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8. Findings from stakeholder interviews

8.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the results of interviews carried out among representatives of the
pesticide policy network of the UK plus a few representatives from the EU policy
network®. The background to the interview questions and how they relate to the research
findings is explained in the Chapter Three. Each of thé following three sections has an
introduction covering the main areas discussed, followed by the interview responses with
comment, and ends with a summary of key findings. The chapter also includes informed

comment rather than just distilled interview findings.

The data are presented in a way that addresses the conceptual framework and the research
questions for the present research. This includes the emergence of a dominant pesticide
paradigm that has a pesticide policy community composed of a small and vstrong group of

stakeholders that develop and defend the use of pesticides within a pesticide policy

paradigm. From the 1960s onwards the pesticide paradigm has been criticised by critical

stakeholders that has led to the creation of a peéticide policy network that includes both
productive supporters and critical stakeholders. Concern about~ the adverse effects of
pesticides has led to an increasingly stringent regulatory risk analysis process that has
placed further pressure on the pesticide paradigm. Biological pest control products are
emerging as one response to the pressures on the pesticides pblicy paradigm. The
conditions are in place for a fundamental paradigm shift for these alternatives to be part of
an ecological pest management paradigm; or they could be subsumed within the existing _

dominant pesticide paradigm.

The first data section of this chapter (Section 8.2) presents findings covering discussion
around pesticides and risk. This includes an assessment of the precautionary principle that
considers a wider range of options, uncertainties, disciplinary contributions and socio-
cultural perspectives that extends the knowledge base for pesticide appraisal. Conventional
risk assessment, on the other hand, takes place within a closed raﬁge of specialist
perspectives. This includes a comparison of the UK technocratic risk analysis model with
the more developed EU inverted decisionist approach (see Sections 2.2.2-3). Much of the
stakeholder comments surround the difficulty of separating techm'cal risk assessment from

the political risk management section of the risk analysis process.

59. This included one EU regulator and one pesticide industry lobbyist. Many other interviewees had
dual UK/EU responsibilities. ;




The next section describes the concerns raised by those who challenge and question the use
of pesticides, and explains how they are addressed by others. This information is
complemented with a review of the data on pesticides and consumer opinion, which had

not been canvassed as part of the present research.

The following section presents comments about the introduction, development and use of
bio-pesticides as alternatives to synthetic pesticides. This includes the regulatory and
market barriers which have traditionally stifled bio-pesticide development. The concluding

section summarises the prospects for an ecological pest management paradigm.

The last three sections (8.3-8.5 have a summary of the main results at end of each section.
The Key Findings are present in the Discussion Chapter (Nine) so that they can be read

after the review summaries, and immediate before the research conclusions.



8.2. Risk analysis

This section presents the fmdingé from the interviews concerning the risk analysis of
pesticides, an integral part of both the UK and EU regulatory processes. Risk analysis plays
an important role in deciding whether pesticide use is acceptable. In the context of the
present research it is used to support a pesticide paradigm. For the UK the processes of risk
assessment and risk management are indistinguishable and follow a technocratic model. The
EU model on the other hand separated the two. What can one infer from this difference? The
precautionary principle (on some but not all interpretations) is an inclusive and transparent
approach which attempts to accommodate scientific uncertainty into the risk analysis

process. Interviewees had a range of views on this subject. There is a difference in

responsibility and input between members of the pesticide policy network and the

representatives of the regulatory processes.

Risk analysis is important because it underpins the regulatory process for pesticidés. The
regulatory process is controlled by the pblicy community element of the pesticide policy
network. The risk analysis input from regulatory in,tefviewées covered the way in which
pesticides are approved. This is impoftant because criteria that aré adopted present a gateway
for pesticides to enter the market. The regulators support a risk analysis process which has
been criticised in the interviews by critical stakeholders. One way of analysing these
differences is to use the precautionary principle. It has been embraced (at least rhetorically if
not substantively) into UK and EU environmental policy, and making it workable remains a

challenge.

Experts acknowledged that they have difficulty in explaining the complex set of issues
presented by pesticides. They felt that that there was a lack of understanding about pesticides
among the general public, and reassurance was just a question of more effective risk
communication. The scientific uncertainty in estimating exposure to pesticides was raised by
public interest groups as a reason for concern. This centred on issues such as the possibilities
of chronic effects, pesticide mixtures, and the fact that there is a lack of expert agreement. A
lack of trust in government and experts among civil society was also an issue. The relative
emphasis in decision making between politics and science was disputed. The pesticide
industry considers it right that the process is science-dominated. Regulators acknowledge
that the process is science-informed but, in the final analysis, the decisions are political.

Public interest organisations tended to use the science-based arguments to justify their




positions, although there were concerns about the closeness between the pesticide industry

and the regulator.

8.2.1. The Precautionary Principle

The precautionary principle is sometimes interpreted as a mechanism that has the potential to
accommodate politically contested technical issues. One of the interview questions
specifically invited comments by asking: “What is the role of the precautionary principle for
the control of pesticides?” (see Table 3.2, Vol. 1, page 95). This question was asked because
it provides stakeholder feedback on an aspect of the risk analysis debate that is controversial
and subject to contention between members of the pesticide policy network. A number of
interviewees made critical references to the principle unprompted, which is an indication of

the importance they place on it.

There are many definitions of the precautionary principle, as outlined in Vol. 1, page 43,

which means it is a contested and controversial term in health and environmental policy

spheres (Santillo et al., 1999). It has also moved from a position in the science and legal

realms to become more politicised in'consumer protest, in changing public perceptions of
science, and in'the social responsibility of corporations (O'Riordan et al., 2001: 9). The
polemical views were reinforced by the interviewees during interview. A summary of '

responses is presented to pfovide an overall view, followed by more detailed analysis.

An overview of comments concerning pesticides and the precautionary principle are
presented in Table 8.1. All the public interest interviewees were supportive of the
Precautionary Principle, except one who felt it did not go far enough (rather than beiﬂg
excessive). At the other end of the spectrum the pesticide industry commented negatively
about the principle, or considered that further application was not necessary because current
measures were already precautionary enough. Other interviewee groups represented a
mixture of views. Some of the multiple food retailers were supportive because they see the
principle as an early warning mechanism that indicates an area of possible future consumer
concern. A number of individual interviewees (not public interest or pesticide industry) gave
equivocal responses. They were supportive of the principle but it was used politically (by
NGOs), or that it was too impractical to implement. There was a complete range of views
among the experts (members of the Advisory Committee on Pesticides). Some were hostile,

some were supportive, and the rest equivocal.




Table 8.1 Stakeholder comments on the precautionary principle

1

. Pesticide production’

It is more important to manage the risk of pesticides rather than having a ‘stop-the-world
type of view' that is exemplified by the principle.

Precautionary principle has already been taken up in pesticides regulation
There is a problem because stakeholders regard the principle in different ways

. Research

It is too easy to take the principle too far (IPM Researcher)
It is difficult to use in practice (IPM Researcher)

Lack of information about a pesticide does not necessarily mean there is a problem
(Horticultural researcher)

Control?

A former DEFRA minister was supportive, but it was rarely mentioned by officials
The principle allows for possible problems to be flagged

There is a role, but the principle is not used in a systematic way

The principle does not answer the question ‘how precautionary’?

It is easier for stakeholders to handle than for regulators

The principle is subjectlve and means different thmgs to different people

We already have a very precautionary system )

We have been applying the principle for the last 6/8 years

Experts

The principle is an acknowledgement of uncertalnty, which is. dlfflcu|t to communlcate
It tells us to be extremely concerned — because of uncertainty we must reduce risks
Precaution means positive evidence is required that adverse effects will not occur
NGOs use the principle because it suits them politically — it is not science-based
There is a place for the principle, but at what point are triggers used?

an

. Food producers

Definitely need a precautionary approach (Supplier)

Supports the principle — risk must be balanced against the need (Organic farmer)

The principle goes too far — it ignores the science (Farmer)

How to apply the principle given that the science [supporting pesticides] is fluid (Famer)

. Food recall and manufacturers

The principle is a warning — if there is a problem, withdraw the product (Retaiter)
If there is credible evidence that supports the risk, apply the principle (Retailer)
The principle is fine, so long as everybody understands the rules (Food Manufacturer)

. Public interest

Very supportive because of cocktail effect; impact on vulnerable groups; endocrine
disruption — its relevance is for new issues (NGO)

Supports a much stronger approach where debate is about scientific uncertainty (NGO)
Supportive when risks are for the consumer and the benefit for industry (Media)

Wants to go further — there should prevention principle where all evidence required is
known and there is a need to act to prevent impact (Independent campaigner)

1. Responses from the pesticide industry; 2. Regulatory views, except 1% point; 3. All members of ACP




One conventional farmer interviewee maintained that the principle can be used as a way of
stopping any technology. In that sense, it therefore poses a fundamental threat to the current
pesticide policy paradigm:

“Yes you have always got to have the precautionary principle but the precautionary
principle can be run away with completely. Well it is an old argument that if we always
apply the precautionary principle we wouldn’t have actually invented the wheel because
every tech‘nology has uncertainty in it, has risks and it has downsides and it has problems
associated with it. And society as a whole, really has to, however expressed, has to take a
view on any new technology when it comes along and balance fisks and benefits. T i}e
precautionary principle can be used very easily by a journalist or an interviewer to “knock
holes in any kind.of position, particularly a scientist because a scientist is always aware
that you cannot say that anything is 100% true and the journalist knows that and therefore
you've bnly got to ask the question and the scientist gives whatever answer that the
jOurnélist wants and the journalist can then say well on the precautionary principle, etc.”
Farmer, 18 |
| ~

" A similar view was presented from the pesticide industry which in effect represents a defence

of the current pesticide policy paradigm. There is no scope for risk mitigation:

“It depends on what the definition of the precautionary principle becomes because if the
end result is that nothing would happen, then that would be the result of taking it to its
logical extension, because in my view it is more about trying to manage the hazard,
properties of the products, trying to manage it. So I struggle a bit with the sort of almost
‘stop the world’ kind of view on these issues. I would hope that the regulatory process is
sufficient to ensure that such an extreme position is not necessary — that is what I would
hope and then it is all about, well how good is the science, that is what you are saying isn’t

it. Is the science enough?”’ Pesticide Industry 41

Both the above views show that a threat to the current pesticide policy paradigm, as

presented by the precautionary principle, cannot be countenanced.

The following section reviews the precautionary principle. There is concern over ‘false
positives’ and a belief that the principle stifles discovery and innovation (Holm and Harris,
1999, Anon, 2000). A false positive regulatory decision is one in which a pesticide has been
banned or restricted on the basis of limited data, but subsequent data suggests the chemical to

be relatively benign. The purpose of the principle, on the other hand, is to prevent ‘false




negatives’, that is failure to act to ban or restrict a product on a limited amount of scientific
data, but when subsequent data proved a greater hazard did in fact exist. This is argued by
Tickner et al. (2003), who maintain the precautionary principle can be used to prevent
damage to health and the environment, whilst still providing economic stability. In this
respect they conclude that society as a whole has not yet realised the full potential for
science-based policy that the principle offers. As an example to follow, they cite Swedish
environmental quality objectives that illustrate how precaution can serve as a compass
directing society towards practices that are more ecologically sound, health promoting, and

sustainable.

The NGO support for the use of the precautionary principle for pesticides has been backed
up in practice to a limited extent. One particular example involved the implementation of the
EU Drinking Water Directive in 1980 (European Commission, 1980) as revised in 1998

(European Commission, 1998b). The level of pesticide residues in Drinking Water was set at

0.5 microgrammes per litre (1/g/1) for all pesticides and 0.1p/g/1 for individual pesticides. At - o

the time this was effectively a surrogate zero for pesticide residues. The pesticide industry

was lobbying for séparaté standardsy for individual pesticide active i’rig_redients, based on

toxicity tests. The European Commission however adopted the precautionary- principle in the .
absence of sufficient data to back such specific standérds (Kallis and Nijkéfnp, 2000). It was
far lower than acceptable levels for pesticide residues in food. This could be achieved for
drinking water because there was a technical option (carbon-activa?ed filtration) available,
'although at a high cost. A similar end-of-pipe fix was not available for food. This meant that
a precautionary approach could be taken for drinking water without threatening the current
pesticide policy paradigm as a whole. It could also be argued that the precautionary principle
is being applied by the European Commission with regard to some individual pesticides and

data gaps.

Another area where the paradigm is not threatened is when a few active ingredients are
banned, especially if there are suitable alternatives. An example where the European
Commission took a precautionary view and the NGOs took a prevention view involved the
banning of the organochlorine insecticide, lindane. It was banned across the EU during 2000
because the pesticide companies supporting its continued use did not provide enough
environmental fate data. According to the minutes of an Advisory Committee on Pesticides
meeting: “Approvals had been revoked following the environmental review of lindane, for
failure to supply adequate data or reasoned causes to address all the core environmental data
requirements” (ACP, 2001b). This was despite the fact that there were concerns that lindane

is a possible human carcinogen, according to the International Agency for the Research on
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