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The persons whom we are proud of
•Ereky Károly, Professor at The Technology
University of Budapest, who created the word
„biotechnology” and defined its content first (1918)
•Sajó Károly entomologist, researcher, who was
amongst the first researchers to recognise the
importance of nature conservation (in the ‘30s)
•von Bertalanffy with Hungarian roots, founder of
the biological system theory (1928-1972)
•Pusztai Arpad, who first drawn attention to the
possible risks of consuming GM crops (Scotland,
16/10/1996)
•Pellionisz András, who was the first to
realize the importance of the fractal
approach to the „junk genes” accounting
for 97 % of the genome (2006)

About us
•„Biokontroll” was established by the Hungarian
Biokultúra Federation in 1996, an organisation
that had been on the Third Countries List of the
EU since 1995, (operating an equivalent organic
authorisation system). Hungary was an example
even at the accession.
•Currently, due to the public administration
reform being implemented since 1st January 2011,
there are 58 competent authorities responsible
for organic production, controlling our operation.
•The new national regulation of organic
certification is under preparation, hopefully
leaving in charge only one competent authority.
•95 % of Hungarian organic
Operations are inspected and
certified by us.

About us
• At Biokontroll we have our private organic
standards approved by the authority
concerning rabbit husbandry, fish farming,
game farming, wine making, mass catering
and cosmetics.
• Between 2004-2010 we were accredited by
IFOAM, but we gave it up since it lost its
value.
• We have our own journal, the Biokultúra
magazine.
•We have our own scientific journal called
Biokontroll.
•We take part in several research
programmes concerning and
supporting organic farming.

About us

•In 2009 BioSuisse considered us to be the
best foreign organic inspection body they
are dealing with.
•The official Hungarian name is
„ökológiai”, but „bio-” and „biológiai” are
the most frequently used ones.
Sometimes „organikus” is used as well.

Organic farming in Hungary

↑
2,5 % of total agricultural land

Main data on Hungarian organic farming
1998-2009

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Inspected area
(ha)

21 501

35 979

53 649

79 178

103 700

116 535

Number
of enterprises
(pcs)

330

333

495

764

1 117

1 272

133 009 128 576 122 765 120 098 122 690 145 942

1 610

1 551

1 294

1 251

1 235

1 673

The composition of enterprises inspected by Biokontroll
in 2009

Type of enterprise
Producer
Producer + processor
Processor
Processor + importer
Importer
Other (wholesalers, retailers,
stores, restaurants etc.)
TOTAL

Number of
enterprises
(pcs)
1 541
41
231
4
3
208
2 028

Animal husbandry 2009 (Biokontroll data)
Name
Bovine animals
Bovine animals for beef
Bovine animals for milk production
Other bovine animals
Pigs
Sheep
Goats
Poultry
Hens for meat production
Hens for egg production
Other poultry

Total (head)

Turkeis
Ducks
Geese
Other poultry
Equidae
Total of 20 572 animal units, livestock density is 0,15 animal units/ha

23 317,00
18 544,00
3 441,00
1 332,00
5 627,00
11 100,00
1 857,00
66 654,00
29 541,00
29 379,00
7 734,00
79,00
819,00
5 838,00
998,00
186,00

Beekeeping in 2007, 2008, 2009
Number of beekeepers

Total number of colonies

192

18 838

Number of beekeepers

Total number of colonies

200

20 044

Number of beekeepers

Total number of colonies

192

21 263

Favourable features of Hungarian organic farming

•Favourable circumstances for organic
production
•GMO free status (moratorium, strict
coexistence rules)
•Still existing traditional farming methods
•Qualified farmers
•High quality education including university
•EU-equivalent regulations since 1995
•Strong supporting umbrella organisations
•Strong inspection-certification system
•Two well-known trademarks (with variations)
•Existence of native plant species/varietis (80
thousand items) and animal breeds

Hortobágy, 2010

Mangalica swine

Racka sheep

Hungarian gray cattle, Hortobágy

Hungarian gray cattle, Apaj

All of these features and future
possibilities would be threatened by the
introduction of genetically modified
crops!

Three vital questions our descendants
will ask us:
•What have you done to the environment
(climate, water, soil, air etc.)?
•Why did you allow „genetically
modified” plants to contaminate our
country (if we allow it)?
•What will become of us without lands,
soils (if we let them out of our hands)?

Main reservations against GMO-s
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Four basic principles of organic farming
since everything is related to everything
else:
• The principle of ecology (adaptation, protection,
maintenance of biodiversity etc.)
• The principle of fairness (in all relationships,
also towards future generations)
• The principle of care (responsibility, precaution,
including new technologies)
• The principle of health (of soil, plants, animals,
of humans and the Planet)
(IFOAM)

Reasons for rejection 1.
GM crop production contravenes all four
basic principles of organic farming

1.

Violation of the principle of care:
(some examples)

• GMO authorisation is based on the principle of
„substantial equivalence” (= „if a conventional crop
is safe, then consumption of a GM-product with similar
chemical composition and characteristics is also safe, so
it shall not be examined” )

• „A BSE cow is substantially equivalent to a
healthy cow”
• Production of genetically identical clones
endangeres the population
• Ethical concerns (where does the transgene come
from? From human to rice, or to maize, etc.)

2. Violation of the principle of
health (some examples):
• Effect on soil organisms (only few independent studies
are available, including tests for soil dwelling animals.
The results raise concerns. Bakonyi et al. (2006)
• Can GM crops can be considered healthy (e.g.
elevated level of stress-proteins Bardócz Zs. (2005) )
• Animals consuming GM crops (alterations: in the
small intestine Ewen, SWB & Pusztai, A. (1999), Padron,
et al. (2000) , in theimmune system Teshima, et al. (2000),
in the embryos, the liver (Malatesta et al. (2001) etc.)
• Humans consuming GM crops (warning from animal
tests + allergy (StarLink maize Freese (2001), GM pea
Prescott et al. (2005), + transgene incorporation into
symbiotic microbes (Netherwood et al. (2004))

3. Violation of the principle of ecology
(some examples)
• Contamination of natural plant ecosystems and
genetic resources to be protected (Brassicacae in
Europe, maize in Mexico Rudino (2003))
• Damaging the protected and/or beneficial elements of
the ecosystems Lang et al. (2007); > it is the basis of
Hungarian moratorium Darvas et al. (2003)
• 800-3500-fold toxin load compared to biological plant
protection substances (Darvas et al. 2004)
• Impossible to avoid the „escape” of a transgene Heszky
(2006)

• Novel organisms (viruses, bacteria etc.) can be created

4. Violation of the principle of fairness
(some examples)
•GMOs decrease the efficiency of the methods used in
organic farming. Darvas et al. (2007)
•The escaped transgene can not be re-called (StarLink
case)
•Coexistence „does not exist” Cipriano et al. (2006),
Heszky (2006)
•Misinformation, withholding scientific facts
•In the US 89 % of soybean and 61 % of maize is GM, still
75 % of the population thinks that they have never
consumed food deriving from GM organisms (Biokultúra)
•Unfair business policy (worsening the position of
competitive operators, royalty lawsuits (Percy Schmeister
case 2001, 600 thousand $), suicides Mittal (2006), crop
losses Pinstrup-Andersen (2006)

Reasons for rejection 2.
•Organic standards are the same regarding the
rejection of the use of GMOs all over the world
•Consumers seek organic products for their GM-free
status
•GMOs destroy organic production methods (e.g.
cultivation of Bt crops leads to resistance to Bt toxin,
therefore the natural spray becomes ineffective)
•Make the user dull (e.g. in case of RR crops there is
no need to know the weeds, their biology and
herbicide spectrum since all non-GM plants are
killed)

Reasons for rejection 3.
•Coexistence does not exist, if a GMO is authorized
organic production becomes impossible, the
pollution of rural areas is unavoidable and
irreversible (e.g. by cross-pollination by GM pollen,
physical mixing, volunteer emergence etc.)
•GMOs are promoted on the basis of untrue
information, withholding information, e.g. spread of
weed resistance (including Ambrosia, the most
common allergen in Europe)

Means of protecting organic production
Aiming to protect the interest of the consumers of
organic product
•Itemised analyses for GMO status of seeds
before sowing and/or for raw metherial before it is
used in products in cases of „risky” crops
(compulsory in Hungary): if the analysis is
positive, then the use of this material is not
allowed, even if contamination is below 0,9%
•Responsibility statement is required to prove
GM-free status for food and feed additives (there
is a list of products with possible GMO origin on
the website of Biokontroll)
•After cultivating a GMO the conversion period to
organic production is long (5 years) according to
Biokontroll Standard

Means of self-protection by Member States in
the Union
Aims: protection of consumers and organic producers
At Member State level:
•Moratorium
•Good coexistence legislation (1000- 5000 m isolation
distance, permission from local council/government,
owner of the land, neighbouring farmers, publication of
intention of cultivating GMOs on the web etc.)
•GMO-free communities, regions
•Giving correct information on GMOs, balancing
misinformation to farmers
(GMO Roundtable is
important in Hungary. It is a sub-committee of two
Parliamentary Committees (Agriculture included)

Means of self-protection by Member States in the
Union
Aims: protection of consumers and organic producers

In the EU:
•We want a policy protecting the public,
rather
than
financial interests

•Allowing greater self-determination
Member States in GMO cultivation

by

• Warning EFSA about carrying stricter
healthand
environmental
risk
assessments, since it has not learned its
lessons yet!
Rábcakapi, 2010.

We claim that the developed major
economic conflict is not between the
GM- and organic crop producers, but
between GM-crop producers and
those wanting to produce and strive to
remain GM-free. However, they have
not recognised this fact yet!
(Perhaps the beekeepers are the
exceptions)

Proposal:
Given the high rejection rate of GM-food by
consumers, it can be stated that:
•It would be in the economic interest of
Hungary to remain GM-free, specially if GMO
cultivation is allowed by other Member States.
This would be a competitive advantage for us on
the international market for GM-free products.
•However we would appreciate a policy giving
the possibility for all countries to stay GMOfree!

Thank you for your attention!

Organic onion Tamási, 2006.

New book issued by the Hungarian Comitee on Agriculture about
GMO’s:

http://www.bdarvas.hu/gmo/idn6021
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