
 

 

Pesticide Research - Heads Up 
 
Attention has been called in the past to the fact that the pesticides we are spraying on our 
roadsides are mixed with assorted adjuvants and other substances before use, and that many 
of these substances have not been tested or regulated for toxicity of their own. 
 
I would like to call your attention now to a very carefully done, credible research paper on this 
very issue: 
 
“Major Pesticides Are More Toxic to Human Cells Than Their Declared Active Principles “ 
Robin Mesnage,1 Nicolas Defarge,1 Joël Spiroux de Vendômois,2 and Gilles-Eric Séralini1  
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/bmri/2014/179691/ 
 
The Authors have chosen to study 9 commercial pesticides in current use: 3 herbicides, 3 
insecticides and 3 fungicides. They have compared the toxic effects of the named active 
ingredient alone with the toxic effects of the full commercial preparation with all its adjuvants 
and ancillary ingredients. 
 
In general, the licensing of a pesticide in Canada only requires the testing of the “Active 
Ingredient”, not the whole complex mixture in which it is embedded when offered for sale. It is 
common practice to assume that all of the other ingredients are “Inert”. They are not. 
 
A quick little “thought exercise” will reveal why this would likely be so. Many of the adjuvants 
accompanying the active ingredient are spreading and wetting agents, designed to increase 
contact with and absorption of the main ingredient, and therefore its effectiveness. Others retard 
the breakdown of the compound. If they do all this, does it not stand to reason that they would 
thereby be increasing its toxicity? In this case beyond what it was originally measured at in its 
licensing exam? Might these agents be toxic in their own right, since many of them are 
petroleum distillates and other such things? Should this not properly require a new licensing 
exam, for public safety and environmental protection? 
 
This is exactly the question being addressed by the authors of this paper.  
 
They have been very thoughtful, meticulous and open about the design of their experiment, why 
they chose to do what they did, how they chose to analyze their data, and what they chose to 
conclude from it. 
 
They chose their 3 herbicides, insecticides and fungicides with a view to including as many 
different chemical classes as possible, as well as remaining relevant to the bulk of current 
agricultural usage. Too bad they were limited to 3 in each category. Incidentally, they made 
rather surprising statement in regard to flouroxypyr, a synthetic auxin which acts on the same  
plant components as the Aminopyralid which we are spraying on our roadsides: “However, it is 
poorly studied and its effects on human cells were never published before. “ (Health Canada 
where are you??? ) 
 
They tested their material on 3 cell lines (cells grown in tissue culture, as opposed to live 
animals or human subjects). These lines have apparently been used for toxicological testing in 
the past, and are therefore likely have a known track record and a database of supporting 
information. They tested each substance down to levels well below the “acceptable daily intake” 
used for agricultural purposes, and up as high as they could get each to dissolve. 

https://www.hindawi.com/journals/bmri/2014/179691/


 

 

 
Their results were definitive and consistent. The full formulations offered on the market were far 
more toxic than the named “active principle” in all cases in which multiple ingredients were 
used, sometimes up to 1000 times more so. 
 
This credible research paper deserves to be believed. It very elegantly exposes what many of 
us have suspected for some time- that the inert material in many formulations is not inert at all. 
In fact, such evidence has been accumulating for years. This piece of research was not done in 
a vacuum.  
 
Members of Council in our Townships and Counties are frequently called upon to deal with 
matters on which they feel they have inadequate expertise. Naturally, in this situation, they turn 
to regulatory bodies and other government agencies to advise them. This would be sound 
practice in a perfect world. It is time for our Councillors to face head on the fact that many of our 
regulators currently act to defend industry and profit, and not public health and safety. 
 
So whom to trust? Councillors, I suggest you look to your constituents for expertise. You will no 
doubt find a vast pool of knowledge, collectively, in the people you serve, and most of these 
people are serious about making their living space better and safer, rather than the reverse.  
Think about what you are hearing, put it together. Most importantly, use your own judgement, 
and be honest with yourself. 
 
We live in an increasingly complex world. Unfortunately it is just as replete with sheisters and 
snake oil salespersons as it was in the 1800’s. We will need courage and integrity to find a path 
through this. I suggest this article is a place to start. 
 
 
Linda Harvey B.Sc., M.Sc., M.D. 
  
 
 


