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Editor, Biophile Magazine &                                                                              16 February 2005

Proprietor, Enchantrix Organic Products

Dear Anthea

Thank you for your e-mail titled "BIOPHILE Environmental magazine".

  

Thank you for your offer to advertise my Colloidal Silver Generator in your magazine, Biophile. Perhaps you don't know, but Gaia never advertises. We sell by word of mouth, since this way no one is ever in any way "tricked" into purchasing a Gaia Organics or Gaia Research product.

 

This topic does however lead me to an issue of considerable concern to me regarding the unethical, indeed fraudulent manner in which you miscontextualise information in your magazine and on your website and advertise your Enchantrix product range, which is affiliated to said magazine, both of which it appears are being used to prejudice other players in the marketplace, myself (Gaia), a sector pioneer and leader, included, for your own financial gain.

 

· I refer you firstly to the article on pages 32 & 33 of the Nov/Dec 2004 issue of “Biophile” titled

 "rub a dub… danger in your tub?" by Trevor Steyn, where the personal care product ingredient, "Sodium lauryl sulphate" is demonised via irresponsible urban myth style reporting, leading me to the impression that rather than appraise consumers of the actual virtues of your own products, you choose instead to market these by fraudulently demonising those of others.

I hope you will swiftly prove me wrong in what at the outset appears to be an attempt to eliminate legitimate market competition via the use or abuse of either negligent, reckless or intentional misinformation and false innuendo to cast suspicion on products offered in competition to yours. If you have acted out of ignorance, rather than malicious intent, you will have ample opportunity to express the necessary corrective goodwill via the same media used to spread said misinformation. Journalism and public marketing both require personal and corporate responsibility, which if abused, carry severe criminal and civil penalties that cannot be averted in the name of freedom of expression, which right pertains only to honest truths, not lies and iro which there already exist several legal precedents confirmed as fully constitutional.
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If like the company Neways, you are purposely choosing false demonisation of your competition as your marketing strategy, then you and I are heading for certain conflict, since I have dedicated my life's work to determining and upholding the truth in natural health reporting and marketing and will not allow such despicable malicious operators a free reign in my local community. Rest assured, if this is the case with Biophile and Enchantrix, you have some very embarrassing and costly times ahead, since you have clearly overstepped the ethical boundary. 

 

Let's take a look at the outright lies and half-truths that you have either caused or allowed to seriously lower the integrity of your magazine and website to below well-established socially acceptable norms of commercial and journalistic decency. These infringements are even more despicable in the light of your high-flying ‘Mission Statement’ as follows: “to impart knowledge with truth and integrity for the highest good of all” and also your ‘From The Editor’ invitation to “join us (you) in our (your) search for truth and justice” which offer I am taking you up on here. 

 

Your Biophile article, “rub a dub… danger in your tub” starts with a boldly asserted, even bold fonted quote attributed to Dr Keith Green from the Medical College of Georgia” and attributed to “Research to Prevent Blindness”, which source is not clearly referenced, probably because your writer has never reviewed the actual document from which your mischief claims to launch. Interestingly, Green’s actual published paper makes no reference to any of the claimed harms sensationalising the article. Dr Green simply made the not surprising observation that if there is already injury to the cornea, a long-term high concentration of SLS will slow down healing. 

 

In this study, pieces were first shaved off the outer surface of the eyes of rabbits and it is not surprising that repeatedly adding SLS to these lesions for 3 days interfered with their healing. Dr Green’s study determined that if SLS is applied repeatedly in high concentrations to injured eyes for several days, approximately only 1/1000th could be absorbed into the eye and so retard healing. It also proved that within 96 hours after even such extremely unlikely conditions, healing had occurred and that no trace of SLS could be found anywhere in the test animals bodies. Of the eye itself (other than the lesions) Green stated: "The eye stayed pristine. There was no redness and no irritation. These were not toxic effects." (Chapman J et al, Lens & Eye Tox Res, 6:37-41, 1989)

 

Paula Begoun, a well-respected cosmetics industry watchdog and certainly not a cosmetics apologist (www.cosmeticscops.com), in an article titled “Myth Busting”, addressed the intensely circulating Internet and e-mail concerns over sodium lauryl sulphate (SLS) and sodium laureth sulphate (SLES) as follows: “I believe this entire mania was generated by several Neways Websites, and has been carried over as fact into other so-called ‘all natural’ cosmetics lines”.

 

Begoun tracked down the most insidious and misleading part of what was passed around as truth relating to SLS and SLES, based on the incorrect reporting of a study done by Dr. Green, who both conducted the research and delivered the final report. Green, Regents Professor of Ophthalmology at the Medical College of Georgia, told Begoun way back in 1997 already: "My work was completely misquoted. No part of my study indicated any development or cataract problems from SLS or SLES. The body does not retain those ingredients at all. We did not even look at the issue of children, so that conclusion is completely false, because it never existed.”
 

Dr Green continued: “Neways took my research completely out of context and probably never read the study at all. The statement like 'SLS is a systemic' has no meaning. No ingredient can be a systemic unless you drink the stuff and that's not what we did with it. Another incredible comment was that my study was 'clinical,' meaning I tested the substance on people, but these were strictly animal tests. Furthermore, the eyes showed no irritation with the 10-dilution substance used! If anything, the animal studies indicated no risk of irritation whatsoever!"
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When Begoun enquired as to whether any follow-up studies concerning SLS/SLES had been undertaken, Dr. Green, staking his considerable scientific reputation, pertinently replied: "No- one has done this because the findings were so insignificant." Begoun was also curious as to whether Dr Green had changed shampoo and to this enquiry, Dr Green answered: "No one in my family has changed shampoos and they all contain either SLS or SLES. You may find it interesting to tell your readers that SLS and SLES have a natural source. The sulphates have been used for over 20 years by millions of people daily and weekly with no adverse effects”.  

 

Whilst it is true that SLS is used in a model for cataract formation, these experiments actually immersed the transparent lens proteins in concentrated solutions of SLS (J. Biol. Chem. 262: 8096-102, 1987). It is not surprising that these lens proteins were rendered translucent. In real life however, the lens is deep within the eye, and won't be exposed to SLS even if you splash the concentrate directly into in your eyes. Whilst it is not unreasonable to caution against the use of shampoos based on alkyl sulphate surfactants around the eyes if corneal lesions are present, the same considerations would also apply to common soap, which is a very strong caustic alkali and yet is also widely used for similar purposes to SLS/SLES, though the latter are now more commonly chosen for studying the physiology of cataract formation studies due to its being more readily standardised and hence more consistent in composition and potency. 

 

To put the irritancy and toxicity of SLS into perspective, consider that it is reliably classified as being equally as toxic as common table salt, which substance too comes into regular intimate contact with human skin and mucous membranes, in fact far more so than SLS, so why does only the latter get such a bum rap from some quarters? Both are also classified as mildly irritating to the skin and as moderately irritating to the eye. Both are classified as moderately toxic by ingestion and both are classified as teratrogenic and mutagenic. (Lewis R, Sax’s Dangerous Properties of Industrial Materials, Van Nostrand Reinhold, NY, 1992) 

 

Following your abuse of the “Green Hoax” and some unreferenced and unsubstantiated generalised trashing of SLS, including already debunked claims of systemic retention, the Biophile “rub-a-dub” article proceeds to attempt to trash also the most comprehensive report ever published on SLS, the “Final Report on the Safety Assessment of Sodium Lauryl Sulfate and Ammonium Lauryl Sulfate”, apparently because your target competitors, who you disparagingly refer to as “cosmetics apologists” also often quote from said report that the fear-mongers are so fond of selectively reporting from to suit their own agenda and furthermore, because the alternative detergent to SLS most commonly used by the fear-mongers themselves just happens to be the other chemical covered by said report, with a near identical skin and eye irritant  potential and toxicological profile, both substances being characterised as “having not evoked adverse responses in any other toxicological testing” (J Am Coll Toxicol, 2(7), 1983).
 

This report does list several studies where SLS irritated the skin, but these used very high concentrations that were left un-rinsed off for prolonged periods, often under a patch, under which conditions SLS would be expected to alter the lipidic barrier and cause local irritation. More telling are omissions from said report, which would undermine the fear-focused agenda:
 

      In a study measuring skin absorption: “It was found that up to 24 hours after contact, no measurable penetration of Sodium Lauryl Sulfate occurred”.

      In a study measuring irritancy to eyes: “mildly irritating at 1 hour and decreased to practically non-irritating during the seven-day observation”.
      In studies measuring the effects of ingestion: “SLS in the diet for 90 days produced no increase in chromosomal aberrations” and was determined to be “not tumorigenic or carcinogenic.”
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Highly selective and miscontextualised extracts make up the rest of the Biophile “rub-a-dub” article, which is virtually in its entirety plagiarized from the equally despicable malicious ramblings of David Lowell Kern and which has been used by several unscrupulous commercial operators copying Neways’ dirty business strategy. Your article states that “there are many alternatives to SLS” and that “the only reason it is still in circulation is that it is very cheap”.  You are challenged to list these alternatives and divulge the chemical names of the detergents used in your personal and household cleansing products for my scrutiny in view of Enchantrix’s safety claims. Just because you may to pay more to escape the likely public backlash caused by said mischief, does not render SLS/SLES inferior to any alternatives, if indeed there are any legitimately safe and efficacious alternatives. Indeed, the main cleanser is always the water to which the detergent is added and you would not reject this ingredient merely due to its low cost.

· I refer you secondly, to another article in the “Articles” section of the Enchantrix website titled

“Are you poisoning your family?” and attributed to Karen and Douglas Gibbens. In addition to your Biophile article, you continue your mischief here in another sensationalised fear-based propaganda piece, where you again attempt to demonise several ingredients used by your competitors by stating: “Some especially potentially harmful ingredients you should check your labels for are: Sodium Lauryl Sulphate, Sodium Laureth Sulphate, Mineral oil, Glycerin, and Propylene Glycol”. The use of the word “especially” effectively neutralises the effect of the otherwise modulating word “potentially”, so the intent again is clearly to cast doubt on integrity. 

Again the logic is flawed, but still achieves its aim of demonising the target substances and as a result, also your competitor’s products. The fact that industrial grades of SLS and SLES might be used as degreasers, garage floor cleaners and car wash soaps, does not diminish the integrity and utility of cosmetic grades of these agents for personal care applications any more than does the use of water to clean garage floors and wash cars diminish the integrity of water. 

 

The intention is clearly to smear by association and again continues throughout this malicious article. Again, there is no regard for accurate reporting and the “Green Hoax” too is once again rehashed. Also abused is a deliberately miscontextualised reference to the Material Safety Data Sheet, which has nothing to do with real-life consumer concentrations and applications of the substances under discussion. Material Safety Data Sheets are intended for employer’s of chemical workers, for industrial hygienists and other occupational safety professionals who may need such information pertaining to the bulk storage, transportation, handling and processing of often thousand-fold chemical concentrates, in order to conduct effective occupational safety programs in industrial, pharmaceutical and consumer goods manufacturing settings. Understandably, suppliers always overstate such risks in their Material Safety Data Sheets to effectively maximise their own indemnity from accidents with and abuse of their products. 

Using sodium chloride, common table salt as an example, consider how ridiculous it would be to convey the following Material Safety Data Sheet information on a salt shaker or packet of salt:

SODIUM CHLORIDE (COMMON TABLE SALT)

HEALTH HAZARD DATA

Inhalation: May produce irritation of the mucous membranes. Silica particles present are capable of causing silicosis over an extended period of time, leading to dry cough, shortness of breath on exertion, decreased lung function and pulmonary fibrosis.

Skin Contact: May cause irritation. Repeated or prolonged contact could lead to dermatitis.

Eye Contact: May cause irritation and conjunctivitis.

Ingestion: May produce nausea, vomiting, abdominal discomfort and central nervous system depression.
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EMERGENCY AND FIRST AID PROCEDURE

Inhalation: Remove from exposure. Immediately seek medical aid.

Skin Contact: Wash thoroughly with soap and water. Seek medical aid.

Eye Contact: Flush immediately with large amounts of water. Ingestion: Give 1 -2 large glasses of water or milk. Induce vomiting.  Immediately seek medical aid. 

SPECIAL PROTECTION INFORMATION

Respiratory: Respiratory protection should be used to avoid inhalation.  

Skin: Clean, body-covering clothing should be worn to prevent irritation in situation where direct contact with product may occur.

Eyes: Wear chemical safety splash goggles in situations that may result in eye contact.

SPECIAL PRECAUTIONS

DO NOT store near food or feed. Keep out of reach of children and pets.

Might I remind you that the above has been abstracted from the Material Safety Data Sheet of common table salt? Do you see how ridiculous it is to miscontextualise such information? The effect, if not the intention, of such abuses is to demonise and defile what are perfectly acceptable substances when used correctly at the appropriate concentration/dilution. I am not going to further analyse each instance of such abuse at this stage. You have already wasted more than enough of my time. Suffice it to say that virtually all the information is actionable if not immediately and thoroughly corrected. Unfortunately, damage has already occurred and hence such material needs not only to be removed, but a detailed rebuttal posted for a reasonable period of time at each locus of such misinformation so as to afford an adequate opportunity for such corrective information to filter through and effect redress to an acceptable degree. 

As I have stated before, I and my Gaia products range are pioneers and leaders in the natural health and personal care sector in South Africa and your reckless behavior as outlined and illustrated above will have already have unfairly prejudiced both me and my business in your own favour. If it is your intended strategy to cowardly and fraudulently damage my reputation so as to unfairly acquire a portion of my hard-earned market share in what is a very tough and competitive ‘big business’ sector, then you are headed for serious conflict on several fronts. 

The fact that you have word-for-word adopted my ten-year-old slogan, namely “Earth, People and Animal Friendly” as your own to promote your Enchantrix range affords me certain reason to be concerned that you might have just such a strategy in mind. If this is the case and I am forced to start placing advertisements and undertaking other activities to undo your mischief, then you would do well to factor the cost of these expenses in addition to the costs of my taking this matter to the courts, when deciding whether or not to continue with these prejudicial activities, and if not, then to what extent you will take corrective action to remedy said mischief.  

All said and done, I do hope that you have acted purely out of ignorance, realise the error and harm caused and are fully prepared to make amends for your magazine, website and any other educational and promotional media equating to said prejudicial effect as yet unknown to me.

I look forward to an early positive, constructive and comprehensive response to these issues.   

Yours sincerely
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Stuart Thomson

Director, Gaia Research  
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