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                       May 18 

 

The Seed Saver Association ARCHE NOAH, with headquarters in Schiltern, Lower Austria, and more than 14.000 
members, has been committed to the preservation and distribution of crop diversity for more than 25 years. We 
successfully return traditional and rare varieties back to gardens, fields and the market. We work for policies and 
legislations that promote biodiverse, ecological agriculture! 
 

SUMMARY 

In recent years new methods of genetic engineering methods have been developed. They allow direct manipulation of 
the natural DNA structure. Using these new methods, certain properties in plants can be added, changed, or switched 
off. For example, plants can be equipped with resistances against harmful organisms such as viruses, fungi, bacteria 
and herbicides such as glyphosate. 
The risks and side effects associated with using these new procedures are still largely unexplored. However, seed 
companies are pushing for their application. With a clever move: They claim that the new techniques are not genetic 
engineering, and therefore the genetic engineering regulations can be bypassed. This way, genetically modified 
products can enter fields and plates without being subject to prior approval, risk assessment, and clear labelling.  

 

OUR CALL ON THE AUSTRIA GOVERNMENT  

Arche Noah has a clear position: The existing legislation on genetic engineering must apply to the new methods of 
genetic engineering. This is the only way to ensure that the precautionary principle, the freedom of choice of 
consumers, and the preservation of biological diversity can all continue to be guaranteed. Any other option would 
jeopardize Austria's hard-won freedom of genetic engineering and its leading role in organic farming. 
 
We therefore demand: 
 

● The government clearly and urgently sets out its position that the new genetic engineering procedures fall 
under the existing GMO-regulations (i.e. approval, risk assessment, labelling). 

● As a pioneer of GMO-free technology, the government ensures at the EU level that new genetic engineering 
procedures are covered by the scope of Directive 2001/18/EC - through a clear and strong Austrian position 
in the relevant committees, active alliance formation, and awareness-raising for the dangers of a de-
regulation, including for organic farming. 

● At the EU level, the government achieves an extension of the de facto moratorium beyond the decision of 
the European Court of Justice in case C-528/16. 

● The government ensures compliance with the Cartagena Protocol and issues a ban on imports if organisms 
are to be released in Austria. 

● The government supports independent risk research. 
● The government improves the trustworthiness of risk assessments. 
● The government promotes the further development of research techniques to verify the use of new genetic 

engineering techniques. 
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OUR POSITION IN DETAIL 

 

Genetic engineering 2.0 
 
In recent years, genetic engineering methods such as zinc finger nuclease, TALEN, CRISPR/Cas, meganuclease, or 
oligonucleotide-directed mutagenesis have been developed, opening up new possibilities for genome alteration. In 
order to modify plant properties, these methods are used to directly intervene in the natural DNA structure. For this 
purpose, mostly artificial laboratory-produced enzymes are used. For example, the CRISPR/Cas technique, also called 
the "gene scissors", cuts the DNA so that DNA segments can be removed or altered.  
Previously, genetic engineering used inaccurate shotgun methods. DNA of unrelated organisms was fired into the 
cells and docked somewhere (or not). The point of integration of the new DNA could not be controlled. In contrast, 
the new genetic engineering methods make it possible to intervene at predetermined locations in the genome. 
Certain properties of a plant or an animal are supposed to be shut down, altered, or incorporated by means of these 
techniques. The so-called "Gene Drives" can also increase the speed of transmission of corresponding hereditary 
factors. 
Wheat, apples, corn, barley, soy and potatoes are among the crops that have already been modified using the new 
genetic engineering methods. The new techniques are trying to equip the plants with resistances against harmful 
organisms such as viruses, bacteria, fungi or insects. Seed companies also use CRISPR/Cas to make plants resistant to 
herbicides like glyphosate1. The large majority of the world's conventional GMOs are endowed with resistances to 
herbicides such as glyphosate2. 
From our point of view, these new methods have to be classified as genetic engineering because there is always a 
direct genome-intervention. Therefore, all techniques are to be interpreted as genetic engineering and regulated 
accordingly! 
 

Genetic Engineering Legislation: Risk Assessment and Labeling 
 
The handling of genetic engineering is mostly regulated by the Austrian Genetic Engineering Act and the EU Directive 
2001/18/EC. These regulations do not prohibit genetic engineering, but they prescribe precautionary measures that 
must be taken to protect human health and the environment. Genetic engineering legislation thus follows the 
precautionary principle. Before genetically modified organisms may be (irrevocably) released into the environment, a 
comprehensive risk analysis must be carried out.  The Authority may impose constraints and conditions upon 
approval of the GMO in order to exclude adverse effects on human health and the environment. Furthermore, there 
are certain documentation requirements. After authorisation, the GMOs are monitored to detect negative effects as 
early as possible and, where appropriate, to initiate corresponding countermeasures. In addition, consumers must be 
able to identify genetically modified products based on consumer-friendly labeling. 
 

De-regulation of genetic engineering 2.0 would have serious consequences 
 
If the new genetic engineering techniques are not regulated as genetic engineering, genetically modified plants will 
enter the market without authorization procedures, risk assessment and labeling. If this happens in just one EU 
Member State, the modified plants will quickly land fields and dinner plates all over Europe.  
With serious consequences: Austrian farming can no longer guarantee to be free of genetic engineering due to the 
lack of labeling. Consumers, breeders and farmers no longer know what contains genetic engineering. Consumers are 
thus deprived of the freedom to choose GMO-free products. Due to the lack of transparency, we will no longer be 
able to recognise which foods contain genetically modified organisms and where genetically modified plants are 

                                                

1 Cf. Then/Bauer-Panskus 2017: Russisches Roulette mit der biologischen Vielfalt (2017) p. 13, 

https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversität.pdf Last access: May 18; Bloomberg: 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-04-12/basf-to-crank-up-r-d-two-gears-with-bayer-seeds-next-ceo-says  
Last access: May 18; Corporate Europe Observatory: https://corporateeurope.org/food-and-agriculture/2016/02/us-company-
railroads-eu-decision-making-new-gm Last access: May 18. 
2 Cf.. ISAAA 2016: ISAAA Briefs brief 52 Global Status of Commercialized Biotech/GM Crops: 2016, S. 93 

http://www.isaaa.org/resources/publications/briefs/52/download/isaaa-brief-52-2016.pdf Last access: May 18. 
Food Integrity Now 2015: Dr. Robert Kremer on GMOs, Glyphosat an Soil Biology http://foodintegritynow.org/2015/04/15/dr-
robert-kremer-gmos-glyphosate-and-soil-biology/ Last access: May 18. 

https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversit%C3%A4t.pdf
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-04-12/basf-to-crank-up-r-d-two-gears-with-bayer-seeds-next-ceo-says
https://corporateeurope.org/food-and-agriculture/2016/02/us-company-railroads-eu-decision-making-new-gm
https://corporateeurope.org/food-and-agriculture/2016/02/us-company-railroads-eu-decision-making-new-gm
http://www.isaaa.org/resources/publications/briefs/52/download/isaaa-brief-52-2016.pdf
http://foodintegritynow.org/2015/04/15/dr-robert-kremer-gmos-glyphosate-and-soil-biology/
http://foodintegritynow.org/2015/04/15/dr-robert-kremer-gmos-glyphosate-and-soil-biology/
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grown. If at all, organic farmers can only protect their plants from contamination with GMOs at enormous costs.  As 
genetic engineering also carries its potential risks, the precautionary principle to prevent damage of health and the 
environment can no longer be met. Biodiversity is put under further pressure. 
 

Risks for health, the environment and agriculture are still largely unexplored 
 
The risks and side effects of the new genetic engineering methods and the associated increased use of herbicides are 
still largely unexplored.3 However, a few independent studies already exist. They prove that the new genetic 
engineering methods like CRISPR/Cas are not as precise and safe as they are propagated; they too entail some 
technical problems and uncertainties. By using CRISPR/Cas, unwanted changes can occur at the predetermined 
location of the DNA (so-called "on target effects").4 But also in other areas of the genome unwanted changes can 
happen ("off target effects").5 There is also evidence of further inaccuracies when using CRISPRS/Cas.6 
Even if the genetic engineering proceeds as planned, its overall effects on the cell and the whole organism are not 
foreseeable. For example, an attempt to change the sense of smell of moths (Cydia pomonella (L.)) revealed that the 
change in the targeted genes not only affected the sense of smell, but also the fertility - the "successfully" modified 
insects had lost their reproductive capacity.7 CRISPR/Cas does not always bring the hoped-for results and can for 
example contribute to the development of new, resistant pathogens.8 
 

How do genetically modified plants behave in the ecosystem? 
 
The notion that the new techniques could specifically create, deactivate, or initiate certain functions is based on 
illegitimate simplifications. A plant is a complex organism in constant interactions with a changing environment.9 
Therefore, the interactions of genetically modified plants with their environment are even less foreseeable. The 
interplays of modified plants with their environment are even less predictable. Their uncontrolled distribution can 
have serious consequences for the entire ecosystem. The  communication of genetically modified plants and 
pollinators such as bees can for example be disrupted.10  
Similarly, the effects of such changes on the complex system of microbiomes is unknown. These symbiotic 
microorganisms are found in plants, animals and also in humans, for example in our gut or on our skin.11 The 

                                                

3 See e.g.  Eckerstorfer/Miklau/Gaugitsch 2014: New plant breeding techniques and risks associated with their application, p. 76 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273141996_New_Plant_Breeding_Techniques_and_Risks_Associated_with_their_Appli
cation Last access: May 18. 
4 See e.g.  Li/Liu/Xing/Moon/Koellhoffer/Huang/Ward/Clifton/Falco/Cigan 2016: Cas9-Guide RNA Directed Genome Editing in 

Soybean. Plant Physiology, 169:960–970 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4587461/ Last access:: May 18 
5 See e.g. Zhu/Bortesi/Baysal/Twyman/Fischer/Capell 2017: Characteristics of Genome Editing Mutations in Cereal Crops, Trends in 

plant science, 22(1), 38-52. S. 12f  
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/308282475_Characteristics_of_Genome_Editing_Mutations_in_Cereal_Crops Last 
access: Mai 18. 
6 See e.g. Peng/Chen/Lei/Xu/He/Wu/Yao/Zou 2017: Engineering canker-resistant plants through CRISPR/Cas9-targeted editing of 

the susceptibility gene CsLOB1 promoter in citrus. Plant Biotechnol J, p. 1514 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5698050/ Last access: Mai 18; Mao/Botella/Zhu 2017: Heritability of targeted 
gene modifications induced by plant-optimized CRISPR systems. Cellular and Molecular Life Sciences, 74(6), 1075-1093 zitiert nach 
Then/Bauer-Panskus 2017: Russisches Roulette mit der biologischen Vielfalt, p. 15  
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversität.pdf Last access: May 18. 
7 Cf. Garczynski/Martin/Griset/Willett/Cooper/Swisher/Unruh 2017: CRISPR/Cas9 Editing of the Codling Moth (Lepidoptera: 

Tortricidae) CpomOR1 Gene Affects Egg Production and Viability. Journal of economic entomology, 110(4), 1847-1855 as cited in 
Then/Bauer-Panskus 2017: Russisches Roulette mit der biologischen Vielfalt, p. 17 
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversität.pdf  Last access: May 18. 
8 Vgl. Mehta/Stürchler/Hirsch-Hoffmann/Gruissem/Vanderschuren 2018: CRISPR-Cas9 interference in cassava linked to the 
evolution of editing-resistant geminiviruses. bioRxiv, 314542. https://www.biorxiv.org/content/early/2018/05/05/314542 Letzter 
Zugriff: Mai 18 
9 Cf. e.g.  Interview with Carl Vollenweider and Eva Gelinsky concerning new genetic engineering: Züchterische Unabhängigkeit 

bewahren. Unabhängige Bauernstimme, 05/2018, p. 13.  
10 Cf. Then/Bauer-Panskus 2017: Russisches Roulette mit der biologischen Vielfalt (2017) p. 22, 

https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversität.pdf Last access: May 18. 
11 See e.g. Bakker/Berendsen/Doornbos/Wintermans/Pieterse 2013: The rhizosphere revisited: root microbiomics. Frontiers in 

Plant Science, 4: 165. doi:10.3389/fpls.2013.00165 https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2013.00165/full Last access: 
May 18. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273141996_New_Plant_Breeding_Techniques_and_Risks_Associated_with_their_Application
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273141996_New_Plant_Breeding_Techniques_and_Risks_Associated_with_their_Application
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4587461/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/308282475_Characteristics_of_Genome_Editing_Mutations_in_Cereal_Crops
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5698050/
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversit%C3%A4t.pdf
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversit%C3%A4t.pdf
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/early/2018/05/05/314542
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversit%C3%A4t.pdf
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2013.00165/full
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microbiomes are in constant communication with each other and their diverse forms of biological communication and 
interactions are still largely unexplored. Research, however, now assumes that a disruption of the microbiomes of 
plants, animals and humans causes higher susceptibilities for illnesses.12 
Even the developers of the new genetic engineering techniques are warning against their use in humans. Research is 
still needed to better understand the risks.13 The risks and side effects of the new genetic engineering methods can 
therefore be very far-reaching. They concern human health, the health of crops and livestock and the health of 
ecosystems. Precaution, as established in existing genetic engineering legislation, must therefore take precedence 
over technical feasibility. 
 
Genetic engineering increases the use of herbicides such as glyphosate 
 
Research shows that genetically modified plants cause diseases because they are associated with the use of herbicides 
such as glyphosate.14 According to several studies, glyphosate is most likely causing cancer.15 Nevertheless it is 
propagated that genetic engineering would reduce the use of pesticides. The opposite is true. The use of herbicides 
has been steadily increasing. In Argentina, since the cultivation of GMOs, the amount of agricultural land has 
increased by 45%. Over the same period, the use of herbicides has increased by 1.000 %!16 Although most of the 
weeds are initially destroyed, some offspring survives and builds up resistances. As a result, ever more and stronger 
environmental toxins must be used against the resistant weeds. For example, some superweeds have already 
developed in the US, which have become resistant against several active substances.17 
 
Contamination risk for wild plants and organic farming 
 
Genetically modified plants with glyphosate-resistances have been cultivated for over 20 years. In April 2018, Chinese 
studies confirmed that these plants have an increased potential for uncontrolled spread into the environment. If they 
interbreed with natural plants, their offspring have significant survival advantages. This effect is further enhanced by 
extreme climate conditions such as heat and drought. To date, these risks have been ignored.18 
 
The risk of contamination with GMOs cannot be excluded. Once genetic modifications have happened in regional 
varieties or related wild plants, they threaten to become irreversible. Thus, a coexistence of genetic engineering and 
organic farming, in which the application of (old and new) genetic engineering is rejected, is impossible. The 

                                                

12 See e.g. Helmholtz Zentrum für Infektionsforschung 2017: Das Mikrobiom https://www.helmholtz-

hzi.de/de/wissen/themen/unser_immunsystem/das_mikrobiom/ Last access: May 18. 
13 See e.g.  Lanphier/Urnov/Haecker/Werner/Smolenski 2015: Don’t edit the human germ line. Nature News, 519/7544 

https://www.nature.com/news/don-t-edit-the-human-germ-line-1.17111 Last access: May 18;  
Baltimore/Berg/Botchan/Carroll/Charo/Church/Corn/Daley/Doudna/Fenner/Greely/Jinek/Martin/Penhoet/Puck/Sternberg/Weiss
mann/Yamamoto 2015: A prudent path forward for genomic engineering and germline gene modification. Science, 348(6230), 36-
38 http://reviverestore.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/15Science.pdf Last access: May 18. 
14 See e.g. Samsel/Seneff 2013: Glyphosate’s Suppression of Cytochrome P450 Enzymes and Amino Acid Biosynthesis by the Gut 

Microbiome: Pathways to Modern Diseases http://www.mdpi.com/1099-4300/15/4/1416/htm Last access: May 18. 
15 Cf. WHO/International Agency for Research on Cancer 2015: Some Organophosphate Insecticides and Herbicides IARC 

Monographs on the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans Volume 112, p. 398 
http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Monographs/vol112/mono112.pdf Last access: May 18; see also Burtscher-
Schaden/Clausing/Robinson 2017: Glyphosat und Krebs: Gekaufte Wissenschaft 
https://www.global2000.at/sites/global/files/Glyphosat_Gekaufte_Wissenschaft-D.pdf Last access: May 18. 
16 Cf. BBC News 2016 (Livingston, C.) http://www.bbc.com/news/health-36924361 Last access: May 18. 
17 Cf. Then 2015: Handbuch Agrogentechnik. Die Folgen für Landwirtschaft, Mensch und Umwelt. München. p. 105. 
18 Cf. Then/TestBiotech 2018: Neue Forschungsergebnisse zeigen: Umweltrisiken von Gentechnik- Pflanzen wurden unterschätzt  

https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Neue%20Umweltrisiken%20Gentechnik-Pflanzen.pdf Last access: May 18; 
Originalstudien: Fang, Nan, Gu, Ge, Feng, Lu 2018: Overexpressing exogenous 5-enolpyruvylshikimate-3-phosphate synthase 
(EPSPS) genes increases fecundity and auxin content of transgenic Arabidopsis plants. Frontiers in plant science, 9, 233. 
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2018.00233/full Last access: May 18; Beres, Yang, Jin, Zhao, Mackey, Snow 2018: 
Overexpression of a Native Gene Encoding 5-Enolpyruvylshikimate-3-Phosphate Synthase (EPSPS) May Enhance Fecundity in 
Arabidopsis thaliana in the Absence of Glyphosate. International Journal of Plant Sciences, 179(5) 
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/696701 Last access: May18. 

https://www.helmholtz-hzi.de/de/wissen/themen/unser_immunsystem/das_mikrobiom/
https://www.helmholtz-hzi.de/de/wissen/themen/unser_immunsystem/das_mikrobiom/
https://www.nature.com/news/don-t-edit-the-human-germ-line-1.17111
http://reviverestore.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/15Science.pdf
http://www.mdpi.com/1099-4300/15/4/1416/htm
http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Monographs/vol112/mono112.pdf
https://www.global2000.at/sites/global/files/Glyphosat_Gekaufte_Wissenschaft-D.pdf
http://www.bbc.com/news/health-36924361
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Neue%20Umweltrisiken%20Gentechnik-Pflanzen.pdf
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2018.00233/full
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/696701
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contamination of organic products with GMOs can hardly be prevented. The installation of precautionary measures 
would pose unbearable costs for organic farmers.19 
 

The power of corporations from seed to plate 
 
Genetically modified plants and animals are usually patented and therefore protected by proprietary rights. Patents 
turn breeding methods and plants into private property. With patents on plants and animals, the food industry and 
seed companies can control the entire value chain, from seed to plate. Financially powerful corporations are 
unequally favored in this system, as they can easily bear both royalties and legal costs in the event of a dispute. With 
the consolidation of Bayer and Monsanto, 60% of the seed market is already owned by only three corporations 
(Bayer-Monsanto, Dow-DuPont and Syngenta-ChemChina). Monsanto controls 90% of the seed market for genetically 
modified plants.20 These big corporations invest heavily in new genetic engineering techniques and have already secured 
(partly exclusive) licenses to use the new genetic engineering procedures.21 
 

New genetic engineering ≠ Breeding 
 
The new methods of genetic engineering are often branded as "new plant breeding techniques" and compared with 
the exploitation of random mutations in conventional breeding. It is often said that conventional plant breeding with 
its random mutations is even less predictable than the supposedly precise new genetic engineering.22 This argument 
fails to recognise the  specific risks of genetic engineering (see above). 
Changes in the genetic material of plants are also subject to various regulatory mechanisms. The cells can 
compensate for some errors in the structure of the genome. They can influence to some extent which mutations 
prevail. Important basic structures of the genetic material are also particularly well protected against modifications. 
This ensures the continuity of a species over long periods of time. The new genetic engineering methods can also be 
used to modify these specially protected areas. The self-regulatory mechanisms of cells active in random mutations 
of conventional breeding can be eliminated. This can lead to unpredictable biological reactions. 
Breeding on and with farms offers the possibility to adapt plant varieties to the regional conditions and specific 
needs. Valuable properties of plants are developed in the interaction with their environment and not detached from 
it in the laboratory. In this way, complex gene combinations can be achieved, such as heat and dryness tolerance, 
stress tolerance or high adaptability. The regional and site-adapted diversity of varieties ensures a sustainable diet 
far better than genetically modified homogenous hybrid or line varieties.23 

There is another way - the path of diversity 

With the industrialisation of agriculture, agricultural diversity has been dramatically reduced.24 Today, genetic 
engineering, patents on seeds and seed monopolies endanger this precious legacy. Genetic engineering aims at the 
development and marketing of a few promising varieties. These patented plants bring about a narrowing of genetic 
diversity and increasingly displace plant diversity. If any of these few varieties ever spread a pathogen, it could have 
catastrophic consequences for global agriculture and food security. 

                                                

19 Cf. IFOAM EU & FIBL: Oehen, Quiédeville, Stolze, Verrière, Binimelis 2017: Socioeconomic impacts of GMOs on European 

Agriculture p. 28f http://www.ifoam-eu.org/sites/default/files/ifoam_eu_project_keeping_gmos_socioeconomic_study_final.pdf 
Last access: May 18. 
20 EvB (Erklärung von Bern) 2014: Agropoly. Wenige Konzerne beherrschen die weltweite Nahrungsmittelproduktion. EvB-

DOKUMENTATION in Kooperation mit FORUM UMWELT UND ENTWICKLUNG und MISEREOR, p. 10 
https://www.misereor.de/fileadmin/publikationen/broschuere-agropoly-weltagrarhandel-2014.pdf  Last access: May 18; Gen-
ethisches Netzwerk e.V.: https://www.gen-ethisches-netzwerk.de/monsanto-gegen-bauern Last access: May 18. 
21 Cf. Then/Bauer-Panskus 2017: Russisches Roulette mit der biologischen Vielfalt, p. 24 

https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversität.pdf Last access: May 18;  
Interview with Carl Vollenweider and Eva Gelinsky concerning new genetic engineering. Unabhängige Bauernstimme, 05/2018, p. 
13.  
22 Cf.  Interview with Emanuelle Charpentier 2017: http://www.sueddeutsche.de/wissen/genetikerin-emmanuelle-charpentier-im-

interview-crispr-gehoert-nun-der-welt-1.3502623?reduced=true Last access: May 18 
23 Cf. e.g. Interview with Carl Vollenweider and Eva Gelinsky concerning new genetic engineering: Züchterische Unabhängigkeit 

bewahren. Unabhängige Bauernstimme, 05/2018, p. 13. 
24 Cf. UEBT (Union for Ethical Bio Trade) 2016: http://ethicalbiotrade.org/international-biodiversity-day/ Last access: May 18; see 

also FAO 2010: http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/46803/icode/ Last access: May 18. 

http://www.ifoam-eu.org/sites/default/files/ifoam_eu_project_keeping_gmos_socioeconomic_study_final.pdf
https://www.misereor.de/fileadmin/publikationen/broschuere-agropoly-weltagrarhandel-2014.pdf
https://www.gen-ethisches-netzwerk.de/monsanto-gegen-bauern
https://www.testbiotech.org/sites/default/files/Russisches_Roulette_mit_Biodiversit%C3%A4t.pdf
http://www.sueddeutsche.de/wissen/genetikerin-emmanuelle-charpentier-im-interview-crispr-gehoert-nun-der-welt-1.3502623?reduced=true
http://www.sueddeutsche.de/wissen/genetikerin-emmanuelle-charpentier-im-interview-crispr-gehoert-nun-der-welt-1.3502623?reduced=true
http://ethicalbiotrade.org/international-biodiversity-day/
http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/46803/icode/
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There is another way. Biodiversity is our basis of existence. It ensures that our environment can adapt to ever-
changing conditions. Diversity helps to cushion disturbances in the ecosystem. Every ecosystem, every plant and every 
variety has special and unique strengths and weaknesses. Diversity supports adaptation to extreme weather 
conditions, new diseases or pests. Diversity offers sustainable solutions that are not about how to make the most 
money from selling seeds and pesticides. Their conservation is the foundation of our present and future diet. 
 

 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:  
ARCHE NOAH – Gesellschaft zur Erhaltung & Verbreitung der Kulturpflanzenvielfalt 
Tina Rametsteiner 
M: tina.rametsteiner@arche-noah.at 
T: +43/676/9318180 
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