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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS 

Statement 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [10.19 pm]: I regret that I missed speaking earlier in the debate on 
the genetically modified crops free areas exemption order disallowance motion because of the time constraint. 
However, I will add some comments that were not covered in that debate. Unlike some members, I do have 
concerns about the risks we have with GM crops. My concerns have nothing to do with the food value. The 
tolerance for the mixing of GM with non-GM is not going to be exceeded, necessarily, but it is certainly going to 
happen. My concern is about the production of crops in Western Australia, and the risk that herbicide resistance 
will compromise those production levels. That compromise will be exacerbated by the wrong use of glyphosate, 
which is the active ingredient in Roundup, combined with the GM practice of growing Roundup Ready canola. 
GM technology is very important for our agronomic research, in my view. The production of our crops, the 
yields of our crops, and the components of what those crops will yield nutritionally, will all be in that oval of 
how we can use those genes to create a better product. Technology is growing at a very fast rate. There is no 
doubt in my mind that the GM technology will unfold. It certainly will have a lot of benefits. The risk is that it 
may have some disadvantages as well. But, as with all technologies, we are going to have some risks. So I am 
going for the GM canola, because I believe it is important for our researchers in this state to pick it up and 
advance our crops. My dream for GM to work is not so much for canola, but in crossing clover with afghan 
melons. Afghan melons grow only in summer, and clover grows only in winter. If farmers can grow both those 
crops, they can extend the growing period, and that will be terrific for those farmers who are running stock. 
There are a lot of other things like that that can take place. But the risk lies in the stewardship of how we use GM 
canola.  

I want to quote from a magazine that is put out by WANTFA—the Western Australian No-Till Farmers 
Association. A scientist writes in that magazine that in Canada, they alternate Roundup Ready canola with 
Liberty Link canola. That is also a GM canola, but it uses a different chemical family to kill the weeds. So it is 
good practice. If we use the same chemical all the time, there is no doubt that we will get herbicide resistance. 
They alternate those two types of canola, and they are yet to find a glyphosate resistant weed. The weed 
population and the climate in Canada are different, so they do not have the same problems that we have in 
Western Australia. The article goes on to state — 

They also use high seeding rates and grow canola on a rotation with other crops. In contrast, — 

This is important for everyone to realise — 

in the USA and Argentina they grow glyphosate tolerant crops year in, year out and now have 
widespread resistance problems. 

That is the threat. He continues — 

Glyphosate resistance is increasing rapidly in Australia, including in areas of broadacre cropping. The 
evolution of glyphosate resistance is most rapid when glyphosate is used in the last line of defence and 
slowest when used as the first line of defence (knockdown prior to seeding). The introduction of 
glyphosate resistant crops moves glyphosate to a last line of defence and, to avoid resistance, other 
IWM — 

That is integrated weed management — 

strategies that prevent seed formation or kill seed must be used (which is a requirement when using 
Monsanto’s roundup ready technology). 

The problem is that that is not a requirement for Monsanto’s Roundup Ready canola. That is another myth. I 
heard some other myths come from the other side of the house earlier in the debate. Here is a myth that says it is 
a requirement. There is no requirement at all by Monsanto. It is basically voluntary. I have got one of 
Monsanto’s stewardship documents. Monsanto is soft and weak. There are no guarantees. There are no audits 
that stop people from using Roundup Ready canola when it is too risky for resistance to weeds. So we have a 
stewardship that is very, very weak. It would not take much to strengthen it. That is why I am frustrated about 
this entire argument. Farmers who use Roundup Ready canola and use glyphosate in those paddocks will no 
doubt develop resistant weeds—as other farmers can as well—and those weeds will blow onto the property of 
their next door neighbour. Their next door neighbour’s economic viability will then be put at risk because 
farmers are using the Roundup Ready technology. The trouble is that there is no punishment for a farmer who 
affects another farmer’s economic viability. It is the same as introducing dorper and damara sheep into the 
stations in the Murchison area of Western Australia. The fences are weak. These sheep grow coloured wool. 
They shed their wool. The rams will mate with the merino ewes. What happens then to the wool on the merino 
ewes?  
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It falls off! 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Exactly. It becomes valueless, because it is coloured, and coarse. Who pays for that 
cost? Whose economic viability has been damaged? It is not the “new innovator” who brought in the dorpers and 
damaras, but the farmer who is trying to do a good job and breed quality wool in the way that he was doing. 
There is a problem with GM, but it is to do with the weed resistance as I see it. The problem is easily fixed. All it 
requires is a toughening and a strengthening of the stewardship.  

I have written a letter to one of the members of the Herbicide Resistance Consultative Group. This is a national 
group that is partly set up by the Grains Research and Development Corporation, which is part of the national 
industry research body. The interesting thing about this organisation is its composition, which this chap was 
good enough to list. Of the 10 or so members, three are Monsanto people, and one is a Nufarm person. That is a 
heavy weighting of people with an interest in the Roundup Ready technology. But the one good thing about 
Monsanto and the farmers is that if the weeds become resistant to glyphosate, not only will the farmer’s 
production be affected, but so also will Monsanto’s production be affected, because Monsanto’s technology will 
be worth zero. It will not be able to kill the weeds with the glyphosate applications. So we would think that their 
agendas would be the same. We would think that they would try to have a very strong stewardship program—a 
very simple one such as the one that I suggested in my letter to this group—and that they would, if they are 
serious about stopping resistance, consider adopting such a program. But the problem is that I am not sure 
whether they are serious about stopping resistance. I say that because in this letter from this group, it says that 
the development of herbicide resistance is an inevitable function of herbicide use. It is not inevitable. Good 
farmers who care for their land and use practices properly do not have herbicide resistance. I am not talking 
about expensive practices. I am talking about sensible practices, with a view to the long term. Farmers who have 
only a short-term perspective will certainly get herbicide resistance. That is what most of us unfortunately do. 
But the good farmers do not get that. I am fortunate that I do not have any herbicide resistance on my property. 
There is a case for the strengthening of that stewardship.  

House adjourned at 10.29 pm 
__________ 

 
 
 


