study finds that organic food sn't
ore nutritions than conventional
food, but it still has benefits,

RGANIC FOOD is no botter than
conventional.” That was the gist of many
headlines after a Stanford University study
tancluded recently that organic food 15 o
Te itrtritious than conventional fosd, How

& 5tudy was characterized by many majer
mbdia outlets — ingluding, at first, the New
York Times — made it seem as if arganic’s lack
ef nutrittenal superiority was reason enplgh to
stek buying organic food, which is often mora
expentiva than conventional food, But that
response overiogked why mast peapia buy
organic: hiot because it’s tnora nutritioys, but
begause it contains tewer chomicals shown by
regearch to be harmful to tuman health and
the etwvironment. “Organic I abgut productlon
methods; it was never about nutriants LAy
NYL nutrition professor Marion Nestle, To
that end, the Stanford stydy did find organic
praduce to be 30 percent losy likely to contain
chemicals than conventianal produce, (Taxin
expasure also drops when you eat frufts and
vedetables with the skin removed,) |t also
found conventional chicken and pork to he
3% percent more likaly to be contaminated with
antibiotle-resistant bacterta, “The media chose
Lo fociEs on nutrition, which is not the drver for
the uraanle consumer. The driver is avoiding
pesticides, GMOs, anttblotics, hormones —
that's why people buy organic. They buy it
for what's pof in it, rather than what'sinit”
sayg Christing Bushway of the Organic Trade
Assoclation, a member-based organization far
arganic purveyors and standards.
gspite the finding that organic foad is
no more nuttitious, the Stanford resgarcharg
did cotclude that organic milk nas mors
amega-3 fats than conventional mik — and
other studies suggest oraanic meat has more
omeya-3s, too. They also foynd that orvanic
produce has more phenols, compounds
buligved to fight eancer.
hile the study states that the chemical
levels in conventional food are safe accarding
to ggvarnment standards, the research didn't
Investigata the long-term affects of pesticide
expogure. Also, there ara enviranmentst
benefits to buying organic, "It's a lot bettar
for the planet slnce it's nat drenched in toxic
chemical pesticides,” says Nestla, “Whita
thareisn’t avidencs — yat — that thgsa
pestigides are harmful to consumers at thaiow
doses aaten, they are demonstrably harmful
to farmworkers, so it f5 unlikely they are
banafictsl or benign." —sapamn TOLAMD
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Remove Toxins Fro
Al Producits m

Johnson & Johnson, the
world's second-latgest map .-
ufacturer of petsong]- care
products jike shatnpoo and
) moisturizers, announced it
will remove chemicals associated with
health risks from jts products by 2016, The
decigion, which will affect brands like
Aveeno snd Neutrogena, is “3 significant
8tep toward reducing consumers EEpnsure
to chemicals thet could poschealth rigks »
saye Jason Rano, director of EOvernment
affairs for the Environmentaj Working
Group. Among the chemjcals to go are
Parabens, Phthalates, and formaldehyde-
releasing Preservatives, which have been
linked to cancer, hormone disruption, and
development Problems in children, Rang
hopes Johnson & Johnson'y Announcement
will mark a turning point in the cosmetios
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