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Full Disclosure: Why Labeling Genetically Modified Organisms Is Necessary Original title. 

Piques readers’ interest. 

The decision of whether or not to eat genetically modified (GM) food is a relatively new 

dilemma for consumers. People have been going to the grocery store for years, and up until the 

mid-1990s there was little question as to what they were buying. Consumers knew that when 

they picked up a tomato, that product was in fact a tomato, not a tomato that had been spliced, or 

merged, with the genes of some other organism in an attempt to get it to behave like an entirely 

different fruit. As always, your unique personal voice and style make this an engaging 

read.There were certainly food additives, preservatives, and other questionable ingredients up 

until then, but before 1994, a tomato was still a tomato. Food additives, preservatives, potentially 

allergenic ingredients, and possibly toxic ingredients are already required to be addressed on 

each product’s labeling. Due to health and safety concerns and a consumer's right to know what 

is being added to their food, the federal government missing word here—“must” or 

“should”institute a mandatory labeling system that identifies those products that contain 

genetically modified organisms (GMOS). Strong, clear, and original thesis. 

The genetic modification of food is defined as essentially, “any change to the heritable 

traits of an organism achieved by intentional manipulation,” or more specifically, “recombinant 

DNA technology, which is the process of removing individual genes from one organism and 

transplanting them into another organism” (MacDonald and Whellams 181; Kirby 352). Here 
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you start to give  readers the tools/background information they need to understand your claim. 

This ingredient was absent in your first few drafts.This is the basis of contemporary 

bioengineering. Effective short sentence.Bioengineering has been seen as the answer to address 

many of the environmental issues related to climate change, and to help feed the exponentially 

growing populations in developing countries. Scientists have created “drought resistant corn and 

soybeans,” rice with increased nutrients, and “pest resistant plants” (Kirsch 21). However, for 

more cosmeticgood word choice reasons, scientists also created the FLAVR SAVR™ tomato. 

This tomato would eventually become the first GM food available to consumers. In “Plant 

Breeding,” it is noted that not until 1992 would the FLAVR SAVR™ tomato become the first 

commercially developed GM crop (3375). Two years later, the company, Calgene, received 

approval from the FDA to sell their FLAVR SAVR™ tomatoes (Martineau 189). Kirsch notes 

that there was a lukewarm public greeting for Calgene’s tomato, and the underwhelming sales 

further emphasized that the general public was apprehensive about GM food (21). Nice last 

sentence! 

Though some are quick to equate the two, genetic modification should not be confused 

with hybridization or cross-breeding. Many government officials, specifically those in 

organizations like the FDA, USDA, and the EPA that regulate GM food and crops, feel that the 

similarities between hybridization and genetic engineering are enough to justify the two as being 

indistinguishable (Kirsch 25). Progressive gene variations have led to the hybridization, both 

intentional and unintentional, of many plants and animals over time. Scientists have used 

hybridization to achieve a desired trait, or to suppress a trait deemed undesirable (Gudorf and 

Huchingson 233). The biggest difference between hybridization and genetic engineering is that 

the hybridization process is more natural than the forced genetic splicing of the genetic 
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engineering process (Kirby 352). Clear explanation.It is possible for hybridization to occur 

naturally, outside of a laboratory, but it is not possible for gene splicing to occur in a natural 

environment. Strong paragraph closing sentences. 

Though the majority of America’s food supply contains GMOs And the public is 

unaware of this fact, very little research has been conducted on the safety of these food products. 

Currently, “80% spell out the percentageof processed food in the United States has a component 

that comes from a genetically modified crop” (Krebs). Today, there is evidence that Americans 

are generally ignorant about the presence of GMOs in the food supply. A new survey finds that 

only “26% of Americans think they have ever eaten such food” (Krebs). This is no longer a 

process by which plant and animal genes are spliced with matching genes. Today, bioengineers 

can create a plant that has been spliced with animal genes (Kirby 357). Certainly, scientific 

advancements have surpassed anything that was once thought conceivable. However, this is an 

example of scientists and the U.S. government irresponsibly abusing their wealth of knowledge 

for reasons that are(Minor point—find a more precise word than “unnecessary”) unnecessary. 

Assertive move here and reflects your attempt to weave original analysis in throughout essay. 

Also savvy is the synthesis of multiple sources within paragraphs rather than organization by 

source.The mystery surrounding the food people are buying has and will continue to perpetuate a 

sense of uncertainty within consumers and their curiosity will undoubtedly grow. As consumers 

become more aware of their food and where it comes from, they will gather more information, 

becoming progressively more concerned about the safety of the food supply and how their food 

is made, breeding a distrust of both biotech companies and the government (MacKenzie 52). 

Effective balance of summary, paraphrase, and direct quotation.  
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To date, there have been no documented health risks related to GM food. Its proponents, 

such as the FDA, use this as the basis for their argument for why GM food poses no threat to 

consumers, and why mandatory labeling of GM food is unnecessary. Attention to 

counterargument—good.An FDA spokesman backed this argument stating, “we have seen no 

evidence that the bioengineered foods now on the market pose any human health concerns or that 

they are in any way less safe than crops produced through traditional breeding” (qtd. in 

MacDonald and Whellams 184-185). Despite this, a recent MSNBC poll shows that 90% of 

consumers feel that GM food should be labeled, which can potentially be attributed to the 

ambiguity of GMOs’ impact on public health and safety (Huff). 

 Though few specifics have been identified, conjectures regarding potential health 

problems in the future are not difficult to make. Fluent transition/paragraph topic sentence.The 

most noted possible health hazard linked to GM food is the potential for heightened or new food 

allergies. There is a consensus among scholars that new food allergies are one of the more 

obvious reasons to require the mandatory labeling of GM food (Kirby 360). Anne MacKenzie, 

the Associate Vice-President of Science Evaluation for The Canadian Food Inspection Agency 

states that, “Allerginicity is an important consideration for foods derived through biotechnology 

because of the possibility of a new protein introduced into a food could be an allergen” (51). She 

goes on to add that when a food, such as soy, that is a common allergen is used in the genetic 

modification process, “life-threatening” results are more likely to occur (51). It has also been 

suggested that GM food could be responsible for the increase in the number of people that have 

developed food-related allergies in the last decade. For example, people do not know specifically 

which peanut gene may spark their allergy (Gudorf and Huchingson 233). It could be the gene 

for color, the gene for oil production, or the gene that makes peanuts viable underground that 
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contains the protein that sets off their allergy. If a scientist wants to make a strawberry that grows 

underground, and inserts that gene from the peanut into a strawberry’s DNA, the same 

individuals that are allergic to peanuts could now be allergic to that particular strawberry without 

knowing (Gudorf and Huchingson 233). GM food not only has the potential to “set-off” 

allergies, but genetic modification could also, “produce dangerous toxins, increase cancer risks, 

produce antibiotic-resistant pathogens, and damage food quality” (Kirby 359). There are also 

proteins that are completely synthetic and foreign to the human body that are being genetically 

merged into food (Kirby 360).  

 Conversely, Robert Bracket, Director of the Center for Food Safety and Applied 

Nutrition, testified before the FDA that if the genetic modification process were to merge one 

organism with an organism that is considered a common food allergen, soy, milk, egg, etc., then 

that product would indeed be labeled as containing a common food allergen as is required by law 

(“Bioengineered Food”). Otherwise, Bracket says, “GM food is safe and no different than its 

conventionally grown counterpart,” which echoes the FDA spokesman quoted above 

(“Bioengineered Food”). 

Potential health risks aside, consumers have an inherent right to be informed about the 

content and origin of their food. Anne Mackenzie maintains that “the right of consumers to make 

informed choices should be respected” and that “reliable labeling is the only means to ensure 

consumer confidence in this area, even if it means broadening the basis for labeling 

requirements” (52). The labeling information found on most food products lets consumers know 

whether something is organic, the caloric content, and the amount of various nutrients that can be 

found in the product. It is this type of information on which consumers base their buying choices, 

so why should it be any different when it comes to GMO products? Consumers have a right to 
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decide what types of food they put in to their bodies, but when GMOs are not labeled, consumers 

lack the information needed to make these choices. Sarah Kirby, in her article for The Drake Law 

Review states, “the consumer is the best person to assess the materiality of information when 

making decisions involving food products” (357). It is the consumer, then, not the government, 

biotech companies, or food producers who should be making choices about GMO labeling. The 

only way for the consumer to make these important choices about GMOs is for those products to 

be labeled appropriately. Many other countries already have a labeling system in place. The 2003 

Swiss Gene Technology Act, in an effort to promote the right to choose mandates that all 

products that contain GMOs be labeled to reflect their contents (Sand 190-191). The personal 

and necessary nature of food demands individual choice, a right that Switzerland has preserved 

for its citizens.  

Unlike much of the rest of the world, the United States mandates a relatively unregulated 

voluntary labeling system. In her book What to Eat, Marion Nestle sets out to find a genetically 

modified product that has a product look-up (PLU) code that begins with eight, as the voluntary 

GMO labeling system mandates (56). She is not surprised when her search is unsuccessful. 

Nestle states that, “Scientifically based or not, the motivation of the biotechnology companies for 

opposing labeling is obvious: if the foods are labeled as GM, you might choose not to buy them” 

(57). This is a valid concern. Not only does the uncertainty surrounding GM food present an 

uneasiness as far as safety goes, but also, as consumers do not know much about the subject, the 

possibility that seeing a label that reads, “Contains GMOs,” could potentially frighten them from 

purchasing a product that could be entirely safe. Yet, until the government can prove that GM 

food is safe for human consumption they should not allow it to be released into the country’s 
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food supply, and if they must, a label that signifies the presence of GMOs is the only way to 

effectively respect a consumer’s right to know what is in the food they are eating.  

Many countries, most notably those in the European Union (EU), choose to adopt the 

“precautionary principle” (MacDonald and Whellams 185). The “precautionary principle,” states 

that, “when an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary 

measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established 

scientifically” (“Precautionary Principle”). As it relates to the subject of GM food, if the genetic 

modification process presents a potential threat to human health it is best to be cautious and to 

take action, even if science has not unequivocally proven it harmful (MacDonald and Whellams 

185). Move to possible solutions and precedents well-done. 

 The reason the U.S. government does not currently have a mandatory labeling system is 

not because no one has tried. In 1999, Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-OH) introduced into 

Congress the “Genetically Engineered Food Right to Know Act” (Kirsch 26-27). The aim of this 

bill was to require food that contained GM material, or was comprised of GM material to be 

labeled as such (Kirsch 27). In order to address the concern of cross contamination, GM crops 

mingling with non-GM crops, this bill would have mandated GM labeling at each step of the 

production process (Kirby 367). This bill would have made it necessary to put a label on GM 

products that read: “GENETICALLY ENGINEERED THIS PRODUCT CONTAINS A 

GENETICALLY ENGINEERED MATERIAL OR WAS PRODUCED WITH A 

GENETICALLY ENGINEERED MATERIAL” (United States 4). To date, Congressman 

Kucinich has introduced this bill into multiple sessions of congress, including as recently as 2010 

(United States 1). Each time this bill has come up, it has been effectively held up in committee 

(Carr). There has, however, been increased support in the House of Representatives, but not 
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enough to move the bill through (Carr). Your  draft lacked data on current legislation, and with 

its inclusion in these last few pages, you provide the most relevant info available now. 

 It does appear that even though congress has not been keen on passing a mandatory 

labeling bill that they are at least somewhat apprehensive about GM food and its scope. In June 

of 2011, Congressman Don Young (R-Alaska) and Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey (D-

California) submitted an amendment to H.R. 2112, an FDA appropriations bill, that would bar 

the FDA from spending any additional money on the GM salmon project for the next fiscal year 

(Voosen). Examples fortify points—good again.Congressman Young says that, “Frankenfish is 

uncertain and unnecessary,” and his biggest concern is the potential deleterious effects to the 

existing wild salmon populations (Voosen). The difference between H.R. 2112, and 

Congressman Kucinich’s H.R. 5577 is that the bill that H.R. 2112 was attached to passed. It 

appears as if GM salmon will have to wait at least another year. However, the U.S. Senate and 

the president still get to weigh in on the appropriations bill before it is law.  

 The Senate’s record is very similar to that of the House of Representatives. In 2000, 

Senator Barbara Boxer (D-CA) introduced a similar bill that would have required a label that 

read: “GENETICALLY ENGINEERED. THIS PRODUCT CONTAINS A GENETICALLY 

ENGINEERED MATERIAL” (Kirsch 27). Like the House bill, this bill never came to fruition. 

The FDA maintains that GM food is safe, and because of this, biotech companies say that there 

is no need to liken their products to potentially dangerous products like cigarettes or alcohol with 

what resembles a warning label. 

Corporations tend to echo the government when it comes to GM food. The general lack 

of concern shown by the biotech companies and the government prompts the question as to 

whether or not they are working together toward a common interest. Additionally, There is a 
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strong push from the United States’ Chamber of Commerce to oppose the “precautionary 

principle” at all costs, citing that potential risk should not stand in the way of progress 

(“Precautionary Principle”). It is possible that the government has not yet adopted a more 

“precautionary” position on the issue because the biotech companies do not want them to. 

Norman Braksick, president of Asgrow Seed Company (now owned by Monsanto), best 

summarizes the biotech industry’s stance on GMO labeling with his 1994 quote, “If you put a 

label on genetically engineered food you might as well put a skull and crossbones on it” (“The 

Seeds of Disaster”). In 1998, Phil Angell, Monsanto’s then Director of Corporate 

Communications, was quoted in the New York Times as saying, “Monsanto should not have to 

vouchsafe the safety of biotech food…Our interest is in selling as much of it as possible” (qtd. in 

Pollan SM44). Clearly, the biotech companies feel that there is no profit to be made in labeling 

GMOs, and regardless of any potential health concerns or consumers’ desire to know what they 

are eating, they should be allowed to make their money.  

Mandatory labeling of GMO products is essential for consumers to make knowledgeable 

selections. However, the government will most likely continue to reject the “precautionary 

principle” and remain reluctant to legislate GMOs unless a national GMO-related health crisis 

pushes them to action. Though this would be the best scenario, it is not probable. Therefore, a 

comprehensive USDA mandatory labeling system would be the best alternative in providing 

consumers all of the information necessary to make an informed decision. This system would 

require the labeling of all products, whether they contain GMOs or not. The government could 

appease both the biotech industry and the consumers by hiring third party regulators to keep the 

biotech industry and the consumers from influencing the process in any way. Bold and you 

embrace your thesis/argument. Good for you! 
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Until a mandatory labeling system is in place, consumers will not have a comprehensive 

freedom of choice when it comes to the food they buy. In order for people to assess their options 

for their personal health and the well being of their families, they have the right to know about 

the origin and content of their food. The potential for health and safety repercussions outweighs 

the nonchalance exhibited by the U.S. federal government and the biotech industry. If the 

situation is not amended, the consequences could be severe. In order to implement real change, 

government officials must commit to taking the necessary steps to keep consumers informed 

about the GMO content of commercially available foods. If the best interest of consumers is to 

be kept in mind, a mandatory labeling system must be implemented to clearly label GMOs, 

through all points of production, providing consumers the information needed to make educated 

and responsible choices about the food they purchase.  A tepid conclusion to a superb essay. 

Much of the language is redundant. Say it in a new way. The conclusion is “okay” but I know 

your writing well enough that you can offer a more provocative one that still fits the essay. 
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