argue it' (Potter, 1996: 98).

The question though , usually asked by critical realists (eg. Bhaskar, 1989) is how can
a social reality of dominance and inequality change, if it is assumed to be merely a
construction of socially shared meanings, not rooted in empirical reality. Even though
this is a long-standing controversy in the social sciences, 1 believe the focus of
'hermeneutics of suspicion' to actively 'strip off the concealment', unmasking those
political interests behind the surface of a text, the critical engagement of a researcher
in the '"Third Space' (Routledge, 1996), the critique and challenge of domination are

able arguments for the change of social reality.

2.2: Research Focus and Methodology

The interdisciplinary nature of discourse analysis can be problematic, when having to
present the methodological framework used in the analysis of the data. But it is also
wanted, if the epistemology is hermeneutical. As suggested earlier, the overall
research focus of this dissertation is to examine texts from two (maybe the bigger)
groups of the Greek anti-G.M. movement, Greenpeace and the Pan-Hellenic
Movement against G.M.Os., in order to find out their rhetorical strategies in

articulating an opposition to the introduction of G.M.Os in Greece. To present the
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methodology, I will draw on the first five of Potter and Wetherell's (1987) ten steps
for the methodology of a discourse analysis. The research question was, broadly,
centered on how the discourse of the two groups of the anti-G.M. movement was put
together, and on the functions it served on delivering oppositional arguments. The
documents were freely available online, at the websites of the two groups'®, and I
collected systematically every document available, referring to the anti-G.M.
campaign, to form a corpus of data. All of Scott's (1990) criteria for document quality
were satisfied, as the documents were authentic, coming from known websites, they
were credible for the same reason, they were representative of others in the web-sites
and meaningful, clear and comprehensible. Potter and Wetherell (1987) suggest a
stage of intermission, a break from the inquiry, but in my case a stage of translation
should come first, as all the documents were in the Greek language. I undertook the
task, and then circulated the drafts to friends, in order to verify their linguistic
competence. The stages of intermission was a necessary part of the process, as [ was
able to determine which texts to focus on analytically. There is a split between critical
discourse analysis and discourse analysis, as to the place of prior theoretical (and
political) assumptions in the stage of analysis and coding. In this case, the
theoretically-driven inferences definitely influenced the analysis, but I tried to focus
primarily on the rhetoric of the social movement, and then build theoretical

interpretations.

Chapter Three: Analysis and Discursive Features

"The website of Greenpeace in Greece is http:/www.greenpeace.org/greece/ , while of the pan-
hellenic movement is: http://www.nogmos.gr/ . Consulted on the 1/08/05.
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3.1: Introduction

The first document under analysis is a text of Greenpeace from May 2004, entitled
“Frequently Asked Questions about Mutants” ("XZvyvég Epotioelg yun to
Metodhaypuéva). Of course, Greenpeace, as a global environmental organization,
would not campaign about mutant people and other Science Fiction stories. On the
contrary, this is the popular term in Greece for what the rest of the Europe and the
world refers to as G.M.Os, or Genetically Modified Organisms. The use of such terms
by the protagonists, like “mutant(s) (organisms)” and “genetic engineering” has been
the first part of my analysis. In another part, I have tried to analyze the accounts of
science and technology in the texts' rhetoric, in other words their use of the contingent
and the empiricist scientific repertoires (Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984), in order to see their
framings of efficient or “good” science and uncertain, inefficient or “bad” science. To
a slightly lesser extent, I use the distinction between the 'green' and the 'red' (Bauer,
2002) applications of genetic engineering, as framed in the rhetoric under analysis.
This is relevant to the previous point of scientific repertoires, as the 'green'
applications are considered “undesirable” in the texts and revolve around agro-food
biotechnology, while the 'red' ones are termed “desirable”, being related with
biomedical applications. It is noteworthy that this distinction was first found in the
quality press of the U.K. (Bauer, 2002) and it has, apparently, influenced the rhetoric

of Greenpeace.

But, let me get back on the text, which is structured in an interrogative format, in

thirteen questions and answers. As Cook (2004) notes, this style is 'the perfect
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antidote to arrogance' (p. 21). These rhetorical questions, being more like subjects of
discussion and preludes to Greenpeace's allegations against G.M.Os are rhetorically
constructed in order to present a solid argument throughout and avoid the usual
criticisms of didacticism, lack of communicative intent and tedious opposition based
on lengthy speeches or documents. This format of presentation is presented as ‘less

combative, less macho than constant declaratives’ (Cook, 2004: 23).

The G.M. debate worldwide has been a war of words (Cook, 2004), with each side
having a strategy of argumentation to dominate in the warfield of the public sphere'.
As I noted earlier, the general choice of the word “mutants”, like the title of the text
“Frequently Asked Questions about Mutants” has been a discursive accomplishment
of the opponents' side, to frame the dispute in favorable terms. Because in Greek, the
word “mutants” (“petaAlaypéva’) is considered as outright negative, implying an
accidental modification, “a living thing with an unusual and frightening appearance
because of a change in its genetic structure'®". In essence, this is a value judgment on
the products of genetic engineering, an instance of conscious word choice. This is the
point Cook (2004) makes on the opposite case of the U.K., where the debate has been
revolving around the G.M. technology initials, as there has been a shift of terms from
“genetic engineering” to “genetic modification” or most commonly “G.M.” In
Greece, the choice of words of the opponents of G.M. has prevailed in the common

language, as documented mostly in the media, for instance in the article of a daily for

"In fact, this is a metaphor used in another document.
"http://www1.oup.co.uk/elt/oald/bin/oald2.pl Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary, consulted on the
07/06/2005.
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“20 million tons of mutants imported every year in the E.U.” (Eleytherotypia,
3/06/05). What is also interesting is that probably, this choice of words is deliberate,
as Cook (2004: 86) mentions that Greenpeace 'seeks to identify words and phrases

with positive and negative impacts through focus groups'.

3.1.1a: The Choice of Words: “Mutants” (“ Metailoyuéva”)

Extract 1:

Greenpeace is against the release in the environment of
organisms which are products of genetic engineering, as well as
to the privatization of life through exclusive patent rights on
living organisms, genes or parts of the genome. Genetically
mutant (or genetically modified) organisms were released to the
environment without there being any previous or adequate
knowledge concerning their effect on the ecosystem, the wild
nature and the human health"’.

Before even starting, the header of the document is indicative of the preferred term.
Entitling a document “Frequently Asked Questions about Mutants” sets “mutants”
(“netarroypéva”) as the preferred term for the debate and the rest of the text,
according to Greenpeace. This preference is to be explained in the first question,
entitled “what is Greenpeace's perspective on genetic engineering”, setting it before
the term “genetically modified” and presenting the latter in brackets, as an alternative
of the former, using the disjunctive “or”. It is noteworthy that the word “mutant”
(“netarraypévoc”) is presented as the preferred word in this context, by putting the

two terms next to each other and alternating just the contested term of “modified”

(“yevetwkd tpomomompévos’”) with “mutant” (“petariaypévog”). Moreover, it is set as

'7All the extracts in their original form in the Greek language are in the Appendix, as well as the full
original documents and their English translations.
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the preferred term by Greenpeace in the structure of the paragraph, and of the
argument: in the previous sentence, there is only a general reference that frames the
organization’s view on genetic engineering, namely “organisms which are products of
genetic engineering”. So, there is the implicit definition of “mutants” as “organisms
which are products of genetic engineering” setting not only the term preference but an
explicit and favorable choice of words to frame the debate and Greenpeace's view on
it.

Extract 2:
Genetically mutant organisms are new life forms that didn't
exist beforehand in nature, and, which, in contrast with the
traditional forms of biotechnology and plant production, break
the natural barriers created between species through millions of
years of evolution. Thus, a fish and a strawberry would never
intersect in nature, but genetic engineering succeeds that in the
lab. Scientists extract a gene of a fish and implant it in a
strawberry creating a completely new organism. Genetic
engineering has the capacity to use genes of animals, plants,
even of humans.
When these organisms, which are made by human hands, are
released on the environment and the food chain, then they start
to reproduce themselves. It is an irreversible procedure, that if
and when it starts, there is no way to be intercepted. Nobody
knows what could be the long-term consequences of the release
of genetically mutant organisms in the environment.

(EMPHASIS AS IN THE ORIGINAL TEXT)

In this rather long extract, which is part of the second question'®, we have another
description of mutant organisms. They are explicitly categorized as “new life forms”,
using bold fonts, for the first time in the document, to emphasize the description that
“they didn't exist beforehand in nature”. Answering the question, mutant organisms
are contrasted with traditional forms of biotechnology, in order to maximize (Edwards

& Potter, 1992) the rhetorical significance of their refutation as novel life forms,

'8 Under the title of “What is genetic engineering? Are genetically mutant organisms dangerous? Why
isn't genetic engineering similar with the traditional biotechnological techniques for the plant's
improvement?”.
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which break the “natural barriers”. Their description as such is very interesting,
because it accords them a status of life forms, but not the usual (and implicitly
acceptable) life form of organisms, like the bacteria, the viruses, or the bigger plants,
animals, and humans. Rather, they are ontologically excluded from the “natural”
species, with the further statement of breaking the natural barriers “created through
million of years of evolution”, adding a bit of temporality, of Darwinian evolution
theory. Thus, they are actively constructed as novel life forms in a showcase of
'ontological gerrymandering' (Potter, 1996: 177), in order to be distinguished from the

“natural” and “acceptable” life forms.

The exemplification of the above, in the next sentence, in bold fonts again (to
establish a connection with the previous ones), serves to explain the ontological
exception of the “natural” species, in giving a case that is a hubris against
commonsense logic: the intersection of a fish and a strawberry. The agent of change
is asserted here: it is “genetic engineering”, a technology that takes place in labs,
away from the “nature”. Afterwards, the agency of “scientists” in genetic engineering,
a human intervention, is stated, explaining how a fish and a strawberry are intersected
and further stressing that they are creating a “completely new organism”, as if taking

a god-like status.

In the next paragraph, Greenpeace takes to construct a story of “Frankenstein foods”.
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This popular reference against G.M. foods was initially coined by Daily Mail"® and
then became a catch phrase, a leading environmental metaphor (Harré et al., 1999)
used by both proponents and opponents (Cook, 2004). Just like Mary Shelley's novel
Frankenstein, G.M. foods are accused of provoking irrevocable damage and harm to
humans, of reproducing, of not being stoppable. This is also the story presented here,
using an easily digestible scientific discourse, in order to attain credibility of its
claims. So, we have a remembering of agency, who creates those organisms (“made
by human hands”), referring to the scientists, to stress again the human intervention in
a simple and sentimental way, and then the claim is unfolded. There is use of a
temporal and causal syntax (“when”) and of two verbs (“released”, “reproduce”) that
can summarize a story of dangerous spreading, reproducing and causing harm,
plunging in and out of scientific and everyday vocabulary. Of course, Greenpeace
emphasizes the environment and the food chain, as these are the fields of their
interest. Then, there is the description of the story as an “irreversible procedure”, to
document the human inability to alter the situation, once the harm is done, when the

monster 1s out and about.

The final sentence is also stating the human inability and uncertainty, in an explicit
way, making an extreme case formulation (Pomerantz, 1986): “nobody knows”. The
story of unknown, uncertain and unstoppable harm is constructed to describe the
Frankenstein or the mutant foods™ as a metaphor, by the use of passive voice

structures (Fairclough, 1995), thus specifying no actors, by the bold letters and the

On the 28 January 1999.

It is interesting that while in Greece the terms “mutant foods” or organisms have prevailed as the
everyday term referring to G.M.Os, in the U.K. the metaphor of Frankenstein is dominant, even
though the term 'mutant crops' was also introduced by a British daily, the Express, just 3 weeks
after the 'Frankenstein Foods', on the 18 of February 1999 (Cook, 2004).
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emphasis on the “irreversible procedure” and mostly by the generalizing, no-details
language, which lies between the scientific and the lay discourse — words like
“intersect”, “reproduce” are closer to the scientific language, while “released”' and
“creating” are closer to layperson's talk — and helps in the popularization of the claims

(Calsamiglia & van Dijk, 2004), explaining simply difficult-to-grasp scientific

procedures.

3.1.1b: The Choice of Words: “Genetic engineering” (“I svetikn unyavikn”)

Genetic engineering is handled by Greenpeace as an ambivalent and uncertain
technology, which should be handled with caution. The description and definition of

genetic engineering is given in the second question, in Extract 3:

Extract 3:

Genetic engineering deals with the extraction of selected genes
from an organism (like an animal, a plant, a bacterium or/and
viruses), or the composition of copies, and their artificial
insertion into other organisms, completely different (like the
cultivated plants). These new organisms get some new
characteristics, like the resistance to a particular weed-killer.
Genetic engineering usually uses genes of viruses for the
infiltration and the advancement of the foreign genes, as well as
genes of resistance to antibiotics, which function as sign genes.
The introduced genes are present in every cell of the plant.

In cleverly chosen words, on the verge of scientific discourse Greenpeace stresses the
artificial nature of genetic engineering. There is the description of the “extraction”
and the “insertion” of the genes, as well as the emphasis on the other organisms,

categorized as “completely different”. There is no mention of an agent applying

I'The original word in Greek for “released” is "omehevOepwOovv” which literally means “liberated”, a
very strong sentimental expression.
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genetic engineering. Surely, an extraction of a gene doesn't happen by itself. Many
examples are also used, specifying the organisms (“like the...”), the new
characteristics (“like the resistance...”). This 'scientistic language' (Harré et al., 1999:
51) serves to popularize what genetic engineering is, through avid examples, easy-to-
understand words and the lack of referencing characterizing the 'genre' of scientific
texts. The definition of scientism by Rom Harré and his colleagues is 'the use of a
scientific vocabulary outside its usual area of application', a 'bona fide science' which
borrows the voice of authority of science (Harré et al. 1999: 51). In effect, terms like
“extraction”, “artificial insertion”, “infiltration”, “sign genes” serve to communicate
and popularize the views of Greenpeace. The rhetorical aim of this extract is this
explicit association of genetic engineering with the insertion of genes to “new
organisms” and with “new characteristics”, since this is the account that legitimizes
the metaphor of mutant organisms and the category of mutant organisms as such. In
the first sentence of Extract 1, Greenpeace states its perspective against genetic
engineering, concerning the release of mutant organisms in the environment. The

organization is against genetic engineering, concerning only the environment, as it is

made clear in a following extract:

Extract 4.

It must be mentioned though, that Greenpeace is not against the
limited use of organisms which are products of genetic
engineering, as for medical purposes, in a controlled, bounded
environment. Furthermore, Greenpeace believes that the genetic
engineering can be a useful tool for the understanding of the
function of natural mechanisms, a necessary knowledge on the
advancement of organic farming.

This is not a clear refutation of all genetic engineering, it is rather a device of stake

inoculation (Potter, 1996), a way to manage the accusations of being anti-medicine,
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anti-science... biased. It is their 'axe to grind' (Potter, 1996: 124). Given the nature of
the text and the voicing, Greenpeace could be accused of denoting all genetic
engineering, as a technology, like other ecological groups do, an accusation that
would render incredible their claims. So, they articulate an argument that clarifies
their stance, distinguishing between the environmental genetic engineering, which
produces mutant crops, as mentioned in the first extract, and the medical applications
of genetic engineering, which are acceptable in a “controlled, bounded environment”,

for safety.

3.1.2: The Repertoires: Empiricist and Contingent

Nigel Gilbert and Michael Mulkay (1984) have described the empiricist and
contingent repertoires of scientific action in their seminal tome on scientists' accounts.
They maintained that in the formal scientific contexts of an experimental research
paper, the 'accounts are couched in terms of an empiricist representation of scientific
action' (p. 40). This repertoire is characterized by the impersonal style, 'while the
overt references to the actions, choices and judgments of their authors are being kept
at a minimum' (p.42). In the same time, there exists an alternate scientific repertoire,
the contingent, which usually is found in informal contexts, like interviews and
informal discussions. The contingent repertoire is characterized by more emphasis on
opposing scientific perspectives, on the personal characteristics, and there is space for
debate. I will try to show that these repertoires are embedded in the distinction
Greenpeace advocates between environmental and medical biotechnology, as featured

in the previous extract, categorizing the former as contingent and uncertain and the
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latter as empiricist, safe and promising for the future.

Extract 5:

The possibility that certain mutant plants could be dangerous for
the health is something that can't be excluded. The arbitrary
implanting of foreign genes could potentially cause problems to
the controlled DNA network of an organism. The foreign gene
could, for instance, cause changes to the chemical reactions
inside the cells or obstruct the normal cellular function. This
could lead onto instability of the implanted genes, to the
appearance of new allergies, of toxic effects and onto changes of
the nutritional value of the organism.

In this extract, which is part of the question: “Is it true that mutant corpses are
dangerous for the health?” there is nothing stated as certain. The contingent words are
following one another: “possibility”, “could be”, “can't be excluded”, “arbitrary”,
“potentially” and so many others. The sole answer to the question is the uncertainty.
The specification of the subject as the mutant plants conveys that the extract is exactly
about the agricultural applications of genetic engineering. The scientistic language is
continued, with expressions like the “controlled DNA network™, “obstruct the normal
cellular function”, etc. But this language is not used in the formal scientific way,
asserting findings and impersonally describing procedures, instead the scientific
words are decontextualized in order to convey in the text the uncertainty and the

health hazards attributed to genetic engineering of G.M.Os.

On the other side, the procedures of medical biotechnology are characterized as
different from the environmental. This distinction is further exemplified in an extract
found in the final questions of the document, where Greenpeace engages in stake

management (Potter, 1996):
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Extract 6.

Greenpeace is specialized in environmental issues and has
focused its attention to the dangers concerning the release of
genetically mutant organisms in the environment.

The use of genetic engineering in medicine differs from its use in
agriculture and aquaculture where there is widespread release
to the environment of mutant organisms. In contrast to farming
applications, in medicine the use of mutant organisms is
controlled (in space and time) and it is done with the consent of
the interested person (e.g. the patient). In the medical field,
genetic engineering is used for the creation of new medicine and
the application of new testing methods. This use of genetic
engineering is normally not associated with the use of
genetically mutant organisms and their release to the
environment.

This stake management, similar to extract 4, is rhetorically organized to make their
allegations against G.M agriculture credible and trustworthy, emanating from a
reasonable N.G.O. which communicates using scientifically-founded language. That
is why there is the precise distinction between medical and agricultural genetic
engineering, where the former is escorted with the empiricist repertoire, characterized
as controlled, consensual and potentially beneficiary for humans. Of course, all this is
done in an easy-to-understand language, lying between the scientific and the everyday
language, in line with the purpose of the document, to communicate Greenpeace's
arguments and popularize their views on the contested issues. Overall, this distinction
is the essence of the Green — Red distinction, that Martin Bauer (2002) proposed,
based on findings from media studies, distinguishing between a good, empiricist and
acceptable medical biotechnology (red) and a bad, contingent and “unacceptable”
environmental agro-biotechnology (green). Greenpeace explicitly rejects the
contingent strand of G.M. technology, while accepting the medical genetic

engineering.
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3.2: Introduction to the Second Document

The next text under analysis is a document from the Pan-Hellenic Movement against
Genetically Modified Organisms. This is a grassroots-based group representing many
trade unions, farmers' unions, environmental and citizens' groups all over Greece
campaigning against the introduction and release of G.M.Os. Once again, I will focus
on the use of the words “mutant(s)” (“petarlaypéva”) as the preferred term, in the
headlines of the text in the first extract, and also in the accounts of science and
technology. What is new here is the construction of the opponents as a subject and the
explicit statement of their agency, something largely missing from the text of
Greenpeace. This text is also explaining and describing the terms of G.M.Os and

“mutants” (“petaAraypéva’).

3.2.1: The Choice of Words: Mutants (“ ustaiiayuéva”)

It is noteworthy that there is a reversal of the term preference indicated by
Greenpeace. Even from the name of the group, there is preference for the full name of
G.M.Os (yevetikd tpomomomuévol opyavicpot), as in “Pan-Hellenic Movement
against Genetically Modified Organisms”, instead of “mutants” (“petoAdloypéva’).
To indicate the term preference, I will focus on the headlines and the titles, given in

their proper order, font and emphasis:

Extract 7:
Genetically modified organisms (mutants)

What are the mutants

Mutants = incalculable risk
For the natural Habitat
For the Public Health

THE RELEASED MUTANT GENES CANNOT BE
WITHDRAWN NOR INTERCEPTED BUT THEY REPRODUCE
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THE CIVIL SOCIETY HAS THE RIGHT TO SPEAK AND NOT
THE MULTINATIONAL “SCIENCE”

In the first headline of the document, we can see that “genetically modified
organisms” is stated as the preferred term, instead of “mutants”, which is set in
brackets. Quite the contrary than Greenpeace. This rhetorical preference is used as a
claim of the “objective” legitimacy of the text, using a scientific and uncontested term
and simultaneously introducing as the alternative the “mutants”, a contested and
negatively connotated term, but “familiar” in the member's resources (Fairclough,
2001) of the Greek society. This is evident as the next headline, from the first
paragraph, is using the “mutants” term, suggesting the existence of a semantic
difference between the two. Thus, the term preference is shifted and the ideologically
charged term is set as the preferred one, in order to describe and categorize the

organisms, using the ontological gerrymandering Potter (1996) describes.

The third important headline is heavily emphasized in the text, with bold fonts. It is
the equation and description of mutants as “incalculable risk”. The use of the word
“mutants”, in fact in an explicit equation with risk, is rhetorically constructing its
meaning as dangerous, suggesting also the use of contingent repertoire (Gilbert &
Mulkay, 1984), that this risk cannot be calculated, it is unknown. In this headline, the
words “genetically modified organisms” are missing, indicating the term preference
again. Of course, in the text omitted follows the documentation of this claim, which is
based on the consequences of the release of G.M.Os in the natural habitat and the

public health.

36



The other headline, written in capital letters, is further documenting the magnitude of
the risk posed by the mutants, in an affirmative, authoritative form. It is like a
warning shout-out of the consequences, stating what the future would be once the
mutant organisms are released. It is structured rhetorically around an antithetical
conjunction (“but”) of two negative verbs (“not withdrawn, not intercepted”) with a
positive one (“reproduce”). Hence, the positive verb, normally associated positively
with (human) reproduction and fertility, gets to carry negative connotations of dire
future and inevitable disaster, if there is a release of mutant organisms, it gets all the
rhetorical emphasis as a warning, or a prediction. The words used “mutant genes”
suggest that the shift of term preference to the charged term, but more familiar to

Greek citizens.

3.2.2: The Subject Positions of “Us and Them”

In the last headline cited, which, in Greek, is more like a rthyming motto and a
culmination of the document, there is a vocal element: “has the right to speak”. This
phrase in Greek implies metaphorically a turn-taking, a change of speaker in a
dialogue. That's where the movement is rhetorically orienting: to articulate a
discursive popular opposition to G.M.Os, an anti-logos, juxtaposing civil society's
critique to a controversial “multinational science”. In fact, it uses a Hegelian notion of
civil society, common in the environmental literature, as an arena wherein people
pursue their particular private interests in common, independent from and in fact prior
to, the state (Wapner, 1996). Naturally, this critique will revolve around science as a
practice, but more so, it will concentrate on the agency of multinational companies of

biotechnology. Hence, the text rhetorically identifies the anti-GM movement with
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22 in the last title analyzed, constructing an ideological subject

“civil society
(Althusser, 1971; Hollway, 1984) against “them”, the multinational corporations,
establishing an “us and them” inter-group conflict, a shared anti-GM social identity

(Tajfel, Billig, Bundy & Flament, 1971). Let's not forget that this is a slogan

culminating a document.

In effect, the position of “them”, the multinationals, has been already suggested and
developed from the beginning of the text, under the headline of “What are the

Mutants’:

Extract 8:

The mutants are products of the companies of Genetic
Engineering. In their laboratories, they intervene and modify on
will, the genetic material (DNA) of the living organisms using
particular techniques.

In this initial description of the qualities of the “mutant organisms”, they are explicitly
categorized as products of companies of “Genetic Engineering”. This ontological
gerrymandering (Potter, 1996), which I also suggested previously, is organized
rhetorically so as to specify and associate the G.M.Os with the companies producing
them, creating the subject position of “them”, the opposition. Moreover, the
“mutants” are described as artificial “products”, not natural, made in “their
laboratories”, using “particular techniques”, a discursive practice that Greenpeace is
also using. The pronouns used, “their” and “they”, are further subjectifying,
suggesting the companies as a whole, as persons, not as organizations of directors,
workers, scientists, marketeers, etc. This idea brings to mind Bakan's (2004) idea that

in late capitalism, corporations have attained the status and rights of corporality and

22This identification, as well as the parts of civil society, will be better demonstrated in a later extract.
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personhood, idea that was popularized in the film 7The Corporation. The use of the
metaphor “on will” contributes to the anthropomorphism of companies according
them the psychological will to do things. Hence, a complete subject is rhetorically
constructed as an opposition to the Anti-G.M. movement. Moreover, we see that
genetic engineering (“T'evetikn Mnyavikn”) is written in capital first letters , as if
implying an exceptional characteristic of the companies, an allure of iéiber science. It
is an 'extrematization' to describe the bigness and seriousness (Potter, 1996: 176), of
the technology the companies hold in their hands. Oops, I also used an

anthropomorphism...

In another extract, this time following the headline “Mutants = incalculable risk”,
there is further evidence of this construction of an oppositional subject, along with

certain allusions to science:

Extract 9:

Many independent scientists and researchers have put down the
negative consequences of the production and use of mutant
products of biotechnology. Thus, the only things the
multinational lobby of Genetic Engineering could objectively
promise us is:

In the second sentence, there is the reference to a “multinational lobby of Genetic
Engineering”. Is this the proper name of the oppositional subject? At least in this
document, it is the only description of an all-encompassing entity. It carries a lot of
negative connotations: the word “lobby” is usually associated with powerful pressure
groups, working under the surface of democratic politics for particular powerful
interest groups, “multinational” is a description alluding to entities beyond the

realities of everyday people (at least for small countries like Greece), while “Genetic
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Engineering”, in a second appearance with capital letters, hints again to that quality of
tiber science put into bad purposes, while also indicating the trade of the lobby, the
interest group of the multinationals. This subject is opposed and refuted in this extract
by “many independent scientists and researchers” who have stressed out the
disadvantages of G.M.Os. Using and reporting the footing (Goffman, 1981) of an
independent scientific source, serves to rhetorically warrant and legitimize the
allegations against the multinational lobby (Abell cited in Billig, 2003), it serves as a
stake inoculation (Potter, 1996), a backing argument in a political debate. Moreover,
there is the plural form: “many independent scientists” are juxtaposed rhetorically

against the “lobby”, creating an “us and them” conflict again.

This extract is part of the text coming after the headline of “what are the mutants”
when there is the description, drawn from “independent scientists and researchers” of
the consequences and effects of the release of G.M.Os. In specific, this extract
follows the headline of “for the public health”, documenting the effects on it. In this

extract, we have the use of the term G.M.Os in the Greek abbreviated form (I'.T.O.).

Extract 10:

(the G.M.Os can resist the action of abdominal fluids of the
digestive system and through the intestinal flora pass through
and affect every cell of the organism causing irreversible
mutations to the ordinary genes which could lead to new —
unknown — genetic illnesses or cancers. The side-effects could
pass on to the offsprings and to all future generations).

The outcomes in Public Health and the environment of their
cultivation cannot be estimated and are irreversible. If they are
released, there is no possibility of withdrawal.

The language of the text draws on scientific vocabulary, but delivered in an easy-to-

understand way, without explanations and definitions. The 'genre' of the text is
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therefore changed in the bracketed paragraph, coming from a scientific voice (of
“independent scientists and researchers”) aiming to popularize but without losing the
authority of science. Examples of this are the words of “abdominal fluids”, “intestinal
flora”, “digestive system”, seldom used in everyday Greek. The abbreviated use of
genetically modified organisms as “G.M.Os” (“I'.T.0.”) is inscribed in a text where
there is predominant use of 'scientistic' (Harré et al., 1999) language giving back-up
information on the action of the G.M.Os, so the use of the connotated “mutants” must
be avoided in order for the text to gain some of the legitimacy of the scientific 'genre'.
The use of brackets enclosing the paragraph is also indicative, like making a note,
giving further information that are not as important, but mostly marking a disruption,
a change form the rest of the text. This heteroglossia (Bakhtin, 1981) of voices and
genres inside the document adds to the rhetorical strategy of articulating a reasoned
and well-documented anti-logos, rooted in independent scientific evidence. It is a
limited heteroglossia though, as there is no reference to the voice of “them” in the
paragraph, in order to be rebutted or denounced, instead, “they” are demonized as
opponents of “independent” science, an interest “multinational lobby”. The use of the
contingent repertoire (“could”, “new — unknown - ”, “cannot be estimated”), in a

scientistic context, under the footing and the voice of “independent scientists” is

crucial here to rhetorically demonize and refute the proponents of G.M.Os.

3.3: Introduction to the Third Document

This document is part of the “facet” web-page of the Greenpeace campaign against
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G.M.Os. It is the first thing to be seen when searching for Greek Greenpeace's action
on this issue. So, it is rhetorically constructed to give an introduction to the campaign
and lead to other, more specific web-pages. The document is entitled “The mutant

threat””, using again the preferred term to refer to G.M.Os.

3.3.1: The Actions of “Us”
I will focus on an extract where the N.G.O accounts for its action, while rhetorically
constructing an “us and them” inter-group conflict. They are creating a narrative of a

brief chronicle to present their actions and campaigns and stress the results.

Extract 11:

Since 1997, we are giving a hard and multi-faceted struggle
against the multinationals of the mutants. Through information
campaigns for the consumers, random sampling tests in food and
seeds and dynamic actions in the appropriate agencies and
companies, we are fighting to know what we are eating and to
sustain the biodiversity of the planet. Due to our campaign,
Greece has a positive, world first: since November of 2003 when
our campaign started for the designation of our country into a
Mutant-Free Zone, in 10 months (September 2004), every
Prefectural government of our country has voted against the
cultivation of mutants and they have been designated Mutant
Free Zones.

Greenpeace is starting by explicitly indicating the opponent of their “struggle” against
the “multinationals of the mutants”, thus denoting the “them” side of the conflict.
What is interesting in this sentence is that Greenpeace gives the multinationals the
characterization “of mutants”, instead of “Genetic Engineering”, like the Pan-
Hellenic Movement does (i.e. Extract 8), naming their products only and not on their
technologies of production. It is situated chronically, in 1997, indicating the start of

the debate and of the activist movement in Greece (Sakellaris & Chatjouli, 2001),

BThis document can be found at: http://www.greenpeace.org/greece/campaigns/91306 . Consulted on
the 6/07/05.
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incited by Greenpeace. The pronouns throughout the text, “we”, “our” are suggesting
a collective subject of action™®, but who are “we” ? As Maitland and Wilson (1987)
suggest, there is an ambivalence in the use of “we” in political speech. In the extract,
it refers both to Greenpeace, as an N.G.O. which addresses the public, and to the
Greek citizens, as the readership, widening the agent of collective action from the
activist in-group of Greenpeace to the outer-group of the public, the 'inclusive we' as
Miihlhatisler and Harré (1990: 170) suggest. In that way, the activist group is
rhetorically identified with the public, indicating a social mobilization (Della Porta &
Diani, 1999) not an activist-mediated protest. In the particular extract, there is this
continuous shift of agency in the verbs used, from “we are giving” ("divoope")
indicating Greenpeace's agency excluding the public, to “we are eating” ("tpope"),
including the activists and the public, “we are fighting to know” ("ayovilopacte yio
va  yvopiCoope") and “to sustain” ("dwwtmprioovue"), suggesting the social
mobilization of both groups, thus widening the agency of an inclusive subject. The
same thing happens with the possessive pronouns, where “our” is similar, in the same
sentence, in “our campaign” and “our country”, but indicating different degrees of
inclusion, the former referring to Greenpeace as an actor, while the latter is inclusive
of all the citizens of Greece. In fact, the text, being written in Greek, presupposes a

Greek readership, not the whole world.

On the other side, the extract is organized rhetorically to account for the tactics and

the action of the N.G.O. Greenpeace specifies the time span of the campaign, with

I have to point out that in Greek, the pronouns are some times incorporated in the verb, changing its
suffix. This is the case here, so the actual pronouns indicated are missing from the original, but they
are given in the translation.
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exact dates, 10 months, quite fast! They also present three of their tactics and their
outcome. The “information campaigns”, the “random sampling tests” and the
“dynamic actions” are all reminiscent of what Wapner (1996: 154) frames out as the
strategy of Greenpeace: 'to change consciousness, to alter people's minds and actions,
throughout the world by disseminating an ecological sensibility'. Thus, the
designation of all prefectures of Greece as Mutant-Free Zones is stated as the
outcome of “our campaign”, indicating its success. This success is positively
categorized, described as a “positive, world-first”. Hence, the mobilization of the
social subject of “us”, of the public and the N.G.O. is rhetorically linked to the

campaign and its success. But what is the composition of the subject of “us”?

3.3.2: Who are “we”?

Extract 12:

Millions of citizens, scientists and organizations from all over the
world are against the release of mutant organisms to the
environment and their use in foods and they worry for possible
consequences.

The genetically mutant products are not tastier, more nutritious,
cheaper or more profitable that the natural ones. They are
created, produced and promoted in the market on the sole reason
of the financial interest of the multinationals of the mutants.

In this extract, there is the briefest possible description of the social subject of “us”,
even though the word itself is not specifically mentioned. The 3-part list (Jefferson,
1990) of “citizens”, “scientists” and ‘“‘organizations”, with the generalization of “all
over the world” is constructing rhetorically a multitude (Hardt & Negri, 2005), a

worldwide subject against the G.M.Os”. In the documents of the Pan-Hellenic

2 s interesting that, since the original is a web page, it incorporates elements of hyper-text. So, the
word “against” in the extract is a hyper-link to the results of a survey from 2001, which states that
93.3% of Greek citizens are against G.M.Os.
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Movement against G.M.Os, this subject is called as “civil society”. Especially the
mention of scientists is designed to rhetorically refute the argument of the scientists —
advocates of agricultural genetic engineering that the resistance to G.M.Os is
irrational, un-scientific, or fundamentalist (Cook, 2004). The explicit declaration of
the will of the multitude, as being against the release to the environment and the use
in the food system, is further constructing a subject of “us”, a social movement with
distinct goals. In the same phrase the use of the verb “they worry” (“avnovyotdv”) is
assigning metaphorically a single mind and anthropomorphic qualities in a multitude

of persons.

In the second paragraph of the extract, Greenpeace is denouncing “them” as a subject.
The N.G.O. is doing what Gardiner (1992: 2) coins out as 'popular deconstruction'. In
simple words, in two sentences, the advantages and the arguments in favor of G.M.
food are refuted in an assertive way. There are two lists of assertions, organized
rhetorically as an antithesis, a contrast (Edwards & Potter, 1992), by the use of
negative verbs in the first sentence. The first sentence of the contrast describes what
the “mutants” are not, with four adjectives, and the second one, a 3-part list of verbs,
describing why they exist, due to “the financial interest of the multinationals of the
mutants”. The effect is the maximization of the rhetorical significance of the claim
(Potter, 1996). In this extract, Greenpeace is rhetorically oriented at 'showing their
opponents' lack of moral credibility, rather than attacking directly such matters which
were not wrong in themselves, but only if moral issues were overlooked in their
pursuit' (Radcliffe, 2000: 188). So, the clear distinction between “us and them” is

established. “Them” are demonized and denounced, as biased and profit-driven. This
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rhetoric, by effectively demonstrating the lack of morals of “them”, is showing their
stake, the “financial interest” of the multinational corporations, thus discrediting
them. Across the documents, the subject of “we” is contrasted with “them” on that
basis: “we” are presented as having no interest, while “them” as driven by their
profits. So, it is implied that the subject of “we” can be trusted in its claims, while

them cannot.

3.4: Introduction to the Fourth Document

This is another document coming from the Pan-Hellenic Movement against the
G.M.Os. It is a fairly recent one®, contemplating on the prospect of new Greek
legislation, allowing the introduction, cultivation and selling of G.M.Os in Greece
and calling for action. This document can be found in the facet web-page of the

Movement, indicating its importance.

3.4.1: The Call for Anti-Logos
The thirteenth extract contains the titles and the first paragraph of the document. It

introduces the subject and gives the facts addressed in the whole text.

Extract 13:
Resist Souflias' legislation act that introduces mutants in
Greece
(whoever wants to live must speak up now)

The sudden decision of the minister of Environment, Urban
Planning and Public Constructions to incorporate into the
national legislation the European Directive 18/2001 (and the
rules of 1829-1830/2003) bearing the title: “Deliberate Release
of G.M.Os to the environment” constitutes an outright
proclamation of war against the Greek society, the natural
environment, our civilization and our Constitution.

1t can be found at http://www.nogmos.gr/ Accessed on the 15/07/05. All emphasis and fonts as in the
original.
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To start with, the verb “resist” (“avtictafeite”), is a second-person imperative for
action. Of course, the verb itself implies the existence of a generic subject, a “you”, a
readership which is going to resist, but also implies a threat, an opponent. This title
also bears a strong rhetorical value, calling specifically against the legislation act of
Souflias, the minister of Environment, Urban Planning and Public Constructions. It is
significant mostly because of the bracketed text, directly below the bold font of the
headline, in a different tone. This phrase, which also provided the title of this
dissertation, fell into my attention for a variety of reasons. At first, it is in brackets,
which signifies that it is a meta-message, a comment in the form of a direct fear-
appeal to the audience intended to draw its attention. Moreover, it has a tone of
fatality which immediately grasps your eye. This rhetorical warning, “whoever wants
to live” (“6motog BéAer va {noer”) is playing with conditionality and the second and
third person, in the Greek language. Even though it is set in an indefinite, male third-
person structure, the inference drawn is “if you, reader, want to live, you have to do
such and such”. But, since it is such a deadly condition, as losing your life, the call for
action is rendered imminent. This is clearly a subject positioning, in a sex-
indeterminate personal reference (Miihlhatisler & Harré, 1990), referring to a general
subject, a “you”, moved by the fatality of the warning, by the call for action®’, in the
procedure of interpellation (Althusser, 1971). It is also positioning the text as
important, in a direct appeal to the readership. What is the action? “Speak up now”
(“va pmiinoetl topa”). Hence, the title of the dissertation, as the “rhetorical struggle”.

This invocation of a vocal act, instead, say, for a call of boycotts or demonstrations is

" Miihlhaiisler & Harré (1990) mention that this sort of use of the masculine pronoun marginalises

women in the positioning, but, currently, Greek language is inherently sexist in its use of pronouns,
mostly in political discourse. Anyway, this would need only an audience study to find out.
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very characteristic of the anti-G.M. struggle in the Greek context. In a previous
extract, from the same group, there was this phrase “the civil society has the right to
speak”. So, speaking up, expressing dissent and refuting the arguments of the
opponent by articulating informed critique, an anti-logos, seems to be more important
for this movement than spectacular oppositional geometries of colliding bodies

marching in a demonstration®®.

In the main text of the extract, which in the whole document is more like an abstract
or the introduction, the use of the E.U. directive's numbers adds on facticity and
authority on the call for action. Like the quantification techniques that Potter
described (1991), it gives the impression that there is factual evidence, decisions that
one can look up to verify. Moreover, this technique contextualizes the claims in the
body of literature and the traditions of legal science and the European law. The use of
the extreme metaphor “outright proclamation of war”, apart from maximizing the
effect of the rhetorical claim of the extract (Potter & Edwards, 1991), carries the
connotation of the conflict between “us and them”, two opposing armies to be
engaged in a war. It depicts “them” as the initiators of the war, not “us”. This time,
the Greek state and its minister are set in the side of “them”, having proclaimed a war
against “the Greek society, the natural environment, our civilization and our
Constitution”. This lengthy list has the role of culminating, by providing rhetorical
commonplaces (Billig, 1987), arguments that no sensible person would want to
confront. Particularly elected politicians. In this invocation of commonplaces, there is

explicit reference to the shared national identity, mentioning the “Greek society”

%30, only two public demonstrations were organized against the release of G.M.Os.
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(with a capital G) “our civilization”, “our Constitution”, hence broadening the scope
of “us” into all the Greek public® using the 'inclusive we' of Miihlhaiisler and Harré
(1990: 170). It is rhetorically constructing a widespread social mobilization, just like
Greenpeace did, in the previous extract. In fact, the mention of “our civilisation”,
apparently something not directly affected by an introduction of G.M.Os, is
specifically designed to invoke a shared pride for the common history and culture, a
member's resource (Fairclough, 2001), something Greek people treasure. In that way,

“you” as the subject of the verb “resist” becomes “we” as Greeks.

3.4.2: “Us” in Sacrifice
This practice is to be continued in the following extract, further on in the document
stressing even more the shared Greek national identity, against the government and

“them”.

Extract 14:

The Directive the government ratified on a ministerial decision
is sacrificing to the principle of antagonism and to the profits of
a few companies every moral and social principle, like the
“Principle of Caution”, the “Democratic Principle” and the
“Principle of Sovereignty” of the Greek state. It is finally
sacrificing even our own Constitution, turning the Greeks into
lab animals and Greek society and nature into an experimental
field with incalculable risk.

The verb used in the extract constructs a powerful emotional allegory (Harr¢ et al.,
1999), that of the sacrifice. So, the immolator in the fantastic scene created is the
government, taking the part of “them”, sacrificing to the gods of “competition” and to

“the profits of a few companies” the victims of the above principles. A clear drawing

¥ Assuming, of course, that only Greeks can read it.
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of an “us and them” conflict, but with many legal hints®’. The legal principles of
Caution, Democracy and Sovereignty are invoked rhetorically as commonplaces
(Billig, 1987), rather than principles defining the state constitution or the legislation.
A principle is a socially shared ground of a philosophy of law on which legislation
can be based ideally, but it may not be the actual case®’. In this case, we have the
imposition of the principle of antagonism over the principles of Caution, Democracy
and Sovereignty, over the Constitution, as noted in the next sentence, all

commonplaces that every member of a democratic state accepts as granted.

The other metaphor used in this extract is embedded in the allegory of the sacrifice. It
is the metaphor of the laboratory, reminiscent of animal rights activists' discourse.
The inference is that once the G.M.Os are allowed into the country, the Greek public
will become the lab mice of an experiment, whilst the Greek society and nature will
be the experimental habitat of the mice, manipulated and polluted in the same way.
This deem warning is repeating the phrase “incalculable risk”, found in another
document by the Pan-Hellenic Movement, an employment of the contingent
repertoire (Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984), designed to emphasize the danger of the lab
conditions (for the mice) and maximize the effect of the argument and the
consequences. The emphasis in the Greek context, in the use of “our Constitution”, as
well as the frequent use of the word “Greek”, are rhetorically invoking this shared
national identity in order to broaden the subject of “us”, a national “us”, against the

government and the profit-driven companies, presumed to be multinationals.

*%And I have to thank now Alexandros Ilias for explaining them to me.
3!The principles are written in bold fonts and in inverted commas, to point out their importance and
shared acceptance.
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3.4.3: The Anti-Logos of the Civil Society

The next extract consists of the count of the forces of the “us” side, and the call to
speak up, to articulate the anti-logos. The extract itself, is organized in two
paragraphs, the one describing the reasons for action, while the other is naming the

subjects that have to speak up.

Extract 15:

Now that the companies of the mutants are legally settling down
in our country, threatening in an unprecedented way the greek
society, nature and civilization, nobody can avoid their
responsibilities.

Scientific associations, political parties, the church, the Judicial
system and the citizens are asked to say the big NO to the
unprecedented threat. In another way, they will be accountable
to the generations of Greeks to come.

To begin with, there is the temporal aspect given by the word “now” (“Zrfjuepa’).
Apart from a time specification, it is also marking the imminence of the struggle.
Then, there is the reference to the fact that the government has permitted the arrival of
the multinationals producing G.M.Os in Greece, “legally” under Souflias' act
mentioned in a previous extract. What would be the consequence of that? The threat
to the Greek society, nature and civilization. By using again those commonplaces and
the invocation of “our country”, our civilization, there is emphasis added to the need
for action by “us”, being Greek. In extent, with the phrase “nobody can avoid their
responsibilities” comes the ethical plight for action, the address to the readership, by
shifting the call for action from the social and political field, to the individual
responsibilities of everyone.

In the next paragraph, there is the explicit statement of the social forces that have to

2 ¢

take action. The call-out for “scientific associations”, “political parties”, “the church”,
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the “Judicial system” and “citizens” is describing civil society, in the Hegelian
conception hinted in a previous document, it is the call-out to the troops of “our” side,
in the “us and them” war’”. The action asked is to “say the big NO”. Another vocal
and rhetoric element, another reference to the anti-logos, to speaking-out, to
articulating dissent and critique. Moreover, this is a rhetorical use of a popular
narrative in the recent Greek history. It is taught in schools that in 1940, when the
Italian fascist dictator B. Mussolini announced to the Greek (equally fascist) dictator
I. Metaxas that he was planning to invade Greece and demanded occupation rights to
strategic Greek sites, the Greek dictator replied with an angry NO!> The explicit
negative response, also asked here in the face of an “unprecedented threat”, is an
example of a shared member's resource (Fairclough, 2001), where a socially shared
narrative is drawn to become the backbone of a call for action. It is a national
reference, presupposing a Greek audience. In the last sentence of the extract, there is
recourse to that popular metaphor of Greenspeak (Harré et al. 1999) of the limited
resources of the earth, an argument usually phrased as “we didn't inherit this planet
from our ancestors, but we borrowed it from our children”. The effect is to solidify
the argument and the call for action, by stressing the element of blame and
accountability, facing the “Greeks to come”, another emphasis on the national
identity.

Chapter Four: Discussion and Conclusion

Prior to any attempt to discuss the analysis, I feel that it is necessary to stress the field

32The coalition of all those social forces is something the Pan-Hellenic Movement managed to

succeed, by convincing all of them to sign a declaration against the release of G.M.Os in the Greek

territory.

3T owe the terms of structuring this popular narrative to wikipedia, the internet free encyclopedia:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metaxas
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of the research. The internet, as a site for communication, information and research,
has brought conducive change in the way the information is provided (or shared) and
in this case, in the way activism is organized nowadays. Furthermore, I have to note
that apart from the four documents analyzed for reasons of space in this thesis, there
were many more in the two websites I consulted, and countless others in other
websites, creating a web 'ring' against the G.M.Os. This 'thizomatic' spreading of
information in a network may be too hard to incorporate in a research project, but it
provides useful interactive resources for concerned citizens, users and activists. Just
to give a glimpse of what was excluded from the presented analysis, I found a medical
association report on the risks of G.M.Os, a legislation proposal and its
argumentation, a briefing on current European legislation, newletters from both
Greenpeace and the Pan-hellenic movement, letters to Greek Ministers and farmer's
unions, a guide to G.M. ingredients of foods, as well as personal texts of members of

the two groups, all available publicly.

In all of the documents analyzed, from both groups, there were certain common
features, that propelled some thoughts of mine on their rhetorical claims and
accomplishments. To start with, there is the preference for the word “mutants”,
instead of genetically modified organisms (G.M.Os). This preference is common in
both groups and it has influenced the choice of words of the public and the press in
Greece, winning over the 'struggle over the sign' (Gardiner, 1992). Another theme is
that “genetic engineering” is categorized negatively, in the texts of Greenpeace it is

associated with the 'contingent' repertoire of uncertainty and risk, describing the

53



agricultural applications; in the texts of the Pan-Hellenic movement, it is associated
with the multinational corporations, which are given the characterization “of Genetic
Engineering”. Another common resource is the 'scientistic' vocabulary (Harré et al.,
1999) invoked to describe the processes of genetic engineering, used by both groups
to explain and describe what is genetic engineering and why they are against the
“mutants”, in effect to communicate their arguments against G.M.Os in a way that
'the prestige of the terminology is used without such (scientific) grounding' (ibid:
p.64). Finally, a common resource is the inter-group distinction between “us and
them”, where “we” are a multitude of persons, associations and groups against
G.M.Os and “they” are the multinational corporations, the pro-G.M. scientists and the
government that advocates the introduction of G.M.Os in Greece. There is also the
amputation of stake to “them”, to the multinational corporations, which are
rhetorically constructed as biased and profit-driven, so their position is discredited
and their allegations rendered incredible. We also see that in the documents of the
Pan-Hellenic movement there is a strong national element characterizing the “us and

them” distinction, identifying “us” with the whole of the Greek citizens.

In discussing the documents analyzed, we need to have in mind that they come from a
social movement and two groups opposing a situation and potentially, advocating
social change. It is also noteworthy that the pressure of the anti-G.M. campaign in
Greece has been successful: all the Prefecture Governments have declared that they
are G.M.-Free Zones, while the elected state ministers are at the European forefront

against G.M.Os, for instance the Minister of Environment advocated a ban on
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genetically engineered corn and cole seed (Eleytherotypia, 27-28/06/05). Moreover,
the high levels of refusal of G.M.Os by the Greeks, over 80% when the European
mean is about 50%, as documented in the press (Eleytherotypia, 14/06/05) and by
Greenpeace (December 2001), are outcomes of the efforts of the anti-G.M.

movement.

I intend to build on the concept of 'popularization' Calsamiglia and van Dijk (2004)
used in their study concerning the Spanish press reporting on the genome. They
defined popularization as 'a vast class of various types of communicative events or
genres that involve the transformation of specialized knowledge into 'everyday' or
'lay' knowledge, as well as a recontextualization of scientific discourse', as
'popularization discourse needs to be formulated in such a way that non-specialized
readers are able to construct lay versions of specialized knowledge and integrate these
with their existing knowledge' (Calsamiglia & van Dijk 2004: 370). Popularization
has been quite important in Greece, as there is widespread ignorance about genetic
engineering and science, proven in the Euro barometers (Pardo et al. 2002). So,
popularizing texts as the analyzed, help the readership understand and contextualize
contested scientific terms, while communicating a specific environmental viewpoint
and contesting another. To achieve the popularization, necessary has been the use of
scientistic vocabulary (Harré et al., 1999: 51), defined as 'the use of a scientific
vocabulary outside its usual area of application', a 'bona fide science', which borrows
the voice of authority of science in order to recontextualize the techniques of genetic

engineering in the reading of the anti-G.M. movement. There is also use of the two
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repertoires Gilbert and Mulkay (1984) proposed, the empiricist and the contingent, to
distinguish between accepted and “bad” science in the Greek context. Hence, this was
their accomplishment across the documents: the popularization of the knowledge
about the G.M. foods and genetic engineering. This popularization action, as it is
advocated by the Greek anti-G.M. movement, defined their role as counter-experts
(Purdue, 2000), providing information and explaining new concepts and mostly

'challenging the expert formulations of risk and regulation' (Purdue, 2000: 65).

Another tool the anti-G.M. movement used is the distinction between the social
subjects of “us and them”. The subject of “us” is of Greek nationality: the documents
are written in Greek, presupposing a native audience, and there is frequent invocation
of shared values, like the country, the environment, the culture. In effect, they have
managed to produce a collective identity (Melucci, 1996), through establishing shared
definitions (e.g. of the “mutants”, or of genetic engineering), which in extent, became
hegemonic in the Greek audience. Thus, the anti-G.M. social movement managed to
establish that collective, anti-G.M. identity in the Greek society, by internalizing the
anti-G.M. campaign in the Greek society. Moreover, they managed to impute a shared
definition of “them”, as biased, discrediting their rhetoric while constructing a
multinational enemy, a lobby of interests hostile to the national “us”, which should

also be kicked out of the country.

The use of popularization and counter-expert information, along with the shared
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definitions and the collective identities, has been theorized in the programs of Paulo
Freire for Education of Critical Consciousness (1973) in Brazil and adult literacy later
in Africa. The careful choice of words, embedded in a specific context, the use of
themes with which people are familiar, the struggle for liberation against all forms of
exploitation, are all pedagogical devices encapsulated in Freire's method to achieve
'conscientization' or critical consciousness (Elias, 1994). The former concept is
described as “the process in which men, not as recipients, but as knowing subjects
achieve a deepening awareness both of the socio-cultural reality which shapes their
lives, and of their capacity to transform that reality through action upon it” (Freire,
1985: 27). In the anti-G.M. movement, popularized information and shared inter-
group definitions allowed that critical awareness of the socio-cultural reality. This
conscientization, moreover, brought about the dissent: the widespread rejection of
G.M.Os in Greece®* and the public pressure for a ban on their import and cultivation.
In effect, the concerned individuals, as “knowing subjects”, who are browsing the
web-sites of Greenpeace and the Pan-Hellenic movement, can easily access an
immense amount of information in texts, achieving critical awareness, which enables
them in a way to become informed citizens and to make up their minds on the debate

over G.M.Os.

Finally, this thesis has too limited length to fit and even attempt to grasp all the

It is interesting to juxtapose the critical awareness of G.M.Os that featured in Greece with the
Bakhtinian 'carnivalesque' humorous tactics that prevailed in direct, mass actions in the U.K. for the
destruction of G.M. plantations (Thomas, 2001).
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features of a proper discourse analysis, even so of a social movement. It merely could
provide “hunches”, drawn from a limited interpretation of documents. As noted in the
introduction, only an in-depth and over-time ethnography could claim to overview
most of the aspects of a social movement and verify any of the “hunches” laid out in
this thesis. Even that ethnography, in my opinion, should entail 'scholarship with
commitment' (Bourdieu, 2003: 17),, it should be a 'politicized ethnography' (Mathers
and Novelli, 2005), a critical expertise with solidarity. To take another route, more
critical research should be applied to the rhetoric of the various texts in the public
sphere advocating the G.M.Os, in order to unravel their persuasive and hegemonic
political power. In effect, following van Dijk (1993), the focus of a critical discourse
analysis should be the role of power elites of society advocating G.M.Os, attempting

the discursive management of the public mind.

APPENDIX:
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1. Zuyvéc Epomoetg Yo 1o METOAAOYUEVO: ..ceeerrreeerieeeeeireee e, 60
Frequently Asked Questions on Mutants (Eng. translation):......... 68

2. I'evetka Tpomomompévor Opyavicpot

(LETOAAOUYLLEVIL) e eeveeeeeteeeeeieeeeeiaeeeeeeteeeeeneteeeennnaeeesnsreesensneeens 75
Genetically Modified Organisms (Mutants)...........ccceeeveeeneeennnen. 78
3. H HETOAAUYLLEVI] OITEIAT...eeeeevieeeeerieeeeiree et e et e e 81
The Mutant Threat............coocovviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 82
4. AVTIOTOOEITE c.vveeeeeeeiiiieee e e e 83
RESISE 10...uiiieiiiiieeiiee ettt e 86
Bibliography:............. . 88
Extracts:

Extract 1:

H Greenpeace avtitifeton otnv anelevfépwon 610 meptPEALov opyaviGUOV TOL givart
TPOIOVTA YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG KaBmG Kot oty wiwTtikonoinon g {ong péoa amd
OTOKAEIOTIKA dwkaudpato gupeotteyviag oe {oviavodg opyoviopos, yovidla 1
TUNHOTO TOV YOVIOLOMOTOC. Ot yeveTikd peToAAayIEVOL (1] YEVETIKE TPOTOTOMUEVOL)
opyoavicpot amerevfepmbnkav oto mepPdriov ywpic va €xel vapEel mpoOTEPN Ko
EMOPKNG YVAOOT GYETIKA UE TNV EMOPAOT] TOL OVTOL €YOVV GTO OIKOGUGTNUM, THV
dypilo evon kot TV avOpamivn vyeia.
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Extract 2:

Ot yevetik@ HETOAAOYUEVOL OPYOVIGHOL OamOTEAOVV Vvées MHOpPEG Cmng mov dgv
VINPYAY UEXPL TPOTIVOS GTN (VO™ KOl TOL, avTiBETO UE TIC TOPUSOCIOKEG LOPPES
Broteyvoroyiog Kol QUTIKNG TOPAYWYNS, KATOPYOVV TOLG QLGIKOVG PPAYLOVS TOV
Exovv dnuovpyndet petald TV 10OV PEGH Omd EKATOUULPLO XPOVOV eEEMKTIKNG
dwdkaciag. ‘Etot, éva wapt kot por epdovia dev Bo Sactavpdvovtoy TOTé o1
@UOON, OAAO M YEVETIKN UNYXAVIKY] TO €MTLYXAVEL aLTO HEGH O0TO gpyactnplo. Ot
emotiuoveg €€dyovv €va yovidlto waploh Kol TO EUELTELOLV GE U PPEOLAL
dnpovpymvrog Eva ko' Oda véo opyavicpd. H yevetikn umyovikr €xet tn ovvatdtnta
va ypnoonotet yovidwa {hmv, QUTOV, aKOUA Kol avOpOT®V.

Otav ot opyavicpoi avtoi, ot omoiot eivar @Tuaypévolr omd avBpomvo yépt,
aneAevfepwboiv oto meEPPAiiov kol TN dSwtpoPikn aAvcida, tOTE 0pyilovv va
avaropdyovtat. [Ipokeitor yuoo puo dwadkocioo pn ovaoTpéyiurn, mov dmaé kot
Eexvnoet, ogv vapyel Tpomog vo. avakonel. Kaveig oe yvmpilet, moiéc pmopel va givan
HaKpOTTPOBES O Ol EMATAOGELS TNG OMEAEVOEPOONC HETOAAAYUEVEOV OPYAVICUDV GTO
nePPAALOV.

Extract 3:

H yevetwn pnyovikny mepihapfavel v e€aymyn emheypévov yovidiov amd évov
opyavicpd (6mwg Loa, eutd, foktnpla B/katl 1006), i TNV cvvOEoN avTLYpae®V, Kol
TNV TEYVNTY E1G0YMYN TOVG GE GAAOVLG EVTEAMG OLOPOPETIKOVG OPYOUVIGHOVS (OTTMC
etvar Ta KaAlepyodueva @utd). Ot véol avtol opyaviopol amokToLV KAmold VEa
YOPAKTNPIOTIKE Om®G ovtoy o€ €va ovykekpiuévo Cllavioktévo. H yevetum
UNYOVIKY cLVINO®G ypMoonotel yovidia 1V Yo T oeicdvon Kot TV Tpoddnon tov
E&vov yovidiov, kaBmg Kot yovidlr oavOekTikOTNTOS o€ avTiPloTikd, To omoio
Aertovpyodv m¢ yovidwn onupavons. Ta ecaydueva yovidw givon mapdvta oe kabe
KOTTOPO TOL PLTOV.

Extract 4:

Oa mpénelt wotd6co va emonuovdel 60t 1 Greenpeace dev  avtitiBetor otV
TEPLOPICUEVT] O EAEYYOUEVO KAEIGTO TEPIPAAALOV YPT|OT OPYAVICU®V TOL Elvorl
TPOIOVTO YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG, OT®G Yl 10Tpikovg okomovs. EmmAéov, n Greenpeace
TMIGTEVEL OTL 1] YEVETIKY UNYOVIKN WITOPEL VO OmOTEAEGEL TOAVTIHO €PYAAEID Yo TNV
KOTOVONON TNG AELTOVPYIOG TOV QLUGIK®OV UNYOVICU®OV, YVOOT OmopoitnTn Yo v
TpodOnon ¢ Proroyikng yewpyiag.

Extract 5:

To evdeyduevo d1dpopo PETOAAAYUEVO VT VO OTOTEAOVV Kivovvo Yo tnv vyeio
elvatl kdtl wov 0ev pumopel va anoxkielotel. H avBaipetn epgpvtvvon Eévav yovidiov
evoéyetonr va  Omuovpynoel mpoPAnuato oto  eieyyouevo diktvo DNA  evog
opyavicpov. To E&vo yovido Ba pumopobvoe, m.y. vo TPOKOAEGEL OAAAYES OTIG YNMIKES
AVTIOPAGELS EVTOG TV KLTTAP®V 1] VO TAPOKMOADGEL TNV KLTTOPIKY| Agttovpyia. Avto
pmopel vo 0dnNynoel e aotafeln TV EIGAYOUEVOV YOVIOIOV, 6TV EUPAVION VEVOV
aAdepyladv, To&ikng dpdong Kot oe aAAayEg ot Opentiky a&io ToL OpYAVIGHOV.

Extract 6:
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H Greenpeace swwkevetor oe mepiforroviikd Cntipote kot €xel eotidost v
TPOCOYN TNG GTOVG KIVOUVOUG OV GYETILOVTAL LE TNV OTEAEVOEPMOT| LETAALAYUEVOV
OPYOVIGL®OV 0TO TEPIPAAAOV.

H ypion g yevetikng pnyavikng oty 1aTpiky Oo@épel omd TN ypnon e o
yempyio Kot TIC VOUTOKOAMEPYEIEC OTOV  TPAYHOTOMOLEITON o gvpeiog KApOKOG
aneAevfépwon oto  TEPPAAAOV HETAANAYUEVOV OpYOVICU®V. Xe ovtifeon pe Tig
EPAPULOYEG OTN YEWPYiO, OTNV 1OTPIKY, 1 YPNON TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV OPYOVIGUOV
elvar eheyyopevn (o1o Ydpo Kot To ¥poOvo) Kot yivetar pe T cvykotddeon tov aueca
evolPePOUEVOL (ONA. TOV 060EVODE). TOV TOUEN TNG LTPIKNG, 1) YEVETIKY] UNYOVIKT
YPNOOTOIEITOL Y10, TNV TOPACKELT] VEOV QOPUAK®OV KOl TNV EQOPUOYT VE®V
Syvootik®v pefddwv. H ypron ot g YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG  cuvnBmg og
oyetiletal Le TN XPNOT YEVETIKA UETAALAYUEVOV OPYOVIGLMVY Kol TNV ameAeLOEPOOT
TOVG GTO TEPIPAALOV.

Extract 7:

[evetikd tpomomompévor opyavicpol (LETOALQYHEVAL)

T etvon To petadrlaypéva

MetoAhaypéva = AvomoAdyloto picko

"o 10 uoko TepiBdirov

Mo ™ Anuoocwe Yyeia

TA ATIEAEY®EPOMENA METAAAAT'MENA I'ONIAIA
AEN ANAKAAOYNTAI KAI AEN ANAXAITIZONTAI
AAAA ANAITAPATONTAI

TO AOT'O EXEI H KOINQNIA TON ITOAITQN

KI OXI "H EINIXTHMH" TOQN ITOAYEGNIKOQN

Extract 8:

Ta petodraypéva elvar mpoidovia tov stapeidv [evetkng Mnyovikng. Xta
gpyaotnpld tovg, emepPaivovv kol TPOTOTOOVV KATA POVANCT, TO YEVETIKO LMKO
(DNA) t0v {oviovdv opyovIGUOV LE CUYKEKPIUEVES TEXVIKEC.

Extract 9:

[ToAdol aveEdpTnNTOl EMOTNUOVEG KOl EPELVNTEC £YOLV  KATOYPAWEL OPVNTIKEG
OLVENELEG Omd TNV TOPOYy®YN Kol YPNON TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV TPOIOVIOV NG
Bloteyvoroyiag. ‘Etor ta pudéva mov avrikelpevikd pmopel vo pog vmooyebel to
noAveBvikd Adpmt g evetikng Mnyavikng etvat:

Extract 10:

(Ot I''T.O. pmopovv va aviéEovv otn Oplon TV YOOTPIKAOV VYP®OV TOV TETTIKOV
OCLOTNHOTOG KOl LEGM TNG EVTEPIKNG YAMPIOAG VO TEPAGOLY Kol VO EMNPEAGOVY KAOE
KOTTOPO TOV  OPYOVIGUOD TPOKOAMDVIONG N OVTIOTPENTEG  UETOAAAEES OTO
(QUOIO0AOYIKE Yovidl 7oL pmopel va. 0OMYNOOLV GE VEEG —OYVOOTEC- YEVETIKEG
acBéveleg N kapkivoug. Ot mapeveéPyELEg LITOPOVY VO TEPAGOLY GTOVS OITOYOVOLS KOl
o€ OLEG TIG EMOUEVEG YEVIEC).

Extract 11:
And to 1997, 10 divovpe éva okAnpd Kot TOAOTAELPO OYDOVO EVAVTIL OTIC
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noAvebvikég Tov petoddhaypévev. Méoa amd ekoTpaTeieg  EVNUEPOONG TV
KOTOVOA®TAOV, HE OELYHOTOANTTIKOVS €AEYYOVG GE TPOPIUO KOl OTOPOVG KOl LE
OUVOUIKEG eVEPYEEG OE apPUOOIOVE (QOpelc kol etoupleg, ayoviLOUAOTE Yoo Vo
yvopilovpe Tt TpOUE Kol Vo SoTNPNoovpE T PomoKIAdTNTO TOV TAOVATY. XApN
otV ekotpateio pag avt, 1 EAAGOa katéyel o maykdoa, Betikn tpotid: and 1o
NoéuPpro tov 2003 mov Eexivnoe 1 EKOTPATEIN LG Y10 TNV OVOKNPVEN TNG XDPAG LOG
oe Zovn Eievbepn amd MetoaAlaypéva, péca oe déka unveg (Zemtéppprog 2004),
OAEC Ol VOUOPYOKEG OVTOJWOIKNGELS TNG YOPAS MHOS YNOo0V EVAVIIL OTNV
KOAMEPYEWD TOV UETOAAAYHEVOV Kol avaknpoxOnkav ce Zmoveg Elevbepeg amd
MetoAraypéva.

Extract 12:

Exatoppvpla moiteg, emMoTNHOVES Kol OpYOvVOGELS 6€ OAO TOV KOGHO givol avTifeTOoL
HE TNV omeEAELOEPMOT TOV PETUALAYUEVOV OPYOVIGUL®OV GTO TEPPAAAOV Kot TN Ypnon
TOVG GTO TPOPLLLOL KOl 0VI|GVYOVV Y10l TIG TOOVES EMTTAOCEL,

Ta yevetwkd petardaypéva tpoidvro 0ev elval To YELOTIKE, o OpenTiKd, o EONVA
N Mo AmodOTIKA amd Ta PLGIKA. ANUIOLVPYOVVTAL, TAPAYOVTOL KOl TPO®OOVLVTAL GTNV
ayopd LE HOVAOIKO KPUNPLO TO OIKOVOUIKO GULUEEPOV TMV TOALEBVIKOV TMV
HETOAAOY LEVAV.

Extract 13:

Avtietofcite 6T0 VOO X0oVOALA
tov Baler o perorrayuéve etnv EALGo0
(6mowoc BELeL va {Noel Tpémel va. WANGEL TOPO)

H moevidowotikiy ané@acn tov Ymovpyod IEXQAE k. ovohda ywo Ttnv
gvoopdtoon ts Evponaikig Odnyiag 18/2001 (ko Tov kavoviopov g 1829-
1830/2003) pe titho : "Xkompun ancievdépoon Tov I.T.O. oto neprfdirov" oto
€0viké dikao cvvietd ampokdivmto KNPLEN TOAEROV gvavtiov TG EAAMVIKIG
KOWVOVIOS, TOV QUOIKOV TEPPALAOVTOS, TOV TOMTIGHOV NOS KOL  TOV
YovTaypnotog pog.

Extract 14:

H Oonyila mov emikvpmoe n kufépvnon pe vrovpykn andeacy] g Bvcsialel oty
apyf] TOL OVTAYOVIGLOV Kol 6TO KEPOM Alywv gtorpeldv kabe ndikn kol Kotvovikn
apxn omwg 1 "Apyf ™G TPpoevraSnS" N "AnpoxpaTiki apyi" ko "Apyi g
kupupyiag" tov EAAnvikod kpdtovg. Ovoidlel telkd 10 1610 10 ZOvTaypd pog
petatpénovtag toug EAANveg o€ melpapatolmo Kot Ty EAMANVIKNA KOvevia Kot oo
o€ MEPOUATIKO TEGIO e AVUTTOAOYIOTO PIGKO.

Extract 15:

YHuepa TOL Ol €TALPElEG TOV HETOAAAYUEVOVY eyKODIoTAVTOL UE VOULLO TPOTTO OTNV
moTpido HOG, OMENOVTOG UE TPOTOPAVI] TPOTO EAANVIKY] KOW@Via, @UON Kot
TOMTIGUO, KAVEVAG OEV UTOPEL VA, amopUYEL TIG EVOVVEG TOV.

Emomuovikoi ovAhoyor, xoppota, ekkAnoio, Awkaotikn efovoia kol mwoliteg
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http://www.greenpeace.org/greece/press/118523/9

KaAlovvtol va Tovv to peydro OXI oty mpoTo@avy] ameldn. Altagopetikd Bo sivor
VIOAOYOL OTEVOVTL OTIG YEVIES TV EAMvev mov épyovrat.

Documents:

1. Xvyvég Epotmiosig Yo ta Metoiraypéva

E: [Towd givor n 0éom Ty Greenpeace 6YeTIKG PLE T1) YEVETIKN PAYOVIKY];

A: H Greenpeace avtitifetor otnv anedevfépmon 010 TePIPAAAOV 0OPYOVIGUADV TOL
etvat mpoidVTOL YEVETIKNG UNYOAVIKNG KaODS Kot 6TV WiwTikoroinon g {ong péca

amd OMOKAEIGTIKA OKOMUATO gvpectteyviog o€ (OVTOVOUG OPYOVIGHOVG, Yovidla 1
TUNUOTO TOV YOVIOLOUTOG. Ot YEVETIKA HETOALAYUEVOL (1] YEVETIKG TPOTOTOUEVOL)
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opyavicpoi amehevBepmbnkov 6to mepPaiiov ympic va €xel vapEel mpdTEPT KO
EMOPKNG YVOOTN GYETIKG UE TNV EMOPACT] TOL OVTOL £YOVV GTO OIKOGVUGTNUM, TNV
dyplo @Oon kol v avOpomvn vyelo. o mpénel ®oTdG0 v emonuovOel 0Tl M
Greenpeace 0ev avtitifetal otnv mEPLOPIGHEVNGE ELEYYOUEVO KAEIGTO TEPPAALOV
YPNON OPYOVICU®V TOL €ivorl TPOIOVTO YEVETIKNG UNYXAVIKNG, OT®G Yo 10TPIKOVG
okomovs. EmmAéov, n Greenpeace TIOTEVEL OTL 1 YEVETIKN UNYOVIKN UTOPEl va
ATOTEAECEL TOAVTIHO €PYOAEIO Yo TV KATOVONGN TNG AELTOVPYING TOV QUOIK®OV

HUNYOVICU®V, YVOOT] amopaitntn yio tnv tpodinon g froloyikng yewpyiag.

E: Ti givon n yeverikn unyovikn:; Eivolr o yeveTikd petoilaypsvor opyovicuoi
gmkivovvor, Toti 1 YEVETIKN] Unyoviki Ogv civor opowa pe T ovpuPatikég
Teyikéc ™C Broteyvoloyioc Yo tn BeAiodon TOV QUTOV:

A: H yevetikn pnyovikn meptapfdver v e£oymyn emAeypéveoy yovidiov amd &vav
opyavicpd (6mwg {oa, eutd, foktnpla B/kat 1006), 1 TNV cOVOESN avILYpAe®V, Kol
TNV TEYVNTY E160YMOYN TOVG GE GAAOVLG EVTEAMG OLOPOPETIKOVG OPYOUVIGHOVS (OTTMGC
gtvor ta kaAlepyovpeva eutd). Ot véor avtol opyavicpol omoktovv Kdamowo vea
YOPAKTNPOTIKE Om®G avtoy o€ €va ovykekpiuévo Clavioktovo. H yevetum
pUnyovik cuvnOwg ¥pNCIOTOLETL YoVidla 1V Yia TN dleicdvuomn Katl TNV Tpoddnon Tov
E&vov yovidiov, kaBdg kot yovidwa avOektikdtnTog o€ avtifloTikd, To omoio
Aertovpyodv ®¢g yovidwn onupavong. Ta ecaydueva yovidw givor mapdvta o kabe
KOTTOPO TOL PUTOV.

Ot yevetik@ petoAloypuévolr opyoviopol amotedovv véeg popeés (ong mov dev
VINPYOV UEXPL TPOTIVOG GTN PUOT] KO 7OV, avTifeTa PE TIC TOPUOOGLOKES HLOPPES
Broteyvoroyiog Kot QUTIKNG TAPOAYWOYNG, KATOPYOUV TOLG (PLGIKOVG PPUyLoDS TOV
&xovv dnuovpyndel peta&d TV 0OV pEGH amd eKATOUPOPLO YPOVOV EEEAMKTIKNG
dwdwaciag. ‘Etol, éva yapt kot po @pdovia dev o d100TOVPOVOVIOV TOTE OTN
QUON, OAADL T YEVETIKN HUNXOVIKN TO EMTUYXAVEL aVLTO pEcH oT0 gpyactnpro. Ot
emotnuoveg eEdyovv €vol yovidlo Woplov Kol TO EUPLTEVOVV GE ML PPAOLAO
dnuovpymvtog Eva ko' O véo opyaviopd. H yevetikn pmyoavikn €xel ™ dvvatdtnto
va xpnolponolel yovidio LoV, pUTOV, aKOLN Kol ovOpOT®V.

Otav ot opyoviopoi avtoi, ot omoior eivor @Tiaypévor amd avOpodmvo xépt,
aneAevfepwboiv oto meEPPaiiov kal TN STtpoPikn aAvoida, toOTE apyilovv va
avamopayovtol. Ilpdkertar yio po Swadwkocioo pn ovaotpéyiun, mov amnal Kot
Eexwvnoet, 0gv vtdpyel Tpomog va. avakonel. Kaveig de yvmpilel, molég pmopet va givor
LLOKPOTPODESLLAL Ol EMATAOCELS TNG AMEAEVOEPMOONG HETOAANYLLEVOV OPYOVIGLMY GTO
nePPAALOV.

E: Eivor 020100 6TL 01 peToirhaypéveg KOAMEPYELES ATOTELOVY KiVOLVO Yo TNV
vyeia;

A: To evdeyduevo d1apopa HETOAAAYIEVO QUTA VO ATOTEAOVV KivOuVo Yo TV vyeia
elvarl kdtt mov dev pumopel va amoxkAelotel. H avBaipetn gppdtevon Eévav yovidimv
eVOEeTOl vo  Ompovpynoel mpoPAnuota oto  edeyyopevo oiktvo DNA - evig
opyavicpov. To E&vo yovido Ba pumopobvos, m.y. vo TPOKOAEGEL OAAAYES OTIG YMNMIKES
AVTIOPAGELS EVTOG TV KLTTAP®V 1] VO TAPUKMOADGEL TNV KLTTOPIKY| Agttovpyia. Avtod
pmopel va 0dnNyNoel 6€ aoTAOED TOV EIGAYOUEVOV YOVISI®V, GTNV EUOAVICT] VEDV
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aAdepyladv, To&ikng dpdong Kot o aAAayES ot Opentik| a&io ToL OpYAVIGHOV.

Ta @utd mov &ival TPoOIdOVTO YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG TEPLEYOLV yovidwa Paktnpiwv,
EVIOU®V KOl LDV TOV OVOEMOTE ELYOV OMOTEAEGEL LEPOC TS avOPOTIVIG O1OTPOPTG .
Eniong, dev vmapyovv mAnpopopieg oyetikd pe v ailepyoydvo opdon tovg. H
mOovOTTO TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV TPOTOVTI®V VO, TPOKAAOVV OAAEPYIKEG OVTIOPACELS
dev €xet ekTiunOel ko dev €xet eheyyOet.

Emunpocbétmg, moAAd omd to petoAlaypévo QUTO TOL MON KOUAAEPYOLVTOL Yio
EUTOPIKT] XPNON, TEPLEXOVV YOVidln avOeKTIKOTNTAG G€ avTIBloTikd oL Tpoopilovrat
yw 1t Bepaneia acbeveidv 660 otov AvBpwmo 660 katl ota (da. Ta yovidia avtd
glvar qypnota ywo TV KOAMEPYEWL TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV TPOIOVIOV Kol GTNV
nepinTon 6mov 1 W10 TNTo avOeKTIKOTNTOG 6T OvTIPLoTIKA peTopepbel oe Paxtipla
BAaPepd yio v vyeia TV avBorev Kot Tov (dov, gival mlavn 1 TapeumdIoT TG
amoteAecLaTIKNG Oepameiag dtaupdpmv acheveldv.

E: Agv givor al0g10 611 1 yeveTiki] pnyovikn eivon pio texvoloyio mov propei va
yiveL amoAVTOS KaTOvOonT, 7oL YopokTiypiletan  omd oxpifero Ko
apofreyripnotnra;

A: H teyvoloyio mov ypnoyomoteiton onpepa mpokeUEVon va. emtevydel n yevetikn
tpomonoinot (oviev opyovicudv (m.y. (v 1 UTOV) elvol oKATEPYAoTN Kol Un
akpPnc. O1 yvOGEIS GYETIKA LE TIC EMTTMOELS TNG YEVETIKNG UNyovikng oto DNA ko
o€ OAMOKANPO TOV OpYyavicuo eivar amd eldyloteg wg punodapvég. Ovte emiong eivon
YVOGTO T0 TMG O ENNPEASTOVV 01 amdyovol oTig Endpeves YeviEG. H teyvoroyia mov
ONUEP EUPOVILETOL OTN YEVETIKY UNYOVIKT] OPOPA GTNV EUPVTEVCT] VEMV YOVIOIOV
evtoc tov DNA.

H o0yypovn yevetikn €xet 0gi&et OTL T YOVidia OV AEITOVPYOVV ATTOLOVOUEVO TO VOl
and 10 GAL0. AvTIOET®G, OAANAETOPOLY HE TEPITAOKO TPOTO, UETAPAALOVTOG TN
CLUTEPLPOPE TOVG VIO TNV emidpacn AoV yovidiwv. Tlapd to yeyovog OtL Eva
yovidolo umopel va komel pe akpifeia amd to DNA €voc opyaviopov, n elcaywyn Tov
010 DNA &vOg GALov opyaviopob ivar evieA®G Tuyaio. Avtd €xel OC AmOTEAEGHLO TN
dppnéN ™S TAENG TOV YOVISI®V GTO YPOUOCHOMO Kol givol SuvaTtod Vo, TPOKOAECEL
Tuyoieg Kot ompOPAENTES AALOYEC OTN AEITOVPYIN TOV KLTTAP®V.

To DNA &ivar éva 60vBeto popto Tov omoiov 1 axpiPng Aettovpyia dev eivar TAP®G
katoavont. Kdrtt 1o onoio dev givor akdpa mAnpms katavontd eivor to mmg 1 doun
tov DNA enmpedlet v éxppaocn TV yovidiov. Avtd mov gival weTdc0 YvmoTo givat
o6tL  Béon mov Katéyer éva yovidto eviog tov DNA puBuiler tn Asttovpyion Tov
yovidiov awtov - pokertal yi To Povopevo Oéoemc. Ymapyet peydin afepardtnta
oxeTikd pe  Béom Ko Tov apfud TV epELTELUEVOV Yovidiov, afefaidtnta mov
SADETOL HOVO €K TV VOTEP®V HE TNV €QOpUOYN eA&yywv mov Pacilovtolr otnv
aAvcioa tov DNA.

SOUTEPAGUOTIKA, Ol GUVETEIEG TNG YEVETIKNG UNYaviKng otn ooun tov DNA, n
axpipng Aettovpyia T@V YOVISi®V Kot 1 €NIOPAGCT) TOVG GE OAOKANPO TOV OPYOVIGUO
etvan otoyyeior mTov dev pmopovv va mpoPrepBovv pe akpifeta. Ot VTOGTNPIKTEG TNG
YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG EVOEYOUEVMOC VO 10YLPLOTOVV OTL onuavTiikd pépog DNA eivon
TAeOVALOV Kot OTL 01 LETAAAAYLLEVOL OPYAVIGLOL TOV TEPIEXOVV AYPNOTO ELPLTEVLLATOL
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1N exeivol mov mapovctdlovv coPapég Proynkés avopoiies TpdKeltal 6To TEAOG Vo
amoppleovv. QoTtdc0, VIAPYEL 0 KivOLVOG Ho GEPA amd PLOYNUIKES OVOUOATES Vo
exOMAmOel og Oy oTAdLO 1] AKOUO KOl VO ELPOVIOTEL APKETEC YEVEES apyoTepa. Tl
TOAMEG yeveég ol ouvémeleg pmopel va mapopévouv dyvootes. Ta de dabéoipa
otoEio. ovoQOPIKE Pe TOV TPOTO OV £Va EIGAYOUEVO YOVIOL0 UTOPEL Vo EMNPEACEL
TIC EMOUEVEC YEVEEG ElVOL EAYIOTOL.

E: Agv alknOeder 1 amoyn O6TL M yEVETKN pnyoviky ouvvietd o "'mpacivn"
TeYvoroyia mov fonda Tovg aypoTES VA YPGLHOTOLOVY MYOTEPUL PUTOPAPNOK;

A: Mia perétm mov Poociletw oe meprocdtepeg amd 8.200 mOVETIOTNLOKES
TEWPOUATIKEG KAAMEPYEIEG KOTEGEEE OTL OE GLYKPION HE TOVG QypPOTEG TOV
KOAAEPYOUV QUGIKEG TOIKIMES GOYOG €KEIVOL TTOL KOAMEPYOUV UETAAANYUEVOVG
ondpovg GOHYLIG YPNOUYOTOOVY amd OV0 G MEVIE QOPEG UEYUAVTEPES TOCOTNTES
GillaviokTovemv.

To étog 1999, t0 70% TtV PETOAAUYUEVOV KOAMEPYELOV EUOAVICOV ovOEKTUKOTNTAL
o€ UEYAAEG TOCGOTNTEC QUTOPUPUAK®V. AVOEOPIKE HE 0oVTOD TOL E€00VG TIG
KOAMEPYELEG, M YpNOT TOEIKMOV OVGIDV Elval TNV TPAEN avamOPELKTH. AVTEG TOL
avtifétog moapapepiCoviar givar or teyvikéc mov Ba pmopodoav vo amaAAdEovv
TPAYUATIKO TOVG AYPOTEG GO TNV AVAYKT XPNONG XNUIKAOV OLUGLOV.

[ToAAéC amd Tig eToupeieg Tov KAAOOL TG Proteyvoloyiag Tpocmabovy va meicovy TV
KOWT yvoun Ott ot petoAdaypuévor opyavicpol givor @laikoi mpog 1o mepiBdAiov
ATOKPUNTOVTOG TNV 101 otiyur] évav dAAlo otOX0 mov Ogv elvar GAAOG amd TV
ahENOT TOV TOAGEDV TOV YNUIKOV QUTOQUPUAK®V, TO, 0Toio TapaoKeLAlovTol Kot
TOAOOVTOL Ao TIG 101EC aKpIPOC eTOpEieS.

E: Agv ainleder 6Tv Tta petoilaypéve QUTA YPNOCLUEVOVY TIPOKELPEVOL VO,
eCao@arileTar TpoP] Yro 0A0OKANPO TOV TANOVGRO TOV TAAVITY;

A: Tlpoxertan yo éva ex BaBpov cabpd emyeipnua mov Pacileton ot AavBacuévn
dmoym OTL to aitie ™G meivag opeilovion oto Ybouo HETAED NG TAPAYMYNS
TPOPi®V Kot g avénong tov avlpomvov mAnBvuopov. Onwg GAAwote €xet
emonudvel kot o emkepains tov Opyavicpov Tpooipwv ko I'ewpyiog tov O.H.E.,
Zéx Ntwove: "H I' moapdyst apketd tpdeiua mpokepévov vo Bpéyel dhovg tovg
KaTO1KkoLg TG Kot B pmopovce vo Ttapdystl akopa teplocotepa.

H mpdopatn avagopd tov gv Adym opyavicpov mov €xet titho: "H Tewpylo v
nepiodo 2015-2030" mapd 10 YEYOVOG OTL AMOKAEIEL TOVG YEVETIKO UETOAANYUEVOLS
OPYOVIGLOVG 00NYel GTO GLUTEPOACUO OTL 1| TOPAY®YN TPOPiHwV Ba cuveyioel vo
avéavetor péxpt to 2030 vrepkoidnTovtog pdAioto v mAvbvcpoky avénon. H
avapOpE KATOOEIKVVEL OTL TOL TTPAYLOTIKA OATIO TG TTEIVOG KOl TOL VITOGITIGHOV £ivot
N etdyeln Kol 1 SuoKoAio TPOGRACNS GTA TPOPLLLAL.

v niektpoviky o0evBvvon www.farmingsolutions.org 1 Greenpeace, 1 Oxfam,
aKODC Kot GAAES OPYOVOGEIS TOV GTOYELOLY GTNV TAPOYN TPAYLATIKOV AVGEDV GTO
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TPOPANUa TG meivag mapabETovy TOPAdEIYHOTO KOWMOVIKA Kol mepParioviicd
Buooipov pefddwv KaAMépyelag ot omoieg e@aprolovial 6 OAOKANPO TOV KOGLO Kot
TOPEYOVY AGPAAT TPOPIULO TOV TALTOYPOVO EMAPKOLV Yoo Vo Opéyovv peydeg
nAnBuouiakég opddeg.

E: Agv ainBgier 0T TO peTorhaypéva guTa 00 OGOV TOVS AYPOTESS

A: Xtig H.ILA kol otov Kavadd - ydpeg 6TOv €00 KOl TOLAGYIGTOV TTEVTIE XpOVia
VILAPYOVV TETOOL €100V KOAAEPYELES - (o Evoon 33 aypoTIK®V GUVETAUPICUMV
e€£dmoE TPOGPATA AVOKOIVMOOT) TTOL TPOEOOTOLEL OTL 1 €QOPUOYN HEBOSWV YEVETIKNG
UNYOVIKIG ot yeopyio €xel Koataomost eSonpetikd oféfaia TNV  OIKOVOUIKN
KATOOTOOT TMV MKPOUECSHUIOV KOAMEPYNTAOV GE OAOKANPN TNV EMKPATEIL TOV
H.IT.A. kaBmg Kou 6g GAAEG YDPES TOV KOGLOV.

Ot gtaipeieg mov SpAGTNPLOTOOVVIOL GTO YDPO TOV OYPOYNUKADV KOl TOPAyouV
ondépovg o1 omoiot &ivow mPOIGVTOL YEVETIKNG HNYOVIKNG OamoutodV omd TOLG
KOAMEPYNTEG VO LTOYPAPOLV  VOUIKE  OEGUEVTIKEG OCULUPOVIEG OTIG Omoieg
JEVKPVILETOL O GUYKEKPLUEVOS TPOTOS KAAMEPYELOG TTOV TPEMEL VO AKOAOLOOVV Kot
amayopeveTor M egokovounon ondpwv ek uépovg tove. EmmpoobBitwg, ot
KOAMEPYNTES £IvVOL LITOYPEMUEVOL VAL TANPADOVOLV SIKOLDLLOTO GTIG ETOPELES.

EnaxoérlovBo avtdv eivon 6t etonpeieg dmmwg n Monsanto pnviovv Toug KOAMEPYNTEG
YL TOVG OTOlOVG TIGTELOLVV OTL YPNOLUOTOOVV TO TPOIOVTO TOV  ETOUPLDV
(HeTOAAOY LEVOVS GTTOPOVC) YMPIG TPMTO VO £XOVV VITOYPAYEL TIG OYETIKEG GCUUPMVIEG.
EEatiog ovtng g empdivvone, moidol kadlepyntég dvotuy®dg evtomilovv oTo
YOPAPLO. TOVG peTaAlaypéva @uTa. Avtd cvpPaivel ave&dptnta amd 1O av Ot
KaAMepyNTEG embBupovoay 1 Oyt va KaAlepynoovy té€tota eutd. Ot petaAlaypévol
opyavicpoti, etvor {ovtavol opyavicpoi, pmopovv va avarapoyfodv, va petapepfovv
(m.y. pe ™ yopn, He To EVIOHA) UE amOTEAEGUA VO eEamAmBolv ympig va vrdpyet
TPOTOG VO TOVG OTOGVPOVE OTOV OLOMIGTMOGOVHE TIC OTOLEG APVNTIKES EMMTOCELS
TOVG.

>tov Kavadd, 1 Monsanto uiqvvce tov Ilépot Zuduoep, KaAlepyntn eraokpapupng,
EMELON GTO YOPAPL TOL Ppédnke petadlaypévn eratokpdpfn, n omoia elxe ELIPOGEL
exel ®g omtédecpa g empodAvvong. MdaMoto, mapd to yeyovog OTL 0 Xpducep
ovdénote BéPata emBopovoe v empdivvon, 1 Monsanto katépuye ot OKO0GHV
KoL KOTAQEPE VO AmodEiEet OTL 68 KAOE TepinT®ON 0 £V AOY® KAAMEPYNTIG OPEIAEL VO
™G KaTaPAAEL Yp1LLATOL.

O kaAMepyNnTéC OV akolovBouv Tic suuPatikég peBOd0VE Exovv avakaAvYEL OTL Ot
TUYOV HETAAAAYLEVEG KAAMEPYELEG GE NTAAVA YPapla Exovv petatpanei o Qilldvia,
To. omoia. 0ev pmopovv va amopoakpvvlodv pe ) ypnon Cllavioktovav, axpimg
EMEON 1 YEVETIKN UNYOVIKT TOVG £YEL TPOGOMGEL TEPAGTIN avTioTaon o€ avtd. Ocov
apopd tov Kavaod, n Bacwiikn Etapeio - pio and tig moioidtepeg kot mAEov
OLOKEKPIUEVEG EMIOTNIOVIKEG EVAOOELS - TPOEWOTOIEL OTL TEPACTIEG KAAMEPYNOUES
exThoelg g yopag £xovv mpooPindel and Qildvia edatokpdufng avBektikd oto
Qlavioktova tov omoiwv 1 KoatamoAéunon Oa  emPopldvel owovoUKE  TOLG
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KOAMEPYNTEC.

O kaAMmepyntéc otic HILA. ko tov Kavadd, dtav ohokAnpodvouy 1 cuyKoudn,
EpYovTol OVTILETOTOL e €va emmpOcOeTo MPOPANUA TOV APOPA TIC KOAAEPYELES
UETOAAOYUEVOV QUTAOV Kot Ogv elval GALO amd to yeyovog OtL o1 EEveg ayopég oev
elvar dwatebelpéveg va elodyovv mpoidvia tétolag koAMépyslag. Xtov Kovoadd,
OULVETELDL TNG KOAALEPYELNG LETOAANYLLEVIG EACLOKPAUPNG NTOV 1) KATAKOPVEN TTAOOT
tov eEayoynv e oty Evpann. To 1010 €xel ovuPel pe 10 KoOAOUmOKL amd TG
H.ILLA., 10 omoio dev mwAeitoaw mAéov otnv Evpdmn kot €xer amoxielotel amd
OTNUOVTIKES OGLOTIKEG OYOPEC.

E: H yevetucn pnyovikn givar 1 povn A0on yo ) yeopyio;

A: H epapuoyn g YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG OTN YE®PYio TpoTeiveTan G N HOVN Adon
o010 onuepwvd G adl€Eodo (EKTETAUEVT YXPNOT  PLTOPUPUAK®Y, LTOPAOoN
yAopidog Ko mavidag, peimon Promotkiddtntag, odPpwon edapmnv k.A.m.) Ta uéyxpt
ONUEPA YVOOTO OTOXEID OEV IKOLOAOYOVUV TNV Tapakpy] oictodoéio. AviiBétme, M
TOPOVGIOCT) TNG YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG WG AVOTG 6TO onUePVO ad1E0d0 NG Yempyiog,
eumodilel v mpodONoN TOL HOVOL OKOVOUIKA Kot TePParAoviikd Pudotipov
LOVTEAOVL, aLTOV NG PLOAOYIKTG Yewpyiag. Mia cOyKplon aVAULESH GTO EPEVVNTIKA
KOVOUALOL TTOV O1vVOVTOL OTY YEVETIKY UNYXOVIKY] KOl OTO OvVTioTOr(0. KOVOOMO 7OV
dtvovtar v €épevva o) Prodoyikn katoamoAéunon acleveidv pog deiyvel 0ti, Tapd
TNV £€VTOVI aVTIOPOoT TOL KOWOL, 1 EPOPUOYN TNG YEVTIKNG UNXavIKNG Eakolovbel
va tpowBeitor amd etopeieg, KuPEPVNOELS Kot EMGTHUOVES. AVOTLYMG, OLTH 1| GTAOM
axvpmvel KaBe cofapn mpoomdbeia yoo TV mpomOnon ¢ PloAoykng yewpyiag,
péoco omd otabepd Pruato mov Bo eEoceoiicovy TV TPO®ONGN TOOTIKMOV
TPOIOVTWV, TNV TPODONCT TOTIK®OV TOIKIMAV, TNV aneEdpTnon amd To GUTOPAPLOKAL,
K.AT.

Ti geivan Ta mpoidvra Bt; AinBgover 011 givan emkivovva;

Ta mpoidvta Bt eivar oyedlacpéva Tpokelévon va avamticGouV EVIOUOKTOVO OpAsoT).
Ta mpoidvta avtd katackevalovion pe t pEBodo g eppvTELONG EVOS GLVOETIKOD
yovidiov amd 10 Quowkd mapoyoduevo PBaxtipro Bacillus thurigiensis (YvoOTOG ©C
Bdxihog g Oovpryyiag 1 Bt) mpoxkeyévov ta @uTa va Tapdyovy TiIG O1KEG TOVG
to&iveg Bt ko va e€ohoBpedovv 1o mapdotta. Kohopmoxl, PBopPdxt kot motdreg
tOmov Bt 10N kadlepyovvtar og gvpelo KAipako Kot mpoopilovial Yo eUmopikn
ypnon (Wwitepa otic H.ILLA.) evd vdpyovv kon dAAla tpoidvta Bt ta omoio avtr ™
otyun e€elMocoviat epyastnplakd (eAoatokpappn, polt, VIopdTec).

Yrdpyovv otoyyeio mov evioyvovv Ty dmoym Ott N Plocvvn TPOKEWEVOL To
npoidvta Bt va mpowbnbovv oty ayopd evéxer coPapolds KvoHVOLG Yol TO
nmepfailov kor v avOpomivn vyeia. Emomuoveg mov epydlovtal yio d1dpopeg
eVPOTAiKEG KUPepVNOES BewpoV OTL TO YOVISlo PETAALAYUEVOD KOAOUTOKIOV TOV
napdyetal amd TNV moAvedvikn Syngenta kot 1daitepa ekgiva mOL TPOGHIOOLV
avtiotoon ota avTBloTikd aroteAovV HEYGAO Kivouvo yia TV vyeia Tov avOpoOTmv
Kot Tov {Oov kobong kot yoo to mepPdriov. Emumiéov, coppwvo pe mindopo
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EMGTNUOVIKOV OTOol(ElmV, T0 Kohoumokt Bt gépetot va €xel apvnTiKeG EMTTOCELS
1060 ot0 £vtopo oTOYXoLG (avEnoT TG avOEKTIKOTNTOG TOV EVIOU®V) OGO Kol GE
YPNGLLLOL EVTOLLOL.

E: Ti givan To "ypocd polt'"; Aev ainBeiver Todg 1 rprion Tov calel amd ammisio
™G 0paog TO TOLOLE EKEIVA TOV TAGYOVY amd EAlewyn TG Prraung A;

A: Tlpékerton yioo po mOWKIMO TOv €€l VIOOTEL €PyOoTNPlOKY EmMeEEPysia
TPoKEPEVOL va mapdyetl TpoPrtapivny A. Ot vrooTNPIKTEG TOL TPOIdVTOG droTeivovTon
OTL 1 GLYKEKPIUEVT TTOKIATL petaAlaypévou pullod Ba fondrcel otV KatomoAéunon
™G EAMeyng Prrapivng A - Eddkenym mov Bo LTopovoe M.y, Vo, 00NYNOEL GE OTMAELD
NG OPAGTG - GTIC OVOTTUGGOUEVEG YDPEC.

2OUQOVO LE TOVG EPEVLVNTEG TOL TYOLVTIOL TOV GLUYKEKPIUEVOL TTPOYPALLATOS, 1| €V
MOy mowkidior pullod etvar €roun yuo koAAEpyeta. H AéEn "étoyun" de cvvemdyeton
OUMC KOU TNV OTOLTOVUEVY] YVAOOT CYETIKO LE TIC EMMTMOGELS TOL TPOIOVIOG GTO
neppdAlov kot v vyelo. Tty mpoaypotikotnTo 10 "ypucd pvllt" elvar éva
EPYAOTNPLOKO TPOIOV OV Oev €YEl MEPAGEL TOVS AMOITOVUEVOVS EAEYYOVG EVA TO.
EMYEPNUOTO  OYETIKA He TN OLUPOA TOL OTNV  KATOTOAEUNOT  OLPOPOV
npoPAnudtov vyelag eite yopakmpilovror oamd vmepPorkn awcrodooia, eite
KvoOvTio, LETOED EVYOAOYIOV Ko PaVTOGiaG.

To "ypvod pOQ" dev amotedel AVom amévavtt ota Bepeldon aitio g EAAEYMG
Brropunc A to omoia gival 1 QTOYEWN KOl 1 adLVOpio EEACPAAIONG £VOG dlattoAoyiov
nov yopoktnpiletor amnd peyoldtepn mowidMo kot emapkn mocdtnta Prrapivng A.
[Tpdkertar avtBéTOS Yo o texynt Kot emimoron) PEB0OO avVTILETMOTIONG OV deV
Exetl ereyyBel kat evo€yetor va onuovpynoet véa tpoPanuota. Emmiéov, 66ov apopd
oV éAlewyn g Prrapivng A, to xpvcd pOlt elvar n Arydtepo eEehypévn kot TAéov
emkivoovn meporiroviikd Avon. Makporpobespia, 1 AOYIKN TG LOVOKAAMEPYELNG |
omoia yopaktnpilel TNV Topaywyn HETOAAAYLEVOL pLLI00, EVOEXETOL VO TPOKOAECEL
coPapdtata TpoPANUATO SIUTPOPTS.

H evoeyduevn moapaywyn oe gvpela kAipoko tov "ypvood puliov" Ba puropovoe va
EMOEWVDOOEL TEPALTEP® T TPOPANUOTO VITOCITIGHOD KoL €V TEAEL VO, VTOVOUEVCEL TN
omaoTn dTpoPT|, 0edopuEVOL OTL TpomBel pia diarta Tov otnpiletal oe Eva TPoidv Kot
Oyl oV EMAVOEOPE TOV TOAVPITAUIVOVY®OV QULTIKOV TPOPAOV TOL MTAV UEYPL
TPOTIVOG PONVEG Kot apBovec. Ta petarlaypéva Tpdea Bo TPOKAAEGOLV £val EDPOG
mpoAnudtov mov a@opobv oty EAAEWYN GAA®V CLOTOTIKOV - Kot Oyt UOVO TNG
Brrapivng A - arapaitntov yuo ™ Bpéym evdg opyavicpoo.

E: To perariaypévo mpoidvra sivor aoc@ai;

A: Ov mAnpogopieg OYETIKA HE TNV OCEAAEL TOV HETOAAAYUEVOV TPOPIU®V
TPOEPYOVTAL, GYEOOV OMOKAEICTIKA, OO EPEVVEC TOV EYOVV TPOYLOTOTOGEL Ol
Brounyavieg ot omoieg mpowBovv TOLG pETOALOYUEVOLG opyavicpovs. Ommg elvan
avapevopevo, n aéla kot n akpifelo Tov aviictoryywv eAEyywv eyeipovv cofapég
OUPIGPNTACELS POV Ol ETOUPEIEG TTOV £YOVV KATOGKEVLAGEL TOVG MUETOALNYUEVOLG
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OpPYOVIGHOVG €Y0LV domavinoel dloekatoppdplo doAhdpla kot Ppickovtol vd v
nieon pog ypnyopns andcPeong tng enévovong Tovs. Eival mpopavég 0Tt amattovvot
LOKPOYPOVIEG aveEAPTNTEG UEAETEG Y10 VO, OOVUE AV UTOPOVLE VO EIPOGTE Giyovpol
YL TNV AGQAAEID TOV HETOAAAYIEVOVY TPOQiLmy. Mia GAAN avnovyio apopd otV
mhavoT T aENONS Ko emttéyvvong g avamtuéng avlektikdttog Tov Tadoyovav
oe aviifloTikd, Ady®m NG YPNONG OAVIIGTOY®V YOVIOIOV GE UETOAAXYHEVOLG
OPYOVIGLLOVG KoL TPOPILLOL.

'Hom kot ot ydpa pog £xovv ekppactel avnovyieg yio v mBovotnta eLeaviong
véov adlepyiov (latpikdg ZoAroyog Oeccarovikng, 2001). Tavtdypova, ot pHeEAETES
YU TIC EMIATAOCES TOV UETOAALAYUEVOV TPOTOVI®V (TOVL YPNCIUOTOIOVVTOL OTIC
Lwotpopic) ota {da elvar ehdytotes. Agv glvar Alyot OL®G Ol EMGTHHOVEG TOV {NTOVV
NV €QUPUOYN TPOMTTIKOV UETPOV ON®G 1 OATOYOPELOT NG KOAAEPYELOG
UETOAAOYUEVOV OPYOVICU®V. YTTAPYOVV TEPUITMOCELS EMOTNUOVOV TOV OTOAVON KAV
Myo HETO 0OV OVOKOIVOGCHV TO OMOTEAEGUOTO £PEVVOG GUUP®VO LE TO OOl M
YPNON UETOAAOYLEVAOV OPYOVIGUADV EIYE APVNTIKEG EMTTMOOCELS.

E: Eivor oifeie 6Tt 11 Greenpeace avtitiOetor otn gpoppoyn pedodmv
YEVETIKNG MY OVIKIG GT| WO TPIKN;

A: H Greenpeace edwkebetar o€ mepiParroviikd {ntnuoto Kot €xel €0TIAGEL TNV
TPOGOYN TNG OTOLG KIVOUVOLG TTOV GYeTILOVTAL LE TNV OMEAELOEP®OT LETOAANYUEVEOV
OpPYAVIGUAOV GTO TEPPAALOV.

H ypnon g yevetikng pnyavikng oty 1aTpiky Olo@Eépel omd TN ypnon s o
yYewpylo Kol TIC VOOTOKOAMEPYEEG OOV TPOYUATOTOEITOL piot gVpelag KATHOKOG
aneAevfépwon 010 TEPPAAAOV UETOALAYUEVOV OPYOVIGUAOV. Xe aviifeon peE Tig
EPAPLOYEG OTN YeWPYio, GTNV ATPIKY, 1 YPNON TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV OPYOVIGUOV
elvat eheyyopevn (610 Ydpo Kot To ¥povo) Kot yiverar pe T cvykotddeon tov aueca
evoLoQePOIEVOL (ONA. TOL aoBEVODG). XTOV TOUEN TNG LUTPIKNG, N YEVETIKN LNYOVIKN
YPNOOTOIEITOL Y10, TNV TOPACKELT] VEOV QOPUAK®OV KOl TNV EQOPUOYT VEDV
dwyvootik®v pefddowv. H ypron oot g yevetikng unyovikng ocvvnbmg oe
oyeTIlETOL UE TN YPNOT YEVETIKA LETAAAAYUEVOV OPYOVIGLAOV KO TNV ameAeVBEpwN
TOVG 6TO TEPPALAOV.

Tavtdypova, n Tpdodog ot poprokt| froroyia cupPdidel oty KaAdTepn Katavonon
TOV VOIKOV TTEPIPAALOVTOG Kol otV e€EMEN ™S aTpknc. [dwaitepa o TV wTpikn
evogyeton vo vap&ovy véeg nEBodot dtdyvmong kot Bepaneiag coPapmdv acbeveldv.

Yvumepacpatikd, n Greenpeace dgv avTitifeTal 6T XPNON TNG YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG
OTOV TOUEN TNG WTPIKNG, Oewpel ®OTOGO 01 CLYKEKPIUEVES EPEVVES KOl EQUPUOYES Oal
npénel va dleEdyoviol e GLVONKEG OMOUOVOONG OVTMG MOTE VO amoPevydel m
aneAevfépwon oto TEPPAAAOV  HETOAAAYUEVOV OPYOVIGUAOV 0Ond TOVS OTOIoVG
Tapdyovtal QApUaKe Kol oppoves. Tétolor opyoaviopol €yKvpHovouv  HEYAAOLG
KIVOUVOLG Yo TNV avOpdmivn vyeia, TV dyplo gUOT KOl T0, OIKOGVGTIHOTA.
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E: H Greenpeace avtitifgtar 6tnv 1p0000;

A: dvokd oyt Kot yati va 1o kédvovpe dAAwote; [Ipdodog onuaivel aAhayég Tpog 1o
KaAvTepo. Ol aAlayéc mpog 10 YEPOTEPO amoTeAovV Prinata Tpog ta micw. Ipénet va
BeParwBolpe 0Tt To peTOALAYUEVO LTA KO TPOTOVTO EIVOL ACPAAT] KOl TPOGPEPOVLY
0PéAN 0TO TEPIPAALOV, GTOVG KATOVOAMTEG KOl GTOVG AYPOTES, TPV PTAGOLV GTO
mdto pog. Agv mpémel vo. OeGUELTOVUE O Hio oueloPnToduevn TeXVoAoYia, Ot
EQOPUOYES TNG omoiag pmopel va £xovv amoteAéopato anpOPAenta Kol, Kupimg, Un
OVTIGTPETTA.

Frequently Asked Questions on Mutants:

Q: "What is Greenpeace's perspective on genetic engineering?"

Greenpeace is against the release in the environment of organisms which are products
of genetic engineering, as well as to the privatization of life through exclusive patent

rights on living organisms, genes or parts of the genome. Genetically mutant (or
genetically modified) organisms were released to the environment without there being
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any previous or adequate knowledge concerning their effect on the ecosystem, the
wild nature and the human health. It must be mentioned though, that Greenpeace is
not against the limited use of organisms which are products of genetic engineering, as
for medical purposes, in a controlled, bounded environment. Furthermore,
Greenpeace believes that the genetic engineering can be a useful tool for the
understanding of the function of natural mechanisms, a necessary knowledge on the
advancement of organic farming.

Q: What is genetic engineering? Are genetically mutant organisms dangerous?
Why isn't genetic engineering similar with the traditional biotechnological
techniques for the plant's improvement?

Genetic engineering deals with the extraction of selected genes from an organism
(like an animal, a plant, a bacterium or/and viruses), or the composition of copies, and
their artificial introduction into other organisms, completely different (like the
cultivated plants). These new organisms get some new characteristics, like the
resistance to a particular weed-killer. Genetic engineering usually uses genes of
viruses for the infiltration and the advancement of the foreign genes, as well as genes
of resistance to antibiotics, which function as sign genes. The introduced genes are
present in every cell of the plant.

Genetically mutant organisms are new life forms that didn't exist beforehand in
nature, and, which, in contrast with the traditional forms of biotechnology and plant
production, break the natural barriers created between species through millions of
years of evolution. Thus, a fish and a strawberry would never intersect in nature,
but genetic engineering succeeds that in the lab. Scientists extract a gene of a fish and
implant it in a strawberry creating a completely new organism. Genetic engineering
has the capacity to use genes of animals, plants, even of humans.

When these organisms, which are made by human hands, are let loose on the
environment and the food chain, then they start to reproduce themselves. It is a non-
reversible procedure, that if and when it starts, there is no way to be intercepted.
Nobody knows what could be the long-term consequences of the spreading of
genetically mutant organisms in the environment.

Q: Is it true that the mutant corpses are dangerous for the health?

The possibility that certain mutant plants could be dangerous for the health is
something that can't be excluded. The arbitrary implanting of foreign genes could
potentially cause problems to the controlled DNA network of an organism. The
foreign gene could, for instance, cause changes to the chemical reactions inside the
cells or obstruct the normal cellular function. This could lead onto instability of the
implanted genes, to the appearance of new allergies, of toxic effects and onto changes
of the nutritional value of the organism.

Plants that are products of genetic engineering contain genes of bacteria, insects and
viruses which had never been part of the human diet. Moreover, there is no
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information regarding their anaphylactic action. The possibility that the mutant
products could cause allergic reactions has not been estimated and controlled.

Furthermore, a lot of the mutant plants which are already cultivated for commercial
use contain genes resistant to antibiotics which are targeted to the treatment of
diseases to humans as well as to animals. These genes are useless to the cultivation of
mutant products and in case that the attribute of resistance to antibiotics is transmitted
to bacteria harmful for the human health, the impediment of the successful treatment
of various diseases is possible.

Q: Isn't it true that genetic engineering is a technology that can be completely
understood, characterized by precision and predictability?

The technology used nowadays in order to achieve the genetic modification of living
organisms (i.e. animals and plants) is unrefined and un-precise. The knowledge
concerning the consequences of genetic engineering to the DNA and the whole
organism is barely minimal. It is also not known how the descendants of the future
generations will be influenced. The technology that is today applied to genetic
engineering has to do with the implanting of novel genes inside the DNA.

Modern genetics has shown that genes do not work in separation one from another. In
contrast, they interact in complex ways, changing their behaviour under the influence
of other genes. Despite the fact that a gene can be cut precisely from the DNA of an
organism, its introduction to the DNA of another mechanism is completely arbitrary.
The result is the rupture of the order of the genes in the chromosome and it is possible
to bring about random and unpredictable changes to the cell's function.

DNA is a complex molecule whose exact function is not completely understood. One
thing not completely understood yet is how the DNA structure influences the gene's
expression. What is nevertheless known is that the position occupied by a gene inside
the DNA controls the function of that gene — this is the Position Phenomenon. There
is great uncertainty as to the position and the number of the implanted genes,
uncertainty that is cleared up only after the application of controls based on the DNA
chain.

As a conclusion, the consequences of genetic engineering to the structure of the DNA,
the exact function of the genes and their influence to the whole organism are elements
that can't be predicted precisely. The supporters of genetic engineering will probably
allege that a big part of the DNA is surplus and that the mutant organisms which
contain useless implants or those that present important biochemical anomalies will
be finally rejected. There is although the danger that a series of biochemical
anomalies will be manifested to later stages or even appear several generations later.
For many generations the consequences could be unknown. The supporting evidence
regarding the way an implanted gene could influence the following generations is
scarce.

Q: Isn't it true that genetic engineering is a “green” technology which assists
farmers to use less pesticides?

A study based on more than 8.200 experimentally cultivated fields by universities has
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demonstrated that in comparison to the farmers who cultivated natural soy varieties
those who cultivated mutant soy seeds use two to five times more quantities of
pesticides.

The year 1999, 70% of mutant corpses demonstrated resistance to big quantities of
pesticides. Regarding these plantations, the use of toxic substances is in fact
unavoidable. What are nevertheless, avoided are the techniques that could really spare
the farmers from the need to use chemical substances.

Many of the companies of the biotechnological sector try to convince the public that
the mutant organisms are environmentally-friendly, hiding at the same time their other
purpose which is the rise of the sales of chemical pesticides, which are produced and
sold by the same companies.

Q: Isn't it true that the mutant plants are useful in order to ensure food for all
the population of the planet?

This is a deeply unsound argument based on the mistaken view that the causes of
hunger are due to the gap between the food production and the human population
growth. As Jacques Diouf, the Head of the Food and Agriculture Secretariat of the
UN, notes: “The Earth produces enough food in order to feed all its inhabitants and
could produce even more”.

The recent report of the above organism, titled: “Agriculture in the period 2015-
20307, despite the fact that rejects the genetically mutant organisms reaches the
conclusion that the food production will continue to grow until 2030 surmounting the
population growth. The report establishes that the real causes of hunger and
malnutrition is poverty and the difficulty in access to food.

In the web address www.farmingsolutions.org Greenpeace, Oxfam, and other
organizations aiming to the provision of real solutions to the hunger problem cite
examples of socially and environmentally sustainable farming methods applied to the
whole world and providing safe food which at the same time is enough to feed big
population groups.

Q: Isn't it true that the mutant plants will benefit the farmers?

In U.S. and Canada — countries where for 5 at least years there exist this kind of
plantations — a coalition of 33 farmers' unions has recently issued an announcement
warning that the application of methods of genetic engineering in agriculture has
rendered the financial state of small and middle-range farmers all over the U.S.A.
extremely uncertain, as well as to other countries of the world.

The companies that are active in the agro-chemicals' field and produce seeds created
by genetic engineering demand from the farmers to sign legally binding agreements
where it is specified which particular farming method to follow and it is prohibited to
save seeds. Moreover, the farmers have to pay exclusive rights to the companies.
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The consequence is that companies like Monsanto sue those farmers that they believe
are using the company's products (mutant seeds) without having signed the relevant
agreements. In fact, due to cross-pollination, many farmers unfortunately trace mutant
plants in their fields. This is happening regardless if the farmers wanted or not to
cultivate such plants. The mutant organisms are live organisms, they can propagate,
they can move (e.g. on the pollen, on insects), resulting to their spreading without
being a way to withdraw them when we find out their negative consequences.

In Canada, Monsanto sued Percy Schmeiser, a cole seed farmer, because in his field
was traced mutant cole seed, which had grown there as an outcome of cross-
pollination. In fact, despite Schmeiser never wanted the cross-pollination, Monsanto
went to the court and managed to prove that in any case the farmer should pay the
company off.

The farmers following conventional methods have discovered that the mutant corpses
in nearby fields have turned out to weeds, not removable by using weed-killers,
exactly because genetic engineering has accorded a great resistance to them.
Regarding Canada, the Royal Society — one of the oldest and foremost distinguished
scientific unions — warns that huge cultivated stretches of the land have been infected
by cole seed weeds which are resistant to the killers, whose combat will economically
burden the farmers.

The farmers in U.S.A. and Canada, when they finish their crop, are facing another
problem concerning the plantations of mutant plants, namely that the foreign markets
are not disposed to import products of that kind of farming. In Canada, an outcome of
the growing of mutant cole seed was the downright fall of its exports to Europe. The
same has happened with the corn from the U.S.A., which isn't sold to Europe any
more and has been excluded by important Asian markets.

Q: Is genetic engineering the only solution for agriculture?

The application of genetic engineering to agriculture is suggested as the only solution
to the present day impasse (widespread use of insecticides, undermining of the flora
and the fauna, decrease of biodiversity, soil corruption, etc). The known facts until
now don't justify the slightest optimism. On the contrary, the presentation of genetic
engineering as a solution to the present day impasse of the agriculture is stopping the
advancement of the only economically and environmentally sustainable model, the
organic farming. A comparison between the research grants accorded to genetic
engineering and the grants accorded for research on the organic combat of diseases
shows that, despite the public's strong reaction, the application of genetic engineering
is still advanced by companies, governments and scientists. Unfortunately, this
perspective is cancelling any serious effort to advance organic agriculture, through
stable steps that will secure the marketing of local products, local varieties, the
decline in pesticide use, etc.

Q: What are the Bt products? Is it true they are dangerous?
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The Bt products are designed in order to have insecticide action. These products are
manufactured with the method of the insertion of a synthetic gene from the naturally
produced bacterium of Bacillus thuringiensis (known as the Thuringian Bacillus or
Bt) so that these plants will produce their own toxins Bt and exterminate parasites.
Corn, cotton and potatoes are already cultivated widely and are designated for
commercial use (especially in the U.S.A.) while there are more Bt products for the
time being evolving in the lab (cole seed, rice, tomatoes, etc.)

There is evidence backing the opinion that the hurry in order for the Bt products to be
promoted to the market is entangling serious danger for the environment and the
human health. Scientists who work for various European governments believe that the
genes of mutant corn produced by the multinational corporation Syngenta and
especially those that enhance the resistance to antibiotics pose a great danger for the
human and animal health as well as to the environment. Moreover, according to a
plethora of scientific evidence, the Bt corn is suggested to have negative
consequences both to the target insects (a growth of the insects' endurance) and to
useful insects.

Q: What is the “golden rice”? Isn't it true that its use saves from sight loss those
children that suffer from vitamin A deprivation?

It is a variety which has undergone treatment in order to produce pro-vitamin A. The
supporters of the product persist that this particular variety of mutant rice will aid in
the battle of the lack of vitamin A — a deprivation that could lead to loss of eye-sight —
in the developing countries.

According to the researchers leading this particular programme, the above rice variety
is ready for cultivation. But the word “ready” doesn't imply the necessary knowledge
regarding the consequences of the product to the environment and the health. In fact,
the “golden rice” is a lab product which hasn't passed the necessary tests while the
arguments about its contribution to the battle against various health problems are
either characterised by excessive optimism, or exist between wishful thinking and
fantasy.

The “golden rice” is not a solution to the root causes of vitamin A deprivation, which
are poverty and the inability to acquire a diet with bigger variety and adequate
quantities of vitamin A. In contrast, it is a technical and frivolous method of
treatment, which hasn't been tested and it is probable to cause new problems.
Moreover, the logic of single crop-farming which characterises the production of
mutant rice, may well lead to grave nutritional problems.

The possible large-scale production of “golden-rice” could further aggravate the
malnutrition problems and finally undermine the proper nutrition, having in mind that
it promotes a diet based on a sole product and not on the reintroduction of multi-
vitamin vegetable foods which were until recently cheap and abundant. The mutant
food will cause a bundle of problems concerning the lack of other ingredients — not
only of the vitamin A — necessary for the nutrition of an organism.

76



Q: Are mutant products safe?

The information concerning the safety of mutant foods, almost in its entirety, comes
from research taken by the industries which promote the mutant organisms. As it is
expected, the value and worth of these checks raise serious doubts since the
companies manufacturing the mutant organisms have spent billions of dollars and are
under the pressure of a fast amortization of their investment. It is obvious that long-
term independent studies and tests are needed to see if we could be sure about the
safety of the mutant foods. Another worry deals with the possibility of the increase
and acceleration of the growth of endurance of the pathogenics in antibiotics, due to
the use of similar genes in mutant organisms and foods.

In our country worries have already been expressed for the possibility of the
appearance of new allergies (Medical Association of Salonica, 2001). In the same
time, the studies for the consequences of mutant products (used in provender) for the
animals are very few. There are some scientists that ask for the application of
precautionary principles like the prohibition of the cultivation of mutant organisms.
There are cases of scientists that were fired just after they announced the results of
research according to which the use of mutant organisms would have negative
outcomes.

Q: Is it true that Greepeace is against the application of methods of genetic
engineering to medicine?

Greenpeace is specialised in environmental issues and has focused its attention to the
dangers concerning the release of genetically mutant organisms in the environment.
The uses of genetic engineering in medicine differs from its use in agriculture and
aquaculture where there is widespread release to the environment of mutant
organisms. In contrast to farming applications, in medicine the use of mutant
organisms is controlled (in space and time) and it is done with the consent of the
interested person (eg. the patient). In the medical field, genetic engineering is used for
the creation of new medicine and the application of new testing methods. This use of
genetic engineering is normally not associated with the use of genetically mutant
organisms and their release to the environment.

In the same time, the progress in molecular biology contributes to the better
understanding of the natural environment and the advancement of medicine.
Especially for the medicine there is the possibility of finding new methods of
diagnosis and treatment of grave illnesses.

Consequently, Greenpeace is not against the use of genetic engineering to the medical
field. Nevertheless, it believes that those studies and applications should take place in
seclusion so that we avoid the release to the environment of mutant organisms, from
which new drugs and hormones are produced. Such organisms entail great dangers to
the human health, the wild nature and the eco-systems.

Q: Is Greenpeace against progress?
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Of course not. Why should we be? Progress means the changes to the best. The
changes to the worst are steps backwards. We must make sure that the mutant plants
and products are safe and that they offer benefits to the environment, to the
consumers and the farmers, before they get to our dishes. We must not abide to a
disputable technology, whose applications may have unpredictable and mostly,
irreversible, outcomes.

2. I'evetika Tpomomoimpuévor Opyaviopoi (petariaypéva)
T1 etvan tor petoddaypéva
Ta petodraypéva elvar mpoiovio tov stapeidv [evetkng Mnyovikng. Xta

gpyaotnpld tovg, emepPaivovv kol TPOTOTOOVV KATA POOANCT, TO YEVETIKO LAMKO
(DNA) 10v {ovtavdv opyovioUdV e GUYKEKPIUEVES TEXVIKEC.

78



Eton, avapryvbouv emideypévec HOVAOEG YEVETIKOU LAIKOD EVIEADG OLOPOPETIKAOV
ewvOV (T.y. PLTOV Kot (OWV), KOTAcoKELALOVTAG TEAMKA VEOUG OPYOVIGHOUS HE €V
duvapel emBLUNTES 1O10TNTEG.

I oo Adyo yiveton avto;

Ot véppayot TG YEVETIKNG UNYOVIKNG vtootnpilovy 0Tt Ta petadhoyptévo, uTa Kot
To. TPOPULO TTOV TOPAYOVIOL OO OVTE, TPOGPEPOLY TOAAG TAEOVEKTHLOTO KO
UITOopoLV Vo GUUPAALOVY ATOTEAEGLATIKA GTNV TPOOOO NG avOp®TOTNTOC.

Etol vroéoyovtal xatamorépnon tov acheveldv tov eutov kot Tov (iloviov pe
Myotepa odppoxa kot Clavioktova kot dpo "mpootacic Tov mEpPaAiovtog”,
KOADTEPT) TOPAYWYT], LEYOAVTEPO OLYPOTIKE EIGOONLLOTO, KO OVTLLETMTION TNG TEIVAG.

Kt dpwg... kavéva omd to PETOAAAYUEVO KATOOKEVAGLOTO TOL KUKAOPOPEL TNV
ayopd dgv dIKOOAOYEL TOVG TOPATAV® 1oYVPIGHOVG. AvtifeTa, cuvTpUTTIKA GTOLKElD
ATOJEIKVOOVY OTL TIG® Ad OVTA To TPOSMOTEID TNG AVOPOTIAG, TNG PIAOOYPOTIKNG
KaBdg Kot ¢ TEPPAALOVTIKNAG TOMTIKNG, KpOPOVTAL KOAL OpYOVOUEVE GYEOLDL TOV
TOAMEOVIKOV TOV HETOAAYUEVOV, TTOL HEGO OO TO OUKOLOUATO TNG TOTEVTOG
0TOYXEVOVV 0€ PVOIKE KEPON Kot GTOV EAEYYO TNG TAYKOGLLOG TOPOYMYNG TPOPIL®V.

SOUUOYOL OE OVTNHV TN OTLYVH TPOCTAOELN TV TOALEBVIKDOV, e EMUEPOVS OPEAN,
Qoivovtol v ival 1 GUVTPUTTIKY TAEOYNOIN TOV KUPEPVIICEDV TOV OVOTTVYUEVOV
yopov, o INoykoécpog Opyaviopog Eumopiov, kot telkd 1o 1oy0OOV vOpoBeTikd
nhaico g E.E. pe 11g avtipdoeig mov to yopaktnpilet.

Metoiraypéva = AVOTOLOYIGTO PioKO

[ToAdol aveEdpTnTOl EMOTNUOVEG KOL EPELVNTEG £YOLV  KATOYPAWEL OPVNTIKEG
OLVETELEG OO TNV TOPOY®YN Kol YPNON TOV UETCAAAYUEVOV TPOIOVI®OV 1TNG
Bloteyvoroyiog. 'Etor ta pova mov oaviikepevikd pmopel va pog vmooyebel to

moAvebvikd Adpmt g [Nevetucng Mnyaviknig etvan:

TN o euowko Iepifdriov

1. Apeon vmoPdaducr| tov, amd ™V ovEnpévn TEMKE -Kot Topd TS ovTifeteg
VIOGYEGEIG- YPNON YNUIKOV OTIG KOAMEPYELEG KO TN HEYOADTEPT) GLVERMG POTOVON
OV

2. TIlpoomtikd, TN Un QVTICTPENTY KATOGTPOPN TOV:

Méow tov avéumv, ™G avATOPEVKTING CTOVPOYO-VILOTOINONG, NG aveSEAEYKTNG
LETAPOPAS YOPNG OO YUPEOCVLAAEKTIKA £VIONO KOL TNG TLUYOIOG EV-COUATMOONG TOV
yovidiwv DpavkesTdiv 6€ EVIE-ADG AGYETOVS OPYAVIGHOVS, TPOKAAEITOL £VOL O10P-KOG
OVTOTPOPOSOTOVLEVO KATAGTPOPIKO YOITAVAKL.

Av10 €xe1 og emaxkolovbo:
- TN OEVLTEPOYEVN ELCUY®YN EANTTOUOTIKOV YOVIOI®OV OTNV TOYKOGUO YEVETIKN
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deEapevn,

- v e&acBévion TV 10OV

- TNV EUEAVION Kot 014000M VE®V TTapacitemV, Kal-vouplov aviektikotepwv {ilaviov
Kot VE@V 0oBevELDV OV VITEPPaivOVY TO PLGIKO PPAYLLO TV EWOMV

- NV anOAEW BLOTOIKIAOTNTOG

- TNV TTOOT) TNS E6QPTKNG YOVILOTNTOG,

N oAMdG, pia Suvoptkd eEeAocdpevn evetikn pdmavon e KOPLo YopaKTPIoTIKO TIC
STAPOUYES KOL TNV OVIGOPPOTIC. TOV OIKOGLGTNUATMOV GE TOYKOGHLN KALLOKAL.

I'io tq Anudoa Yyeio

1. MeyaAdtepot kivovvot amd v avénpévn TeMKE xpnom yMUKAOV 6TIG KOAMEPYELES,
pe mepocdTEPO Kol Popltepa  MEPIOTATIKA  ONANTNPLAcE®Y, TPOPANUAT®V
AVOTOPOY®YNS, KOPKIVOV K.AT..

2. Avopeveic emdpaoelc Ady®m KatavaAm®ong VE®V aPOGIK®V TPOPIL®V e

- TNV €160Y®OYN VE®V TOEVOV Kol 0ALEPYLOYOVOV

- TV ovoyN OTa OVTIPLOTIKA KOl TN HEWOUEVI] OVTATOKPICT] TOL OVOGOTOU|TIKOV
GUGTNUOTOG

- QAAEG ByVOOTES TEMKA TOPEVEPYELES:

(O I''T.O. pmopovv va avté€ovv otn Opacn TOV YOOTPIKOV VYPAOV TOV TETTIKOV
OLOTNOTOG KOl LEGM TNG EVTEPIKNG YAMPIONG VO TEPAGOLY Kol VO EMNPEAGOVY KAOE
KOTTOPO TOV  OPYOVIGHOV  TPOKOAMVTOG U1 OVTIOTPENTEG  UETOAAGEES oOTO
QULGLOAOYIKE Yovidl 7oL Umopel VO OONYNOOLV GE VEEC —AYVMOOTEG- YEVETIKEG
acBéveleg N kKapkivovc. Ot TopevéPYElEg UTOPOVV VL TEPAGOVY GTOVG OTOYOVOLS Ko
o€ OLEG TIG EMOUEVEG YEVIEC).

O1 emmtdoelg ond ™V KaAMEPYEd toug otn Anuocto Yyeia kot oto mepfariov
elval avomoAdyloteg Kol Un  ovooTpEYHES. Av  amehevBepwBolv, dev vmdpyet
duvaToOTNTO ATOGVPGTG.

TA ATIEAEY®GEPOMENA METAAAATMENA I'ONIAIA
AEN ANAKAAOYNTAI KAI AEN ANAXAITIZONTAI
AAAA ANATTAPATONTAI

Ot ondpor Bpiokoviar onv apyf ™S 0AVGIdNS TV TpoPilwy. Av emiTpamel va
KoAMEPYNOOVV peTaAlayéveg mokiMeg:

- Oa amortnBovv meprocdtepa {ICAVIOKTOVOL Y10 VO OVTLLETOTIGTOVV T VEOQ TTLO
avOektikd ilavia

- Qo VIAPEOVY EMMTMOGEI GTNV ALYPOTIKN TOPOYMOYN T.X. LE TNV OVOGTOAT TOAVTIU®V
LKPOPLOK®VY AEITOVPYLDOV TOV £0APOVE —ALMTOOEGIEVOT).

- Ot aypoteg mov dev Ba t1g B€Lovv, Ba ybdoovv 10 dikaiwpo va Tapayovy kabopd
TPoiovVTa, AOY® TG ETUOALVONG

- Akoun, dev Ba EEpouvv av €yovv mapdyst petoAlaypéva Kot ogv Bo umopovv va
dMOOVV TIG OYETIKEG £YYVUNGELS 6TOVLG TTeEAdTeS Tovg. (HON moAAEG aAvoidec Tpopipmy
arortovy kabopd mpoidvra. To 1610 1oydeL Kot Yo T LOOTPOPECS).
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- Ot Prokariepyntés o avaykaotodv vo eykataAeiyovv tn SOVLAEWE TOLG Kot M
EAAGSa Ba yhoet €va peydAo cLYKPLTIKO TAEOVEKTNLO OTN O1EBVN ayopd.

- G0 agaviotodv ot piKpouesaiol mapaymyol kol 0o mpoaypatwOel M eQLOATIKY
TPOOTTIKY) TOV EAEYYOV T®V 6TOP®V amd Atyovg. Ot evamopeivavtes aypdtes Ba elvan
Vo KAOECTOC VTOTEAEING OMEVOVTL OTIS TOAVEOVIKEG, HECH TOV JKAIOUATOV
gvpeotteyviog mov Oa emPAndovv

- H paydaio adénom tov Kovovik®@v ovicot)tev 0o gival yeyovog

- Kot BéBara, n dwaomopd tov petaddayuévov oto mepidriiov Ba eapavicel
Bromowiddtnta pe 0AEBpieg cuvéneleg otn DVon Kot 6Tov dvBpwmo.

OMLot pog teAkd, eaivetol vo. GUUUETEYOVUE Y®PIG TN BEANGT HaG, OTO HEYOADTEPO
nelpape mov  €ywve MOTE OTOV  WAAVATN HE aveEéAeyKTa OMOTEAEGUOTO KOt
OVOTTOAOYIGTOVS KIVOHVOLG

®a 10 emtpéyouvpe vo vAoTom e,

TO AOT'O EXEI H KOINQNIA TON I[TOAITQN
KI OXI "H EIIIXTHMH" TQN ITOAYEGNIKOQN

Genetically modified organisms (mutants)
What are the mutants:

The mutants are products of the companies of Genetic Engineering. In their
laboratories, they intervene and modify on will, the genetic material (DNA) of the
living organisms using particular techniques.

In that way, they mix specific units of genetic material of completely different species
(e.g. of plants and animals), manufacturing finally new organisms with potentially
desirable qualities.

For what reason is this happening?

The supporters of genetic engineering argue that the mutant plants and the foods
produced by them, offer many advantages and could contribute efficiently in the
progress of humanity.

So, they promise the combat of plant diseases and weeds using less insecticides and
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weed-killers, thus the “protection of the environment”, better crops, bigger farmer's
incomes and the confrontation of hunger.

Nevertheless... none of the mutant products out on the market does not justify the
above allegations. On the contrary, overwhelming evidence proves that behind the
facets of humanity, of farmers'-friendly and environmental policy, there are lurking
well-organised plans of the multinationals (companies) of mutants, which through the
rights of the patents aim to mythical profits and the control of the global food
production.

Allies to that brutal effort of the multinationals, with side benefits, seem to be the
over-whelming majority of the governments of the developed countries, the World
Trade Organisation, and finally the present legislative context of the E.U. with the
contradictions characterising it.

Mutants = incalculable risk
Many independent scientists and researchers have put down the negative
consequences of the production and use of mutant products of biotechnology. Thus,
the only things the multinational lobby of Genetic Engineering could objectively
promise us is:
For the natural Habitat (environment)
1. Immediate degradation, from the finally increased — despite all the opposite
promises — use of chemicals in the plantations and bigger pollution for it.
2. In the future, its irreversible destruction:
From the winds, the inevitable cross-pollination, the uncontrollable spreading of
pollen from the pollen- collecting insects and from the arbitrary incorporation of
Frankenstein genes in completely irrelevant organisms, a continuously self-feeding
destructive circle is created.
As an outcome, there is:
. the secondary introduction of faulty genes in the global genetic reserve
. the degradation of species
. the appearance and spreading of new parasites, new and more resistant weeds and
diseases that overcome the natural barrier of species
. the loss of biodiversity
Y. the decrease of soil fertility
or, else, a dynamically evolving Genetic pollution with its central characteristic the
disorders and the imbalance of the ecosystems in a global scale.

6]

For the Public Health

1. Greater dangers from the finally increased use of chemicals in the plantations, with
more and heavier instances of poisonings, reproduction problems, cancers, etc.

2. Adverse consequences due to the consumption of new unnatural foods with

%. the introduction of new toxins and allergenics

. the tolerance to antibiotics and the decreased response of the immune system

. other so far unknown consequences

(the GMOs can resist the action of abdominal fluids of the digestive system and

through the intestinal flora pass through and affect every cell of the organism causing
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irreversible mutations to the ordinary genes which could lead to new — unknown —
genetic illnesses or cancers. The side-effects could pass on to the offsprings and to all
future generations).

The outcomes in Public Health and the environment of their cultivation cannot be
estimated and are irreversible. If they are released, there is no possibility of
withdrawal.

THE RELEASED MUTANT GENES CANNOT BE WITHDRAWN NOR
INTERCEPTED BUT THEY REPRODUCE

The seeds are in the beginning of the food chain. If mutant varieties are allowed to be
cultivated:

% More weed-killers will be needed to face the new more resistant weeds

. there will be consequences to the farm production for instance by the stopping of
useful microbial functions of the soil — nitrogen blocking.

. the farmers who don't want them, will lose their right to produce clean products,
due to cross-pollution

%. Moreover, they won't know if they have produced mutants and they won't be able
to give the necessary reassurances to their customers. (A lot of the grocery chain-
stores demand clean products. The same thing applies to the animal foods)

. the organic farmers will have to leave their jobs and Greece will lose one big
comparative advantage to the international market.

. The small-scale producers will be lost and the nightmare of the seeds' control by a
few will be realised. The rest of the farmers will be in a state of submission to the
multinational companies, through the patent rights which will be imposed.

. The cumulative rise of social inequalities will be a fact.

%, Of course, the release of mutants in the environment will erase the biodiversity
with lethal outcomes for Nature and the humans.

All of us, finally, seem to take part against our will, to the biggest experiment ever to
happen in the planet, with uncontrollable outcomes and dangers that cannot be
estimated.

Will we let this happen?

THE CIVIL SOCIETY HAS THE RIGHT TO SPEAK AND NOT THE
MULTINATIONAL “SCIENCE”
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H petorhaypévn amenin

H yevetuc unyavikn, tapepPaivovtag oto yevetikd vAkd (DNA) kot mapapralovrog
mv eEeMkTiKn dadkacio, Tpoomabel vo pag petatpéyel mapd ) 0EAnNon pog ot
mePapaTOlma 6To peyalhtepo meipapa mov £yve moté otov TAavT. And t0 1997,
10 dtvovpe éva oKANPO Kol TOAVTAELPO AYDOVO EVAVTIO OTIG TOAVEOVIKES TOV
petaAloypévov. Méoa oamd exotpoteieg eVNUEPMONG TOV  KOTOVOAWOTOV, LE
OEIYUOTOANTTIKOVG EAEYYOVG GE TPOPIUA KOl CTOPOLS KOl LE OVVOLUKES EVEPYEIEC GE
apLOdIoVS Qopeig Kot gTaupieg, ayovilopaote yio va yvopilovpe T TpOUE KOl Vo
dwtnprioovpe ™ POToOKIAOTNTA TOV TAOVITY. XAPN OTNV EKGTPATEID LOG OVTH, N
EMéda katéyel o maykdoa, Betikn mpotid: oand to NoéuPpro tov 2003 mwov
Eexivnoe N ekoTpatela Hog Yoo TNV avoKpuén g xdpag pog oe Zovn EdevBepn and
MetoAraypéva, péoa oe Oéka pnveg (ZemtéuPprog 2004), Oheg or vouapyLokég
OLTOOWOIKNGES TNG YOPOS MHOG YNHPoOV  EVAVIWL OTNV  KOAAEPYEWDL TOV
petaAlaypévav Kot ovaknpbynkav oe Zoveg EAe0Bepeg amd Metaddlaypéva. X10x0g
poc €lvor 1 VOUIKY KOTOYVPMON NG OmOPAcNS OVTNG, (MOCTE VO Elvol TPOKTIKA
adLVATO VO, E160O0VV Kol Vo KAAMEPYNOOVV HETOALOYLEVA GTN YDPOL.

Ot petaddaypévol opyavicpol Hropovv vo S1acTavp®wBoy e PUOTKOVS OPYAVIGHOVG
Kol vo ovorapoay0ovv, va LETOVOGTEDGOVY Kot Vo, petapepBoiv, pe anpdfrenteg Kot
avelédeykteg ovvénele. H amelevBépwon tov HETOAAAYUEVOV OPYOVICUDV GTO
mePPAAAOV glvonl oL PN OVTIGTPENTY] OOIKAGIM: OEV LIAPYEL TPOTOS VO TOVG
"amocVpoLvE" OTOV JAMIGTOCOVLE TIC OTOLES APVNTIKEG EMNTMGELS TOVS. H yeveTikn|
pomavon amoterel iomg TN peyoAOTEPT OMEM] Yo TO QLGIKO TEPPAAAOV KOl TN
BlomowciAdTaL.

Exatoppopla moiteg, emMoTNUOVES Kol OpYOvVOGELS 6€ OAO TOV KOGHO givol avTifeTOoL
HE TNV omeEAELOEPMOT TOV PETUALAYUEVOV OPYOVIGUL®OV GTO TEPPAAAOV Kot TN Ypnon
TOVG GTO TPOPLLLOL KOl 0VI|GVYOVV Y10 TIG TOOVES EMTTAOCEL,

Ta yevetwkd petardaypéva tpoidvro 0ev elval o YELOTIKE, o OpenTiKd, mo EONVA
N MO AOJOTIKA OO TA PLGIKA. ANoVPYOLVTAL, TOPEYOVTOL KOl TPo®BovvVTaL GTNV
ayopd e HOVAOIKO KPUNPLO TO OIKOVOUIKO GULUEEPOV TMV TOALEBVIKOV TMV
HETOAAOY LEVAV.

Ot moivebvikég tov petadroypévov mélovv yuoo ) palikn amedevBépwon tov
TPOIOVTOV TOVG KOL Tn ¥PNom otV Tpoeikn aAvcida. Ot gtapieg oAAd Kol ot
KUBEPYNOELS TOL TPOWOOVLV TO HETOAAAYUEVA EMOIOKOLV VO GTOLOTICOLV KAOE
npoomdleln. Yoo TOV TEPOPICUO TV TPOIOVI®V TOLG KOl Y. TN Onpovpyio
vopoBeciog mov Ba eAéyyel Tovg pETOAAAYUEVOVLS OpYOVIGHOUS Kol Ba dlvel
duvaTdTTa TOGO OTOVG KATOVOAMTEG OGO Kol GTOLG aypotes va emdééovv. Kot o
AOY0g givar amAdS: 1 GUVTIPITTIKN TAELOYNGIO TOV KOTOAVOAOTOV KABMG Kot aypOTEG
oe OM0 TOV KOGHO &ivor eviehd¢ avtifetor otnv amelevBépwon petadhaypévaov
0pPYAVIGUAOV 6TO TEPPAALOV Kot GTN YPT|ON TOVG GTO TPOPLLLOL.
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http://www.greenpeace.org/greece/press/118523/9

The mutant threat

Genetic engineering, by intervening to the genetic material (DNA) and violating the
evolutionary procedure, is trying to turn us despite our will into lab animals for the
biggest experiment that ever happened on the planet. Since 1997, we are giving a hard
and multi-faceted struggle against the multinationals of the mutants. Through
information campaigns of the consumers, sampling tests in food and seeds and
dynamic actions in the appropriate agencies and companies, we are fighting to know
what we are eating and to sustain the biodiversity of the planet. Due to our campaign,
Greece has a world first: since November of 2003 when our campaign started for the
designation of our country into a Mutant-Free Zone, in 10 months (September 2004),
every Prefecture government of our country has voted against the cultivation of
mutants and they have been designated Mutant Free Zones. Our aim is the legal
entrenchment of that decision, so that it would be practically impossible to import and
cultivate mutants in the country.

The mutant organisms can cross-breed with natural organisms and reproduce, migrate
and transfer, with improbable and uncontrollable consequences. The release of mutant
organisms in the environment is an irreversible procedure: there is no way to
“withdraw” them when we discover whatever their negative consequences are.
Genetic pollution constitutes perhaps the biggest threat to the natural environment and
biodiversity.

Millions of citizens, scientists and organizations form all over the world are against

the release of mutant organisms to the environment and their use in foods and they
worry for possible consequences.
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The genetically mutant products are not tastier, more nutritious, cheaper or more
profitable that the natural ones. They are created, produced and promoted in the
market on the sole reason of the financial interest of the multinationals of the mutants.

The multinationals of the mutants are pressuring for the large-scale release of their
products and the use in the food chain. The companies, but also the governments
promoting the mutants are aiming to stop every effort for the limitation of their
products and the establishment of a legislation that would control the mutant
organisms and will give the opportunity to the consumers as well as to the farmers to
choose. The reason is simple: the overwhelming majority of the consumers as well as
the farmers all over the world are completely against to the release of mutant
organisms to the environment and their use in foods.

Avtiota0sgite 6T0 VOpo Xovgpird
nov Baler Ta perarraypéve otnv EALGoa
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(6morog BéLel va {Noet TpEmeL va, JUATGEL TOPOL)

H wmevdwotikn anégaocn tov Ymovpyov IMEXQAE k. Xovepid yw tnv
eveopdroon g Evponaikng Odnyiag 18/2001 (ko Tov kavoviop®v tng 1829-
1830/2003) pe titho : "Xxompun anerevdipowon tov I.T.O. 10 nteprfpdriov' oto
€OVIKO OiKO10 OVVIGTO OTPOKAAVTTO KNPLEN TOAEROVL EVOAVTIOV TNG EAANVIKNG
KOWVOVIOS, TOV QUOIKOV TEPLPAALOVIOS, TOV TOAITIGHOD MOS KOL  TOL
2ovTaypnoTog pog.

O ame\NTIKOG €PIATNG TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV TTOV TAOVIOTOV €T UNVES KOl YpOVIOL
mhveo amd v motpida poc, pe to "vopo Xovold" maipver clpka Kol OGTAL.
OLOxAnpn M Odnyla mov pe v Ymovpyikry Amdeaom kabictator vOpog tov
EAMNVIKOV KPATOVG, amoTeAel EVO OLOKANPOUEVO Unyaviopd NOMKNG TPosTasiog TG
€160000V, TNG KOAMEPYELNG KOl TNG EUTOPLOG TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV GTNV TATPION LOGC.

H wxvBépvnon avti va oamayopevoetl pe €Bvikd dikowo tnv €icodo, dwokivnon kot
KOAMEPYEWD TOV UETOAAAYUEVOV, OVTIL VO, TPOoTATEVSEL TV vyeio Tov EAAnva
TOALTY, TNV EAANVIKT] QUOT Kol TNV EAANVIKY| YE®PYid, LTOKOTTEL UE EMOVEIOIOTO
TPOTO Kot EMKLPAOVEL WG £BvVIKO dikaro v Evponaikn Odnyia. Kdvet €161 yio Tpmdn
Qopd vOULLO KOOECTMG TNV EPLOATIKT TOpovsio TV peToAlayuévav otnv EALGO,
pe 0tt avtd ovvemdyetor. H Odnyio mov emkdpwoe n kvPépvnon pe vmovpykn
amoeaon ™G Bucldlel otV apyN TOL AVTUYOVIGLOL Kol 6T KEPON ALYV ETAPEIDV
KkéBe NI Ko Kowwvikn apyn O6ntwc n "Apyn ™S Tpo@viains' N "AnnokpaTiki
apyn" ko n "Apyn ™s Kupuapyiac" tov EAAnvikov kpdrtovg. ®voidlet tehkd to
0o to XOvtaypd pog petatpémoviog toug EAnvec oe mepapotdlmo kot tnv
EMNVIKN KOWVOVIN Kol pUOT € TEPAUATIKO TESTO PE avOTOAOYIGTO pioko.

To "popatdprovp" giye empépel Evav adKOIOAOYNTO EPNOVYAGUO GTOVS TOAITES TNG
Evponaiknc ‘Evoong kat glye a¢' e1€pov 0dGEL TOV KOO 0TU «KAOUTLY TOV ETOPLOV
vo SlPpdcoVV KPATIKEG VINPESiES, Beo0VE, TAVETICTHIIO KOl KOWV®VIKOVS (POPELS
TOL PLGLOAOYIKA OTTOTEAOVV TNV TPMTN YPOUUN AUUVOS TNG KOWOVIONS ATEVOVTL GTNV
OmE] TOV HeETOAAaYpEVOY. OAot avtol a&lomolovviol GYHEPO Ylo. TNV TANPN
AVATTUEN TNG OTPATNYIKNAG TOV EPNGLYACUOD TV TOMTIMOV OTEVOVTL 6TV EIGPOAN
TV petadldaypévaov (vopog Zovpid). Idwitepa emikivouvo poro mailovv onuepa
OPICUEVEG U KLPEPYNTIKES OPYAVAGELS TOV £X0VV TEWGOEl EKOVGES dikovseg OTL KAOE
ayovag glval LATanog Ko ETLYEPOVV VoL GUUUETEYOLV 6T dlayeipion g 16050V TV
petoAraypévav. Tloapdia to akpofotiKd ETLYEPNUATO KO TIG KOPDVES EVOVTIOV TOV
petaAlaypévav, ol ToAiteg ypryopa Bo dameTdcovY 0Tl 01 KOHPLoL avTol 0VdENOTE
TOAUNGCOV VO [UAICOLV Y10l TNV «TOUTOKEPO» TOV €lval M coENg omdppy”n NG
Evponaiking Odnyiog kot 1 0éomon EBvikod Awkaiov mAnipovg amaydpevong twv
UETAALQLYUEVAV.

Zfuepa Tov ot gToupeieg TV pETOAAAYUEVOV gykabdicTavtal pe VOUIO TPOTO GTNV

TATPidd HOG, OMEIMDVIOG HE TPOTOPOVY] TPOTO EAANVIKN Kowvwvia, @VUoN Kot
TOMTIoUO, KavEVaG Oev Umopel va, amo@Uyel TG EVBVVES TOV.
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Emompovikol cOAloyor, képpota, ekkinoio, Awoaotiky] €fovoio Kot TOAITES
KaAoOvTot va tovv 1o peyaio OXI oty npmtogavn ameidn. Alapopetikd Bao elvon
VTOAOYOL OTTEVAVTL OTIG YEVIEG TV EAAVOV Tov £pyovtal.

AToToOpE £0M KO TOPA TNV OKLP®ST TG Y TOLPYIKNG ATOPOGNS TOL EVOMUATMVEL
v Odnyia 18/2001 oto EBviko pag Aikato.

Na amopakpovOovv and ™ yopa pog 1 vo katactpaovv dueca 6ca I'.T. mpoidvta
&xovv ewoayBel 1 Exovv mapaybel vopupa 1 Tapdvopa ¢ otr.

Na arayopevtel TApwg Kdbe sicaymyn, dwakivnon 1 eunopio I'.T.O. ot yopa pog.
Na amayopevtel TApmg o1 yOpo pog kabe popens kariiépyswo I.T.O.

Na koatoyvpmOsei Oeopikd mAicl0 GUEGOV KOWMVIKOD €AEYYOL Yoo TNV TANPM
anayopevon KaAMEpyelag, epmopiog Kot dtakivnong tov I.T.O. oty emikpdreld pog.

AT'OQONIZTEITE, YIIOXTHPIZETE THN ITANEAAAAIKH KINHZH KATA TQN
METAAAATMENQN I'TA TO MEAAON TQN ITAIAIQON 2AX

KANENAY EAAHNAX TTOAITHX ITIEIPAMATOZQO TOQN ITOAYEGNIKQN

KATAPI'HEH EAQ KAI TQPA TOY NOMOY 20YOAIA

Aépe OXI oto petarhaypéva...

Iorzt:

* ATOTELOUV PO TPOTOPAVI] OTELA Y1 T1] VO] KOl TV KOWVOVid.

+ Amotehovv Kivouvo Yo v avlpomvn vyeio ko T PromoukiAoTnTe pe pn
OVOGTPEYLIES CUVETELES.

+ IoomeddveL TOVG TOMIKOVS SATPOPIKOVS TOMTIGHOVS Kol 001 Yel 6TOV EAEYYO
NG OLUTPOPNGS TOV TAGVITY U0 pa YOVPTA TOAVEOVIKOV.

Amoppintovpe:

To Oegopkd mhaiolo mov epappolel ko pvOpiler Tnv amodoyr), TNV Tapovcia, TNV
owkivnon ko v kKedgpyero Tov 'evetikd Tpomomompévov Opyaviopov og
avtifeon pe Tig apyés g Anpokpariog kor s lpoporaing

Anartovpe:

Ano v EMnvikny molteio vo kaver wpdln 1t ovvrpurtiky 0€inon Tov

ELMANVIKOV L0000 KO Vo, YN QIGEL EKEIVO TO VOUIKO TAGIGLO TOV UTOPPEEL OO TNV
apyf ™S Anpoxpartiag, v apyi g Kvpapyiog ko myv apyn e Ipoedralng
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ommwg ovtég avaeépoviar oto AweOvég Ilpwtokoriro Broaoedaielog g
KopOayévng xor mov 0o amayopever v &icodo, T Owokivion ko TNV
kargpyero tov I'.T.O. ot yopa poc.

Resist to Souflias' legislation act that introduces mutants in Greece
(whoever wants to live must speak up now)

The sudden decision of the minister of Environment, Urban Planning and Public
Constructions to incorporate into the national legislation the European Directive
18/2001 (and the rules of 1829-1830/2003) bearing the title: “Deliberate Release
of G.M.Os to the environment” constitutes an outright proclamation of war
against the Greek society, the natural environment, our civilisation and our
Constitution.

The threatening nightmare of mutants which was wandering for months and years
over our home country, under “Souflias legislation act” is taking flesh. The whole
Directive which, under the minister’s decision, is rendered law of the Greek state,
constitutes a complete mechanism of Legal protection of the introduction, the
cultivation and the trade of mutants in our home country.
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The government, instead of banning under national law the introduction, circulation
and cultivation of the mutants, instead of protecting the health of the Greek citizens,
the Greek nature and the Greek agriculture, is succumbing in a disgraceful way and
ratifies as national law the European directive. In that way, it accords legal status to
the nightmarish presence of mutants in Greece, whatever this implies. The Directive
the government ratified on a ministerial decision is sacrificing to the principle of
antagonism and to the profits of a few companies every moral and social principle,
like the “Principle of Caution”, the “Democratic Principle” and the “Principle of
Sovereignty” of the Greek state. It is finally sacrificing even our own Constitution,
turning the Greeks into lab animals and Greek society and nature into an experimental
field with incalculable risk.

The “moratorium” had brought about an unjustified enthusiasm to the citizens of the
European Union and, on the other side, had given time to the “lobbies” of the
companies to corrupt the governmental agencies, the institutions, the universities and
the social agents who would normally be the first line of society's defence against the
threat of mutants. All these are today utilized for the full advancement of the strategy
of the citizens' complacency facing the invasion of the mutants (Souflias legislation
act). Especially dangerous is the role taken today by some non-governmental
organizations who have been convinced, willy-nilly, that every struggle is futile and
they try to take part in the management of the introduction of the mutants.

Despite all the acrobatic arguments and the high tones against the mutants, the
citizens will soon find out that these gentlemen at no time dared speak about the
vexed issued (“ropmaxepa’) which is the outright refute of the European Directive
and the enactment of a National Law fully banning the mutants.

Now that the companies of the mutants are legally settling down in our country,
threatening in an unprecedented way the Greek society, nature and civilisation,
nobody can avoid their responsibilities.

Scientific associations, political parties, the church, the Judicial system and the
citizens are asked to say the big NO to the unprecedented threat. In another way, they
will be accountable to the generations of Greeks to come.

We are demanding here and now the cancellation of the Ministerial Decision that
incorporates the Directive 18/2001 to our National Legislation.

All the G.M.O. products imported legally or illegally must be removed from our
country or destroyed.

Any import, circulation and trade of G.M.Os in our country must be completely
banned.

Any kind of cultivation of G.M.Os must be completely banned.

An institutional frame of direct social control for the complete ban of cultivation,
trade and circulation of G.M.Os in our territory must be set.

STRUGGLE, SUPPORT THE PAN-HELLENIC MOVEMENT AGAINST
MUTANTS FOR THE FUTURE OF YOUR CHILDREN
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NO GREEK CITIZEN LAB ANIMAL FOR THE MULTINATIONALS
IMMEDIATE REPEAL OF SOUFLIAS LEGISLATION ACT

We say NO to mutants...

Because:

3. They constitute an unprecedented threat for nature and society

4. They constitute a danger for the human health and biodiversity with
irreversible consequences

5. It is bulldozing the local nutritional civilisations and leading to the control of
the planet's diet from a bunch of multinationals.

6. We are rejecting:

he institutional frame applying and regulating the acceptance, presence,
circulation and the cultivation of Genetically Modified Organisms contrasting
the principles of Democracy and Caution

We demand:
From the Greek state to enact the overwhelming will of the greek people and
vote for that legal frame which stems from the principle of Democracy, the
principle of Sovereignty and the principle of Caution as they are mentioned in
the International Protocol of Bio-safety of Carthage, which would ban the
import, the circulation and the cultivation of G.M.Os in our country.
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