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Science, not fear, should guide food
labeling laws
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CONGRESS CREATED MANDATORY nationwide food labels, and it is
Congress that has a responsibility to ensure they don't stray from their ., Foa £om pels more T
original purpose of providing vglid health and safety information to _— pealh, « Sa-Feh/l nfe Yo
consumers. With that goal in mind, the Senate should approve controversial hel i
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legislation that would prevent states from requiring food makers to add dece ption

misleading and superfluous data to labels.

A genetically engineered potato poked through the soil of a planting pot in a lab in Idaho.
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The legislation comes as a response to states like Vermont and Maine that

have required food makers to disclose whether ingredients come from

genetically modified food. “Genetically modified” is a slippery term — _____ benehe enginee ing
virtually all crops have been genetically modified by humans over the last Bl S BT
10,000 years — but has become a fashionable concern among some iy o) ate very

consumers. .
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Unlike calorie counts or allergen warnings, though, whether or not a food has
come from a genetically modified source has no relationship to its health or
safety. States that have mandated its inclusion next to legitimate health BMD corn + sou) have

information are piggybacking on the credibility of food labels to imply that Camsed own ecplosion
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genetically modified foods are also a health or nutrition factor — which study
after study has shown is not the case.

Other critics of genetically modified foods admit they're safe to eat, but fall

back on a political argument to justify the mandatory labeling laws. They say /T‘“UL’ are monmuy
it’s really about the economices, and that consumers want to know whether  Y€usS Consuunmers
their food comes from the big corporations that develop and profit from Wont L.z vight ‘o Vvuow

genetically modified seeds. Whats 0 el oud, wclug i
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But that’s an even more pernicious reason to mandate labeling, one that

would inappropriately redefine the purpose of food-labeling laws. Just . The primavy purpose oF

because some consumers may have a political or superstitious interest in '\Cvof lﬂhclrm] laws 15 to

some bit of information about food fas never meant that it would getthe Prevent Consuwier

official sanction that comes with inclusion in 1abejin@w. For instance, the deception.

government doesn’t require produce companies to say whether their berries

were picked by Democrats or Republicans, or whether they were packaged by €€l 0t Lonsumeérs

a Capricorn. Yes, it’s just information, and companies can provide it wank fue vight tv now

voluntarily if they wish, but requiring it would open a Pandora’s box. Whats 1in twetr food -
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States that have tried to add content about genetically modified ingredients

to food labels are undermining the credibility of the labeling system, which il
consumers will ignore if they lose trust that it’s based on science. Indeéﬁh‘_&ﬂi-ec lhave
labeling legislation is the rare issue where the scientific community has réquived. manuyy
aligned with Republicans, who've led the effort to preempt the state laws. The S Llosvhes on food
House has passed its version of the legislation to safeg/uard the integrity of Packages, ingludine)
food labeling laws, and the Senate should follow suit, Republicans have a il dates and
great chance to disprove critics who've long accused them of anti-scientific Q@etiz) reguirement
bias, and they should take it. for datry « s
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