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Risk Controversies are no Longer
Solely about Harm and its Likelihood
(1If they ever were)

But arerooted In:-
eSocial and historical context
| nstitutional performance
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Developmental Stages of Risk
Communication (1970s-1990s)

1) Get the numbersright

2) Tell peoplethe numbers

3) Explain what the numbers mean

4) Show peoplethey accepted ssimilar risks
5) Show peopleit’sa good deal for them

6) Treat people nicely

/) Make people partners

8) (and if all elsefails) All of the above

Fischhoff, B. 1995 Risk perception and communication unplugged: twenty year s of
process. Risk Analysis, 15, 137-145
UCH

cNyu




Reasonsfor Engagement and Dialogue

| ncor porating Public Valuesin Decisions (e.g. equity)
| mproving Decision Quality

Resolving Conflict

Establishing Trust and L egitimacy

Education and Information (but need genuine two-way
engagement)

See: Nanoscience and Nanotechnologies. Opportunities and Uncertainties Royal
Society / Royal Acad. Eng, 2004, London, Ch 7.
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Engaging ‘the Public’ in Policy
Decisions. Some | ssues

Not all expressions of public attitudes carry legitimate
or actionable values

The ‘public’ ishighly differentiated in terms of social
and ethnic background, and in its attitudesto risk
ISSues

A mistaketo confuse ‘stakeholders with ‘the public’

Need to balance deliber ation and access with
‘representation’
UGH

cNyu




GM comes a cropper as
Britain says a huge No

THE public overwhelmingly
rejected GM crops yester-
day in an embarrassing
setback for Tony Blair.

They declared their
opposition to genetically
modified food by more than
four to one.

The more they learned
about the issue “the more
intense their concerns”
became.

The £500,000 state-funded
GM Nation debate also
revealed a lack of trust in
Government fuelled by the
war with Iraq.

The independent study
involved 600 public meet-
ings, 37,000 feedback forms
and 1,200 letters and e-
mails. Seventy-nine per cent

ENVIRONMENT
CORRESPONDENT

of those who took part were
“implacably” or “some-
what” opposed to GM.

A separate control group
of 77, many of whom were
initially less hostile to possi-
ble benefits of GM, now say
not enough is‘known about
the long-term health effects.

Environment Secretary
Margaret Beckett promised
to “listen” to the findings,
which follow a Cabinet

Office study this summer
which said GM crops do not
offer a clear economic bene-
fit to farmers.

And a Government sci-
ence review gave the tech-
nology lukewarm support.

However, the public
debate has been completed
before the results of farm-
scale trials of GM crops are
released.

Leaked documents sug-
gest the Government has
decided to agree to the com-
mercial cultivation of GM
crops in the UK.

Mr Blair and science min-
ister Lord Sainsbury are
openly in favour.

The chairman of the GM
Nation debate, Professor

Malcolm Grant, dismissed
biotech industry claims that
it was unrepresentative.

And Friends of the
Earth’s GM campaigner
Pete Riley said: “The Gov-
ernment will ignore this
report at its peril.

“The public has made it
clear that it doesn’t want
GM food and it doesn’t want
GM crops.

“There must not be any
more weasel words from the
Government on this issue.”

Greenpeace issued a
statement declaring: “What
part of ‘No to GM’ don’t you
understand, Mr Blair?”

Activists pledged to
uproot any commercial GM
crops which are planted.

Source: Daily Express, 25" September 2003
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o Not enough is known
| about long-term health
' effects of GM foods.

AGREE

| DISAGREE

| 9 GH crops would mémly

benefit producers not
ordinary people.

negative effects of GM

| DISAGREE

b There are potential 4

crops on the environment.

b GM technology is dfiven

more by profit than the
public interest.

| DISAGREE

6 Happy to eat GM food

o GM is an unacceptable
interference with nature.

DISAGREE
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Sour ce: Daily Mail

25t September
2003



I feel as popular as George
Bush at a UN summit

Sour ce: Evening Standard,

24 September 2003
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Percalved Risks and Benefits of GM Food and Crops

36,557)

(Open GM Nation? responses [paper and website] n

6000

3000 Count

Perceived benefits

Perceived risks



The 2003 UEA/MORI VORI

Social

GM Nation? Survey e

o Data collected during July-September 2003 by M ORI
 In Britain (England, Wales, Scotland)
 Quotasamplingin 92 sample points

« Total sample: 1,363 respondents

 Waelghted to the known profile of Britain

The Leverhulme Trust
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Percalved Risks and Benefits of GM Food and Crops
(UEA/MORI 2003: n=1,363)

Perceived
benefits




How useful are public debate such as "GM Nation?" for

other new developments in Science & Technology?
3

%

@ Very Useful

m Fairly Useful

@ Not very useful
m Not at all useful

UEA/MORI GM Survey 2003 (Weighted dataset, n=1,363)
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Organisations separate from government are needed to
requlate GM Food?

O Agree
B Neither/Nor

M Disagree

UEA/MORI GM Survey 2003 (Weighted dataset, n=1,363)
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Evidence streams. how should policy
maker s choose?

* |Inthe UK therehasbeen a welcome move to sponsor
genuine and innovative public engagement processes
(e.g. FSA / GM Nation? / CoRWM)

 However, how should policy makersweigh evidence
streams which have different decision criteria?




Evidence Streams for Risk Policy:
3 Key Components

Science
< Evidence
+» Measurable Risk
+»» Peer Review
+»» Nature

Economics
% Costs  POLICY ?
s Benefits < Values -
Valueof Life ¢ Uncertainty
s (Uncertainty) s Society




Science, Economics and Public
Deliberation

Evidence streams qualitatively different
| nter dependencies exist

Each implies different criteria for decision (some
uncontroversial, some problematic)

Proper deliberation about what is‘acceptablerisk’ in
the public and policy spheresrequires consider ation of
al 3




Pressures on the Evidence Streams

e Media
e Politics
e Law
e Lobbying




Source: Murdock et al (2003) ‘After amplification: rethinking therole of the mediain risk
communication’ In N. Pidgeon, R.K. Kasperson and P. Slovic (eds) The Social Amplification of Risk.
Cambridge: CUP
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2004 - "Upstream’ Engagement

« Dialogue and deliberation amongst affected parties
about a potentially controversial risk issue upstream of
the Research & Development process and in advance of
significant applications or controversy

see.  Nanoscience and Nanotechnologies. Opportunities and Uncertainties Royal
Society / Royal Acad. Eng, 2004, L ondon.

also. Demos See Through Science, 2004, L ondon




Royal Society /RAE Survey:
Awar eness of Nanotechnology

(January 04)

Heard of and ableto provide any definition of nanotechnology
(n=1005)

19% Yes 81% No (inc Don’t Know)

A majority (68%) of the 172 respondents who could offer a
definition thought nanotechnology will improve our way of lifein
the next 20 years as compared to 4% who said it will makethings
Wor se?

See: Nanoscience and Nanotechnologies:. Opportunities and Uncertainties Royal
Society / Royal Acad. Eng, 2004, L ondon, pp 59-62.
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Royal Society /RAE Qualitative
Wor kShOpS (December 03)

Concern over any long-term uncertainties associated with
nanotechnology

Role and behaviour of institutions—who can betrusted to
ultimately control and regulate nanotechnology?

Enthusiasm for the possible ways that nanotechnology would
benefit their and otherslives

Ethical concerns over messing with the building blocks of nature

See: Nanoscience and Nanotechnologies. Opportunities and Uncertainties Royal
Society / Royal Acad. Eng, 2004, L ondon, pp 59-62.
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Concluding Comments

Good practice in public engagement methodology can
and should be built upon (beyond ‘ perceptions’)

How science articulates within engagement processesis
less clear and vice versa

How do policy makers choose when evidence streams
conflict?

‘Upstream’ engagement presents significant challenges




Programme on Understanding
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