
Cancer researcher: Media hysteria over glyphosate herbicide undermines science

Editor’s note: Guy André Pelouze is a thoracic and cardiovascular surgeon who did cancer research 
during his training and lung cancer treatment during his practice

The debate sparked by IARC’s evaluation highlights why human studies are so essential. Indeed, one key
study—whose initial findings were not included in IARC’s literature review due to their internal prohibition
on considering unpublished data—is the Agricultural Health Study, a long-term observational analysis of
the health effects of herbicides on 89,000 farmers and their families in Iowa and North Carolina. Running
since 1993, the AHS has consistently failed to find that glyphosate use is linked with increased risk of
cancer.

…

Although it has been subject to outsized scrutiny, glyphosate’s benefit-risk ratio is one of the highest of all
weed killers derived from organic chemistry. It is less toxic than common chemicals like aspirin. It is
therefore surprising that media coverage has been irrational and even hysterical.

…

[A]s the facts stand today, there is no indication that glyphosate raises the risk of cancer. IARC is not
assessing the risk, they are simply meant to be alerted in case of hazards.

In this case, because of the absence of evidence against glyphosate, we should be aware of the potential
for hazard, but the chemical should be considered noncarcinogenic. Otherwise, the purpose of science
itself, which will always entail some degree of uncertainty, is utterly undermined.

Read full, original post: How Do You Assess if a Chemical Causes Cancer?

https://aghealth.nih.gov/collaboration/index.html
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2920083/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/nov/06/the-eu-and-glyphosate-its-time-to-put-childrens-health-before-pesticides
https://slate.com/technology/2018/01/years-of-testing-shows-glyphosate-isnt-carcinogenic.html

