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affect monarch populations are weed control that 
reduces milkweed, and the use of insecticides on 
crops.  
 
Field trials exploring the impact of Bt corn on 
monarchs must be compared with the impacts of 
conventional farming systems, including insecticide 
impacts. Ongoing monitoring of corn fields shows 
that insect diversity and numbers are significantly 
higher in Bt corn fields when compared with 
conventional corn fields treated with insecticide 
sprays. This is an indication of real improvements in 
farming systems and integrated pest management 
systems made possible through the use of GM 
crops. 
 
Following the results achieved by Losey, further 
studies were undertaken in the USA to investigate 
the impact of Bt corn varieties on the monarch 
butterfly caterpillars. 
 
Further studies conducted 
Six scientific papers were published in September 
2001 further investigating the impact of Bt crops on 
monarch butterfly populations, however these did 
not attract significant media attention.     
 
The six papers were published in the Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Science (PNAS). Their 
overall conclusion was that although monitoring 
should continue, any risks from Bt corn to the 
monarch butterfly were relatively minor. 
 

Further information 
‘Butterflies, GM crops and social responsibilities.’ 
(2002). Science and Development Network. 
www.scidev.net/Editorials/index.cfm?fuseaction=rea
deditorials&itemid=12&language=1  
 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
(2001). Six articles available: vol 98. no 21. 
www.pnas.org/cgi/search?fulltext=Monarch&submit.
x=12&submit.y=13  
 
‘Three years later: genetically engineered corn and 
the monarch butterfly controversy.’ (2002). Pew 
Initiative on Food and Biotechnology.  
www.pewtrusts.org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?id=
33380  
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