
Additional hormones that result from injecting recom-
binant bovine growth hormone (rbGH) dairy cows are
cited as a major factor causing an increased number of
multiple human births in the U.S.

That’s the conclusion of an article in the May 2006 issue of The Journal of
Reproductive Medicine, which links increased “twinning” in humans in the U.S. to
elevated levels of a “secondary hormone”–Insulin-like Growth Factor-1 (IGF-1)–
found in milk.  Milk from cows injected with rbGH has significantly higher lev-
els of IGF-1 than normal cow’s milk.  

Possible metabolic effects in humans, due to elevated IGF-1 levels in milk
from cows injected with rbGH, have been the core of intense debate about rbGH
human safety issues since the late 1980s.  Monsanto produces and markets rbGH
as “Posilac”–a synthetic, biotech-derived cow hormone.

The article was authored by Gary Steinman, M.D., Ph. D., an obstetrician
from Astoria, New York.  Steinman contends that extra IGF-1 in milk from rbGH-
injected cows is causing a major increase in multiple births in the U.S.

Steinman’s analysis is troubling for the U.S. dairy industry. His article
claims a link between elevated hormone levels in milk from rbGH-injected cows
and changes in human metabolism.  USDA estimates that in recent years, about
22 percent of all lactating dairy cows in the country receive Posilac injections.

The federal Food and Drug Administration (FDA)—the nation’s food safe-
ty “watchdog” agency—has historically argued that no metabolic changes could
occur in persons drinking rbGH-derived cows’ milk.  

For nearly two decades, a huge public controversy about the potential dan-
gers to milk-drinking humans from additional IGF-1 content in milk (from
rbGH-treated cows) has pitted Monsanto and the FDA versus food activists, a
handful of cautionary scientists, and many skeptical consumers.

The Journal of Reproductive Medicine article specifically links use of
rbGH to increased multiple human births in the U.S. Injecting synthetic
growth hormones in milk cows increases their production of IGF-1—a pow-
erful “secondary” hormone.  IGF-1 IS EXACTLY THE SAME IN
BOVINES AND HUMANS. IGF-1 spurs cellular growth function.

Steinman’s article summarizes:
“Genotypes favoring elevated IGF and diets including dairy products,

especially in areas where growth hormone is given to cattle, appear to enhance
the chances of multiple pregnancies due to ovarian stimulation.” 

The article’s text notes:  “IGF increases the sensitivity and responsiveness
of ovaries to follicle stimulating hormone (FSH).”  Increased sensitivity of the
ovaries to FSH is cause for more “twinning”.  

Steinman offers data on multiple births in the U.S. in five-year segments,
starting in 1977.  He cites two other phenomena that have contributed to a dra-
matic increase in multiple human births in the past three decades: assisted repro-

On June 1, the Dean Foods’ fluid milk plant at
Florence, New Jersey shifted to a policy of accept-
ing only “rbGH-Free” milk.

Dean Foods’ exclusive raw milk supplier—
Dairy Marketing Services—is unable to provide all
that rbGH-free raw milk volume and has been
forced to reach out to other raw milk suppliers.

Is Dean Foods preparing for wider “rbGH-
Free” policies in its far-flung, nationwide fluid milk
processing system?

Word from tiny (dairy-wise, at least) Montana
is that two milk processors in that state have gone
“rbGH-Free”.  Those plants are the Darigold plant
at Bozeman (owned by the local dairy co-op) and
the Meadow Gold plant.

Around the U.S., fast-growing consumer
demand for organic dairy products is creating a sec-
ondary market for “rbGH-Free” dairy products.  For
example:  organic nonfat dry milk supplies are
almost impossibly tight and expensive.  So some
dairy processors are seeking the “next tier” of non-
fat dry milk—“rbGH Free”—to appeal to con-
sumers who don’t want synthetic hormones (and
secondary hormones) in their dairy products.

A fast-rising tide of “rbGH-Free” sentiment
among consumers is forcing more and more U.S.

dairy processors to seek out “rbGH-Free” raw milk
supplies.  The Milkweed foresees a time when raw
milk marketers will be sending out directives to
their producers, demanding “rbGH-Free” milk … or
else producers who continue to inject rbGH in their
cows will be responsible for additional marketing
costs in selling the “stuff”.

Monsanto started selling rbGH (trademarked
as Posilac) in February 1994.  In the late 1980s, Dr.
Richard Teske, a high-level official with the federal
Food and Drug Administration's Center for
Veterinary Medicine, admitted that the “anti-rbGH”
furor was the biggest consumer food product safety
issue that ever came before his agency.

In recent years, USDA estimated that about 22
percent of all U.S. dairy cows were being injected
with Posilac.  

If consumer-demand for “rbGH-Free”
dairy products convinces more and more dairy
processors to refuse to accept milk from farms
where Posilac is injected into dairy cows, that
could reduce U.S. milk production dramatically.
Why?  Continued use of the synthetic hormone
(Posilac) suppresses treated cows’ natural pro-
duction of growth hormone.  If Posilac is pulled
from cows in the middle of their lactations, many
such cows’ milk production “crashes”.
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May Class III (cheese) price lost a dime from
April for USDA’s federal milk order system and is
$10.83.  For May 2005 it was $13.77 and for May
2004, it was $20.58.  Farm price may have been cut
in half but, the Producer Price Index data of whole-
sale prices shows a drop of 28.6%.

The June’s price will go up slightly. If the futures
are any guide the movement upward will continue.

Calculations for the May 2006 were deter-
mined by the average of the weekly NASS price
survey of Cheddar cheese, butter, whey, and nonfat
dry milk.  Those values are as follows:

Butterfat: $1.2582/lb.
Nonfat Solids: $0.6819/lb.
Protein: $1.9119/lb.
Other solids: $0.1251/lb.
The 80% parity equivalent for May 2006 is

$30.72.

May Class III $10.83
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ductive technology and intentional delay of child-bearing (which raises the
mean maternal age).  

Table 1 of Steinman’s article, titled “Total Twin Births per 100 Live Births
in the United States”, details the following data (reformatted from the original):

Year Rate of Twins per 100 births
1977 1.89%
1982 1.93%
1987 2.15%
1992 2.35%
1997 2.60%
2002 3.10%
Steinman’s annualized data shows that the rate of multiple human births in

the U.S. increased by 31.9% from 1992 to 2002.  FDA allowed commercial sale
of rbGH to begin in early February 1994.  

Steinman further states:
“However, the continuing increase in twinning rate into the 1990s may

also be a consequence of the introduction of recombinant bovine soma-
totropin (bST) treatment of cattle to enhance milk and meat production.
Growth hormone induces an elevation of  IGF in these animal products.
Thus, the rise in IGF levels secondary to administration of bST during the
last 2 decades, at least in the United States, may have played a role in
enhanced twinning in humans.”

Steinman cites research findings that IGF-1 (contained in foods) survives
digestion and enters the human bloodstream.  That fact is in direct contradiction
to FDA claims–sustained by published scientific/medical literature.

Human “twinning” may result from several factors, in addition to diet.
Steinman’s article cites factors such as inheritance (nature) and diet (nurture).  He
calculates that tendencies towards twinning can be modulated by environmental
factors like milk consumption, particularly from cows injected with rbGH.

More fuel on the anti-rbGH fire …
Steinman’s research will be subjected to intense scrutiny, both by critics

and supporters of Monsanto and biotechnology.  
Most importantly: Steinman’s research suggests environmental factors

may enhance multiple human births.  That assertion cracks open the door for a
wider and more intense discussion about what other human metabolic issues
may correlate with higher IGF-1 content in the U.S. milk supply, since FDA
allowed commercial sale of rbGH in early 1994.

IGF-1 is linked to development of the following cancers: breast, colorec-
tal, and prostate.  Thousands of studies printed in medical and scientific journals
have explored the relation of IGF-1 to development of cancer.

FDA has historically asserted that higher levels of IGF-1 in milk pose no
health dangers to the public. 

The Milkweed’s future analysis:
If the wider implications of Steinman’s “twinning” study lead to a public

uproar about continued use of rbGH in the nation’s dairy herd, watch consumers
scramble for “rbGH-Free” dairy products.  Dairy processors may fall over each
other trying to obtain “rbGH-Free” milk supplies—just as they are now fighting
for limited quantities of organic milk.  

The Journal of Reproductive Medicine article opens up a whole new
avenue of debate about possible impacts of rbGH—and its secondary hormone,
IGF-1—on human metabolism.  (See Pete Hardin’s comments, page 11.)
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Complete U.S. dairy import data is only avail-
able through March 2006.  You will hear talk from
many experts of dairy imports being down with the
exception of MPCs.  That is true as far as it goes.

USDA's  Foreign Agriculture Service (FAS)
produces some advance data.  At the moment, that
FAS data covers through May.  The pattern this year
shows licensed dairy imports are down.  These
licensed imports enter with lower tariffs.  By the end
of the year those licensed imports will all find their
way to America.

What is interesting is the fact that “High Tier”
imports have shot up January through May 2006.
Under the U.S. tariff-rate quota system, "High Tier"
or over-quota imports enter at a higher duty rate
than import levels up to the quota level.  Cheddar
imports are up 22.5 percent.  American cheese
imports are up 60%.  Overall “High Tier” imports
are up 24% January through May of 2006 when
compared with the same period in 2005.

MPCs, which have no tariff, continue to roll in
at a reduced rate.  While it is impossible to have
exact data, it appears that MPC pricing remains just
under NFDM on a protein basis.

Logically: if all the licensed dairy is imported
and “High Tier” imports continue on track, 2006
will be a bumper year for imports. 

This  is further confirmed by FAS’ Production,
Supply and Distribution (PS&D) data.  The PS&D
data is broken into three sections:  cheese, NFDM
and butter.  Data for 2006 is projected.  The 2006
figures show a shortfall for cheese of 143,000 met-
ric tons or 315,257,800 pounds which must be
imported.  NFDM shows an excess of 14,000 met-
ric tons.  Butter data indicates the U.S must import
an additional 15,000 metric tons or 33,069,000
pounds to meet demand.

Obviously, in spite of all the talk of high pro-
duction, we continue to need imports to meet
demand.  Farm milk price should reflect the true
supply/demand picture. Clearly the market signal is
not being passed efficiently and that conveys mar-
ket failure.

Like the weather, the U.S. Department of Justice
dairy investigation seems to change daily.

As reported last month, the investigation was
brought to a virtual standstill October 1, 2005 as a
result of political pressure.  A letter in early April
2006 from Pennsylvania Senator Arlen Specter to
Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez expressed con-
cerns about the investigation.  

For a time the investigation seemed to be back
on track.  Then, to use a common journalistic term,
“reliable sources” indicated the investigation was
back to an idle.

Finally on June 5th, William E. Moschella,
Assistant Attorney General, faxed a letter to Senator
Specter denying any slow down.  “To the contrary,”
William Moschella wrote, “the Antitrust Division’s
investigation is active and continuing.”

This investigation, which focuses on Dairy
Farmers of America, started in mid-2004.  Many dep-
ositions have been taken.  The corruption is blatant. 

After all that, if the investigation was indeed
“active and continuing,” Antitrust would have logi-
cally moved to the Grand Jury level.  There is no
sign or rumor of that logical progression.

Logically, anyone might conclude the corrup-
tion in dairy reaches to the very top of government.
At a time when blood is running in dairy; a corrupt
pricing system is called a “market”.  That, by itself
should be enough plunder to satisfy all but the very
greediest. However, the biggest and the greediest
steal from the farmer at every level with impunity.
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On June 7, 2006  the USDA National
Organic Program (NOP) published the “Final
Rule” regarding the Harvey v. Johanns U.S.
District decision in the Federal Register.  In
October 2003, Arthur Harvey, a blueberry
farmer from Maine, filed a complaint under the
Administrative Procedure Act. 

In early 2006, the U.S Court of Appeals
remanded the case back to the District Court.
Harvey won two issues:  The first concerned 7
CFR 205.605(b) of the NOP regulations, con-
cerning the use of synthetic substances in or on
processed products. The Court ruled no non-
organic substance could be used in or on a
processed product which was not on the list
covered in section 7 CFR 205.606.

The Organic Trade Association, whose
members range from Kraft Foods to family
farms, hired the lobbyist/law firm Covington
and Burling to successfully push a law through
Congress which overturned the Court’s ruling
in the Harvey case.  Covington and Burling
states the firm's “lawyers advise clients on legal
issues raised by such new technologies as irra-
diation, DNA techniques, and other forms of
genetic engineering”.  Covington and Burling
also successfully worked for Monsanto on “the
labeling issues raised at the federal and state
levels by FDA approval and dairy industry use
of supplemental bovine somatotropin (bST).
“We represent several trade associations in liti-
gation challenging the validity of a Vermont
compulsory bST labeling law on First
Amendment and Commerce Clause grounds”.  

On November 10, 2005, Congress amend-
ed the Organic Foods Production Act by per-
mitting the addition of synthetic substances
appearing on the National List for use in prod-
ucts labeled organic.  As long as at least 95 per-
cent of ingredients are on the National List the
product may carry the USDA organic seal.

Money is also associated with the second
aspect of the Harvey decision.  The final rule
revises section 205.236 of the NOP regulations
to eliminate what is known as the “80/20” feed
provision, and no milk may be labeled as organ-
ic and enter the stream of commerce after June
9, 2007, as a result of the 80/20 feed provision. 

Transitioning dairy producers will no
longer be able to use 20 percent non-organic feed
during the first nine months of whole herd con-
version from conventional to organic production.

NOP Final Rule




