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carry a label on the front stating that the milk is from cows not treated with
rBGH, and the rear panel says, “Government studies have shown no signifi-
cant difference between milk derived from rBGH-treated and non-rBGH-
treated cows.” That’s not good enough for Monsanto.

The Next Battleground

As more and more dairies have chosen to advertise their milk as “No rBGH,”
Monsanto has gone on the offensive. Its attempt to force the ET.C. tolook into
what Monsanto called “deceptive practices” by dairies trying to distance
themselves from the company’s artificial hormone was the most recent na-
tional salvo. But after reviewing Monsanto’s claims, the ET.C.'s Division of
Advertising Practices decided in August 2007 that a “formal investigation
and enforcement action is not warranted at this time.” The agency found
some instances where dairies had made “unfounded health and safety
claims,” but these were mostly on Web sites, not on milk cartons. And the
ET.C. determined that the dairies Monsanto had singled out all carried dis-
claimers that the FE.D.A. had found no significant differences in milk from
cows treated with the artificial hormone.

Blocked at the federal level, Monsanto is pushing for action by the
states. In the fall of 2007, Pennsylvania’s agriculture secretary, Dennis
Wolff, issued an edict prohibiting dairies from stamping milk containers
with labels stating their products were made without the use of the arti-
ficial hormone. Wolff said such a label implies that competitors’ milk is not
safe, and noted that non-supplemented milk comes at an unjustified higher
price, arguments that Monsanto has frequently made. The ban was to take
effect February 1, 2008.

Wolff’s action created a firestorm in Pennsylvania (and beyond) from
angry consumers. So intense was the outpouring of e-mails, letters, and
calls that Pennsylvania governor Edward Rendell stepped in and reversed
his agriculture secretary, saying, “The public has a right to complete infor-
mation about how the milk they buy is produced.”

On this issue, the tide may be shifting against Monsanto. Organic dairy
products, which don’t involve rBGH, are soaring in popularity. Supermarket
chains such as Kroger, Publix, and Safeway are embracing them. Some oth-
er companies have turned away from rBGH products, including Starbucks,
which has banned all milk products from cows treated with rBGH. Although
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Monsanto once claimed that an estimated 30 percent of the nation’s dairy
cows were injected with rBST, it's widely believed that today the number is
much lower.

But don’t count Monsanto out. Efforts similar to the one in Pennsylva-
nia have been launched in other states, including New Jersey, Ohio, Indiana,
Kansas, Utah, and Missouri. A Monsanto-backed group called AFACT—
American Farmers for the Advancement and Conservation of Technology—
has been spearheading efforts in many of these states. AFACT describes
itself as a “producer organization” that decries “questionable labeling tactics
and activism” by marketers who have convinced some consumers to “shy
away from foods using new technology.” AFACT reportedly uses the same
St. Louis public-relations firm, Osborn & Barr, employed by Monsanto. An
Osborn & Barr spokesman told The Kansas City Star that the company was
doing work for AFACT on a pro bono basis.

Even if Monsanto’s efforts to secure across-the-board labeling changes
should fall short, there’s nothing to stop state agriculture departments from
restricting labeling on a dairy-by-dairy basis. Beyond that, Monsanto also
has allies whose foot soldiers will almost certainly keep up the pressure on
dairies that don’t use Monsanto’s artificial hormone. Jeff Kleinpeter knows
about them, too.

He got a call one day from the man who prints the labels for his milk
cartons, asking if he had seen the attack on Kleinpeter Dairy that had been
posted on the Internet. Kleinpeter went online to a site called StopLabel-
ingLies, which claims to “help consumers by publicizing examples of false
and misleading food and other product labels.” There, sure enough, Klein-
peter and other dairies that didn't use Monsanto’s product were being ac-
cused of making misleading claims to sell their milk.

There was no address or phone number on the Web site, only a list of
groups that apparently contribute to the site and whose issues range from
disparaging organic farming to downplaying the impact of global warming.
“They were criticizing people like me for doing what we had a right to do,
had gone through a government agency to do,” says Kleinpeter. “We never
could get to the bottom of that Web site to get that corrected.”

As it turns out, the Web site counts among its contributors Steven Mil-
loy, the “junk science” commentator for FoxNews.com and operator of junk-
science.com, which claims to debunk “faulty scientific data and analysis.” It
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