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lenges facing theWTO it its attempts to regulate the
varied and complex field of public health. Neverthe-
less, “Trade and Public Health – The WTO, Tobacco,
Alcohol and Diet” is an unbiased and comprehensive
endeavour to explain and criticise the interaction be-
tween the WTO and public health issues.
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Jale Tosun’s “Risk Regulation in Europe: Assessing
the Application of the Precautionary Principle”
(Springer Briefs in Political Science) is a focused,
tightly written and clearly structured study that ap-
plies conceptual tools from public policy analysis to
the field of risk regulation in the European Union
(EU). In specific, the book analyses the variation in
the use of the precautionary principle across three
case studies, all within the area of food safety. The
cases concern, respectively, the regulation of growth
hormones in meat, the genetically modified corn
MON810, and stevia-based sweeteners. It is argued
that all of these cases represent instances of policy-
making under scientific uncertainty and therefore
they can provide useful and systematic insights into
how the precautionary principle has been applied in
the EU.As the author notes, even though the first two
cases have received ample attention in the literature,
thebookoffersanovel analyticalperspectiveon these
cases which generates new findings. In addition, the
case of stevia-based sweeteners is a recent one and
thus also contributes new empirical data.

The two main research objectives of the book are
to explain policy launch and policy change. In spe-
cific, the study is interested inwhat factors influence
the initial setting of a regulatory standard and what
explains subsequent policy change (or lack thereof).
In the context of the empirical cases, these questions
translate into inquiring about what led to the initial
approval or ban of a particular substance or organ-
ism (growth hormones, GM corn, stevia-based sweet-

eners) and what determines whether these initial de-
cisions were subsequently retained, modified or re-
versed.

The theoretical framework, elaborated in Chapter
2, is firmly grounded in public policy analysis. One
of the outcomes of interest, policy change, is disag-
gregated into three components: likelihood of occur-
rence, direction of change (more or less restrictive),
and scope (major, moderate, or minor).

The study brings together two theoretical frame-
works to generate expectations about the abovemen-
tioned dimensions of policy change. The first frame-
work is the subsystem adjustment model, developed
by Howlett and Ramesh (2002). It stipulates several
mechanisms which drive policy change. The first
two, endogenous to the policy subsystem, are policy
learning and venue change. The other two – systemic
perturbations (e.g. food crises and scandals) and sub-
system spillovers, which introduce new actors, insti-
tutions or ideas – are exogenous. According to the
model, the presence of the endogenous conditions is
sufficient to effectuate policy change but they are
made more effective by the other two.

A central contention of the book is that conditions
surrounding the agenda-setting stage of the initial
policy-making cycle have a strong influence both on
how the precautionary principle is first applied and
on whether subsequent policy change occurs. There-
fore, the subsystem adjustment model is comple-
mented to take into account not only of the mecha-
nisms of policy change but also the starting point.
For this purpose, the study draws on the agenda-set-
ting models developed by Cobb et al. (1976). Accord-
ing to them, agenda setting can take place in the con-
text of ‘outside initiation’, ‘mobilization’, and ‘inside
access’ and that carries different implication for the
final policy outcome.

In the first model (outside mobilization), policy is
initiated because of external popular demand for reg-
ulation. As a result the precautionary principle will
be applied strictly and subsequent policy change is
unlikely or will go in the direction of minor to mod-
erately more restrictive policy. In the second model
(mobilization), the issue is initially contained to pol-
icy-makers but spills into the public domain at a lat-
er stage. As a result, policy change is likely to occur
due to popular pressure but the direction and scope
of change is indeterminate. Finally, in the third mod-
el (inside access), policy is defined by an inner circle
ofpolicy-makers.Under this conditionpolicy change,
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driven without the participation of mass publics, is
also possible (although the direction and scope of
change are again indeterminate).

The theoretical model is applied to the three cas-
es in Chapters 5–7 and its performance is evaluated
against the empirical facts. These chapters follow
identical format, which facilitates cross-case compa-
rability. The chapters briefly introduce the respective
regulatory issue and present a timeline of the regu-
latory reforms. Thenpolicy launch andpolicy change
are explained in light of the theoretical framework.
Conclusions are drawn about the extent to which the
empirical cases conform to the theoretical expecta-
tions. Each empirical case corresponds to one of the
three agenda-setting models.

The regulation of growth hormones in meat pro-
duction represents a case of agenda setting through
‘outside initiation’ due tonegativepublic opinion sur-
rounding that issue from the outset. In part as a re-
sult of that, the initial EU policy was to restrict the
use of growth hormones. Later, the restriction is con-
verted to aban (both fordomestic and importedprod-
ucts). This development is characterized asmoderate
policy change with precautionary measures becom-
ing more restrictive. The fact that the ban remained
in place despite a WTO ruling and retaliatory sanc-
tions against the EU confirms the theoretical expec-
tations of unlikely major policy change and the im-
portance of initial conditions.

The case of the regulation of theGMcornMON810
is characterized as falling under the mobilization
model of agenda setting. When MON810 first came
up for authorization in front of the French authori-
ties, the public was not yet mobilized against agricul-
tural biotechnology and theGMcornvariety received
pre-market authorization by the EU, which is in ac-
cordance with the policy initiation aspect of the
analysis. The case becomesmoredifficult to interpret
with regard to policy change because the renewal au-
thorization forMON810 is nowpending and also due
to the bans that several member states instituted at
the national level. Nonetheless, the case is catego-
rized as one of gradual and moderate tightening of
the regulatory regime. Tosun acknowledges the am-
biguity of the MON810 case and the importance of
veto players in explaining regulatory developments
in this case.

Finally, the regulation of the stevia-based sweeten-
ers is a case of ‘inside access’ with regards to the agen-
da-setting model. The public was not involved in the

initial policy setting and did not become mobilized
subsequently. This arguably allowed top-down regu-
lation by internal group of experts and policy-mak-
ers and enabled the switch from a ban of the addi-
tive to its approval for use in the EU, once more sci-
entific evidence became available in favor of its safe-
ty. The approval of the stevia-based sweeteners rep-
resents the clearest case for policy change.

One of the main findings of the analysis seems to
be a confirmation of the importance of the process-
es leading up to policy launch and their influence on
subsequent policy change. However, it is also ac-
knowledged that other factors, not originally includ-
ed in the theoretical framework, such as changing ac-
tor preferences also play a significant role. Another
finding draws attention the fact that the application
of the precautionary principle in the EU is not uni-
form across issues and in fact reveals some inconsis-
tencies.

The analysis could have drawn a stronger distinc-
tion between changes in the understanding/interpre-
tation of the precautionary principle in the EU ver-
sus changes in the conditions underlying its applica-
tion (e.g. more scientific evidence available as in the
case of stevia-based sweeteners). In this last case,
even though the regulatory measure changed from
ban to approval, it might be argued that the applica-
tion of the precautionary principle remained the
same.

The theoretical framework, consisting of three
agenda-setting models and four drivers of policy
change, appears both complex and often indetermi-
nate. Given the evidence from the empirical cases, it
is perhaps conceivable that it can be simplified. For
example, the cruxof the agenda settingmodels seems
to boil down to the importance of mass involvement
and public opinion. In the cases where public anxi-
eties were present (hormones in beef and GM corn),
policy change was only moderate and the regulatory
frameworks grew more restrictive. In contrast, the
regulation of the stevia-based sweeteners took place
outside of the scope of public attention and in this
case we saw a major policy change that made the
measure more lenient.

Overall the bookmakes an important contribution
to the literaturewith itsnovel approach,whichbrings
public policy analysis to the study of the precaution-
ary principle. Another contribution is the systemat-
ic examination of policy launch and policy change
across three issues, which interestingly reveals that
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the EU’s application of the precautionary principle
is not always consistent. Finally, the thought provok-
ing application of the theoretical framework to the
empirical cases as well as the comparison of some as-
pects of the three cases raise insights that can serve
as starting points for future research.
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The Treaty of Rome, according to its Article 2, was to
establishamongst theMemberStates a commonmar-
ket as a means to promoting ‘throughout the Com-
munity a harmonious development of economic ac-
tivities, a continuous and balanced expansion, an in-
creased stability, an accelerated raising of the stan-
dard of living and closer relations between its Mem-
ber States’. The common market thus constituted a
crucial part of the foundation for what has since de-
veloped into theEuropeanUnion.Foracommonmar-
ket to work, it must be possible to sell a good (etc.)
originating inoneMemberState inall theotherMem-
ber States. In other words, there is a need to har-
monise the Member States’ requirements applying
to goods (etc.) that are to be placed on the market.

Today’s European Union has been engaged in har-
monisation fordecades.Oneofmypersonal favourite
harmonisation measures is the directive adopted by
the Council of Ministers on 17 September 1984 un-
der the incredible title Directive 84/538/EEC on the
approximation of the laws of the Member States re-
lating to the permissible sound power level of lawn-
mowers. The first official proposal for this harmoni-
sation measure was published six years earlier, in
1978, as Proposal for a Council Directive on the Ap-

proximation of the Laws of the Member States Re-
lating to Noise Emitted by Lawn Mowers.1 The
directive’s legal basis was (then) Article 100 of the
EEC Treaty according to which ‘[t]he Council shall,
acting unanimously on a proposal from the Commis-
sion, issue directives for the approximation of such
provisions laid down by law, regulation or adminis-
trative action in Member States as directly affect the
establishment or functioning of the common mar-
ket’.2 In otherwords, when the EuropeanUnion tried
to harmonise the sound power level of lawnmovers,
all Member States would be able to veto the propos-
al.

Obviously, if it took six years to harmonise ‘the
permissible sound power level of lawnmowers’
amongst the then 10Member States, we would prob-
ably have to wait in all eternity to have a fully har-
monised commonmarket. Therefore, on 7 May 1985
the Council adopted Resolution on a New Approach
to Technical Harmonization and Standards. Accord-
ing to this resolution the European Union legislator
should only define the ‘essential requirements’ such
as protection of health and safety that goods must
meet when they are placed on the market. In con-
trast, theEuropeanstandardsbodies (CEN,CENELEC
and ETSI) would undertake the extensive and time-
consuming work of drawing up corresponding tech-
nical specifications meeting the directives’ essential
requirements. The standards would not become
binding law; instead compliance with the standards
would provide a presumption of conformitywith the
essential requirements. In other words, if a produc-
er complied with a CEN standard that was tied up
with a directive, it would be for the Member States
that wanted to keep the producer’s product out of the
market to prove that the product did not complywith
the directive. This was unlikely to happen so by com-
plying with the standards, in practice a producer
would have free access to the full European Union
market. The standardisation bodies’ specifications
were referred to as “harmonised standards”.

Another reason for the slowness of the harmoni-
sation was the fact that whilst the European Union
tried to harmonise Member State measures, the
Member States continued to introduce new and di-
verging measures; thereby in reality creating new
barriers. To handle this Sisyphean situation the Eu-
ropeanUnion, in 1983, adoptedDirective 83/189/EEC
laying down a procedure for the provision of informa-
tion in the field of technical standards and regulations
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1 COM (78)387 final.

2 With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty on 1 December 2009
the original Article 100 EEC (subsequently Article 94 EC) became
Article 115 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(TFEU) whereas the original Article 100a EEC (subsequently Article
95 EC) became Article 114 TFEU. In other words, somewhat
symbolically, the internal order of the two provisions was reversed.
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