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FOREWORD

In November 2009, economists, legal experts, environmentalists, public policy
specialists, ethicists and scientists came together at a Workshop, under the auspices of the
OECD’s Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Trade, to discuss societal concerns in
relation to food and agriculture. For the purposes of the Workshop, the societal concerns of
interest were defined as being characterised by:

° a bottom-up movement and the presence of advocacy or lobbying groups, multiple
stakeholders, active involvement of the media and different views about desirable
outcomes;

. the presence of ethical or values dimensions which differ within and between
countries;

° uncertainty about processes or impacts or other forms of unknown or inaccessible
knowledge such as in relation to scientific evidence; and

° different perceptions of or aversion to risk and possible irreversibilties.

The first day of the Workshop was devoted to discussion of cross-cutting issues in
relation to societal concerns including institutions and processes, uncertainty and the
precautionary principle, values and international aspects. The second day was devoted to a
series of case studies relating to animal welfare, GMO’s, biodiversity and fair trade labels.

A selection of the main papers and contributions from panellists are presented here,
together with an overview and summary of the Workshop prepared by the rapporteur,
Stefan Tangermann, Professor Emeritus at the Department of Agricultural Economics and
Rural Development, at the University of Gottingen, Germany. The Workshop was organised
and this proceedings volume was prepared by Carmel Cahill, Senior Counsellor in the Trade
and Agriculture Directorate of OECD, with assistance from Jenny Griffin, Gillian Nelson
and Michéle Patterson.
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OVERVIEW —

THE ECONOMIC AND TRADE IMPLICATIONS
OF POLICY RESPONSES TO SOCIETAL CONCERNS
AN OVERVIEW

Stefan Tangermann®

Agricultural policies have always had a tendency to be controversial. In many cases they
generate major transfers of welfare between different groups of people, and hence are
favoured by some and criticised by others. They also frequently cause trouble at the
international level as domestic programmes interfere with trade flows and affect the
wellbeing of people in other parts of the world. In addition to these more “traditional”
problems though, agricultural policy makers have more recently been faced with several
issues that are even more controversial. Animal welfare, environmental implications,
genetically modified organisms (GMOs), quality and safety of food products and social
conditions of production are just a few examples of issues where modern societies have
concerns, often arising out of widely diverging views on what is right and wrong.
Responding appropriately to such societal concerns and identifying the “best” policies to
solve these issues has often proven difficult for policy makers, be it in a domestic setting or
typically even more intricate — in an international context. In order to throw at least some
light on such policy problems, the OECD has decided to invest some effort in analysing such
societal concerns and the respective policy responses. The workshop of which an overview is
provided here was part of this effort.

Societal concerns are a multi-faceted phenomenon — and the presentations and
discussions throughout the workshop were equally multi-faceted. They originated from a
wide spectrum of disciplines, all the way from philosophy, through political science, law,
veterinary science and economics, to practical policy making. The perspectives brought to
bear on the issue of how to deal with societal concerns ranged from academic thought
through international organisations, industry and agriculture to decision making in
governments. The mood among participants of the workshop oscillated between slight
frustration with the complexity of the issues covered, to mild optimism regarding the
availability of practical options for policy responses to at least some of the concerns society
expresses about what happens in the field of agriculture and food. The workshop covered
many dimensions of the theme, but in the limited amount of time available could not
possibly have dealt with everything one would want to know about the nature of and
constructive policy responses to societal concerns. This overview is an attempt, necessarily
somewhat subjective, at highlighting some of the major lessons learned during the workshop,
while also indicating some of the open questions remaining. It begins by commenting on the
nature of societal concerns, proceeds to looking at possible resolutions, poses some questions
not much covered by the workshop, and ends by drawing some tentative conclusions
regarding the potential role of international organisation in dealing with societal concerns.

1. Professor Emeritus, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, University of
Gottingen, Germany.
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The nature of societal concerns

The nature of the policy problem posed by what is referred to as “societal concern” was
well described in the document outlining the scope of the workshop, i.e.:

“A main characteristic is that the pressure for a policy response is a bottom-up movement
characterised by the presence of advocacy or lobbying groups, multiple stakeholders, often
different views about desirable outcomes and active involvement of the media. Other
characteristics of interest are the presence of an ethical or values dimension which may differ
within and between countries; uncertainty about processes or impacts or other forms of
unknown or inaccessible knowledge such as uncertainties about scientific evidence;
information asymmetries; different perceptions of or aversion to risk and possible
irreversibilities” (see workshop programme).

These features of societal concerns were fully confirmed by the presentations and
discussions of the workshop, and no doubt was left that they make for what Sandra Batie
calls “wicked problems” — a term that was frequently referred to throughout the workshop.
Three dimensions appear central in this context, i.e. complexity, uncertainty and value
conflicts.

Complexity is a common feature of a growing number of policy issues in an increasingly
globalised world employing sophisticated technologies and running against resource
constraints. It is characteristic of societal concerns for a number of reasons, well explained in
the presentations by Sandra Batie and Dan Bromley. To start with, the policy problem is
often ill defined, or rather it has several facets, emphasised to different degrees by different
groups. Are GMOs potentially dangerous for the environment, for biodiversity or for human
beings? Or is the major problem that farmers planting GMOs can cause trouble for their
colleagues using conventional varieties? In many cases, a host of interdependencies add to
the complexity of a social concern. When rainforests are cut in Indonesia, with the resulting
damage to biodiversity and climate, it may be in response to more biodiesel being mandated
in far-away Europe. Shared responsibility of several agents, or a lack of clear allocation of
responsibilities, is another reason for complexity. Are social conditions under which an
exported good is produced in a developing country the responsibility of the government of
that country, of the companies involved in producing and marketing the product, of the
government of the importing country or of people consuming it?

The crucial element of uncertainty surrounding the typical societal concern is lack of
definite knowledge regarding the relevant cause-effect relations. As argued by Sandra Batie,
the linear model of “normal science” is not well-suited for wicked problems, because of
complexity of the issues involved, lack of definite knowledge about the component parts of
the systems concerned and hence ambiguity regarding outcomes of given actions addressing
the problem. Climate change is an obvious case in point. Different scientists hold different
but equally plausible views regarding the relative contributions of man-made and “natural”
factors causing global warming (not to speak of those scientists who even doubt whether
there is any significant warming at all). In a situation like that there cannot be certainty
regarding the effects of policies that try to change human behaviour in the interest of slowing
down the process of climate change.

For Dan Bromley, such uncertainty is the general state of affairs in public policy making:
the world is stochastic and hence indeterminate, and human action is animated by doubt and
surprise. Rather than working on the basis of actual understanding of cause-effect relations in
the real world, Bromley tells us, we have to make choices based on imaginings. The
implication, of course, is that there are necessarily doubts as to which policy action might
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most effectively contribute to solving the problem at hand. While Dan Bromley appears to
feel that this is generally the case when it comes to making choices in public policy, Sandra
Batie suggests that there are also still “tame problems” where linear science works and
relatively clear-cut policy decisions can be made. However, she sees wicked problems,
suffering from uncertainty regarding cause-effect relations, as becoming more and more
frequent. In other words, what is referred to as societal concerns may increasingly become
the norm of policy making, rather than the exception.

Value conflicts, finally, are probably the most egregious ingredient of policy problems
resulting from societal concerns. Different groups of stakeholders have different views of the
nature of the problem, of the implications of alternative options for policy choice, and in
particular of the desirability of given outcomes. For example, the subjective adequacy of
applying the precautionary principle depends not only on the perceived extent of uncertainty
regarding potentially negative implications of given actions (for example, treating cattle with
hormones) but also on the choice of normative standards regarding the acceptability of risk.
Sandra Batie suggests that wicked problems, and hence cases of societal concerns, are
characterised by a combination of high uncertainty and strong value conflicts. Mikael
Klintman points out that values play an important role in the way issues are framed in a
complex reality where people have trouble making sense of an amorphous situation and
acting on it. He also explains that providing factual information will typically not do away
with controversies between different frames that have been formed around conflicting
values. Bridging the wide gaps between different prevailing value sets is as much a challenge
in dealing with societal concerns as is the need to identify potentially effective policy
measures.

When dealing with societal concerns, there is no way around acknowledging their three
dimensions, i.e. complexity, uncertainty and value conflicts. One may feel depressed when
faced with the colossal task of developing policy responses to issues involving these
features, and there was some uneasiness among workshop participants when confronted with
these characteristics of societal concerns. But then the workshop began to understand that we
should not feel too badly or deficient if confronted with such problems. This is simply the
fundamental nature of many issues in our modern world. The more we learn about
interdependencies among the component parts of the system around us, the more we become
aware of the complex structure of the environment in which we live. The further outward we
push the frontiers of science, the better we are able to identify the remaining uncertainties.
The more we become conscious citizens, the stronger we feel about our values and the more
we are prepared to defend them. In other words, societal concerns make for wicked policy
problems, but their existence is a positive indication of a liberated society living in an
increasingly interdependent and scientifically advanced world. Harmony in making policy
decisions is a myth, and it no longer applies to many issues arising when we deal with food
and agriculture.

The workshop was also offered some consolation. Societies adapt. Institutions and the
law develop. Bernard O'Connor reminded us that there were times in which the King's stick
“solved” controversies and provided responses to seemingly intractable problems, but also
that time has moved on and societies found have other ways of dealing with their concerns.
Even more consolation came when the workshop was informed of concrete solutions that
have been found here and there in responding to a number of societal concerns.
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Responding to societal concerns

There is obviously not one general recipe for how to develop policy responses to the
tricky societal concerns arising in the field of food and agriculture. The issues at hand are too
different in nature, and the economic, social and technological environments in which they
occur too variable, for one standardised formula to chart the way forward. But a few
common lessons can be drawn from the cases presented and discussed during the workshop.
Rather than dealing with these individual cases in turn and highlighting their idiosyncratic
circumstances, it may be useful to take another look at the three constituent dimensions of
societal concerns, i.e. complexity, uncertainty and value conflicts, and consider approaches
to dealing with them.

Complexity

In confronting the problem of complexity, logic may help to identify the individual
component parts of an issue, to analyse them one by one, and to build up suggestions for an
overall policy response in a stepwise fashion from an understanding of the most promising
ways of dealing with each individual element. Mikitaro Shobayashi demonstrated this
approach by outlining the way in which the OECD has dealt with the issue of
multifunctionality in agriculture. For a long time, this issue had been controversial at the
international level because some countries felt that the multifunctional character of
agriculture justified, if not required, output-related support, while others maintained that it
was no more than a pretext for intervening in agricultural markets and trade in the interest of
domestic farmers.

In the case of multifunctionality, analytical logic suggests to begin with a distinction
between commodity production and non-commodity outputs (such as landscape,
environmental goods or food security) generated by agriculture. With this distinction made,
it becomes clear that jointness (or the lack of it) between commodity and non-commaodity
production is a crucial criterion because it determines whether the desired non-commodity
outputs can be supplied independently of commodity production. At the same time, the
extent to which any non-commodity outputs are public goods or externalities is an important
question as it reveals whether public policy is required to overcome a market failure. Once
these individual elements have been separated analytically, the puzzle can be put together,
and the most promising policy response can be identified depending on the specifics of the
picture that emerges from that puzzle. After this exercise was elaborated with the
governments of the OECD countries around the table, the issue of multifunctionality now
appears to have lost much of its controversial character in international policy debates.

Analytical logic may also help to reduce complexity where distinctions between product
attributes and process characteristics are relevant. Take the case of GMOs. Societal concerns
about “green” GMOs, as discussed by Marco Valletta, relate to a host of issues. Some of
them have to do with (potential) implications of the process of producing GMO crops, such
as threats to biodiversity and the environment, or imperfect crop segregation and negative
implications for farmers producing non-GMO crops. Other concerns though, bear on the
nature of the GMO product itself, such as fears that it might cause allergies. Organic
products, occasionally mentioned during the workshop as an example of strong value
expressions among given consumer groups, are another case in point. When it comes to
debates on whether there should be a specific public policy addressing organic production it
may be useful to make a distinction between its impact on the environment, clearly a process
feature relating to a public good, on the one hand, and on the other hand any quality
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attributes of organic products that may have implications for private goods such as product
taste or consumer health.

Another approach to dealing with complexity is the creation of layered policy designs
where each individual layer responds to some part of the concern. Two cases presented
during the workshop may help to understand how layering can be achieved. One of them is
the European Union's approach to dealing with GMO foods, as presented by Marco Valletta.
It involves an element of layered institutional design in terms of dealing with risk. At one
level risk is assessed, and at a different level risk is managed, and two different institutions
are charged with these two tasks. Risk assessment is performed by the European Food Safety
Authority, based on scientific evidence and international standards, arguably fully
independent from any political considerations. The task of actual risk management, i.e..
deciding on product authorisation, labeling requirements, purity norms etc., is left to the
European Commission and the Council of Ministers and is performed through a regulatory
committee procedure open to influences from political considerations and public opinion.

The Swiss approach to dealing with animal welfare, presented by Andreas Brandenburg
and Francois Pythoud, provides an example of layered policy measures. The Swiss policy
response to animal welfare concerns establishes three layers, namely mandatory
requirements, voluntary participation in government programmes, and private labels. A basic
level of minimum requirements regarding the treatment of animals, to be respected by all
farmers, is laid down in legislation, in the Swiss case even mandated by the Federal
Constitution. At the next level, programmes are established under which farmers who
voluntarily decide to make specifically defined and more demanding ethological efforts can
receive financial compensation from the public purse. Beyond that level, even higher animal
welfare standards can be defined under private labels, and consumers then have the choice
whether they are prepared to pay the higher market price attracted by products carrying those
labels.

Uncertainty

In dealing with the uncertainty dimension so typical of many societal concerns, the
challenge is to push the envelope as far as possible in the direction of providing evidence, so
as to move the “imaginings” on which we operate (Bromley) as close as conceivable towards
an understanding of actual reality.

There are obvious limits to what policy makers engaged in responding to a particular
societal concern can do in terms of generating new and conclusive scientific evidence. The
generation of evidence rests with the scientific community, and any attempt by policy
makers at interfering with the process of scientific discovery will easily aggravate at least the
perception of uncertainty, if not the actual degree of uncertainty. In this regard, governments
can only create the conditions under which science can operate sufficiently well, including
the provision of a sufficient resource base for scientific research. It can also provide
incentives for scientists to engage in prospective research looking at issues that have the
potential of turning into societal concerns in the future.

However, governments can assist in the process of making available scientific evidence
widely accessible, and guarding against impressions of lacking objectivity of the evidence
provided. In this sense it helps to involve science at all levels and in each individual step of
working towards a resolution of the issue. It is also important to bring diverse sources of
information into play, even though this may well mean that conflicting pieces of evidence
are provided. There is no way around admitting that science does not (yet) have definite
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answers to many complex questions. Attempts at suppressing dissenting views simply don't
work in open societies with active media, and simply make things worse.

Creating a maximum degree of transparency is as decisive as is establishing an
institutional framework that clearly separates the provision of scientific evidence from the
process of taking political decisions. Here again a clear institutional distinction between risk
assessment and risk management can help to reduce uncertainty, and certainly to deal with
the perception of uncertainty.

There is also always the danger that scientific evidence is deliberately misrepresented by
groups of stakeholders trying to distort the process of decision making in their favour.
Exposing such cases of misrepresentation is a difficult, but nevertheless crucial part of the
efforts to work towards a resolution of problems resulting from societal concerns. It is bad
enough that there are many cases of “objective” uncertainty regarding cause-effect relations,
but this problem should not be exacerbated by “subjective” uncertainty regarding what is,
and what is not, known.

Uncertainty in terms of scientific evidence is also at the heart of the debate about the
precautionary principle, as discussed in the workshop by Peter Saunders, Daryl Brehm and
R. von Schomberg. Obviously, if the all implications of adopting a given technology or
producing and consuming a given type of good are fully known, and if there is no doubt
regarding what this means for human beings, nature and resource use, then there is no reason
to take precautions — the technology or good concerned can then be classified unequivocally
as either safe or unsafe and accordingly either admitted or banned. However, as discussed
above in relation to the issue of uncertainty as one central ingredient in societal concerns,
complete, comprehensive and unequivocal knowledge of cause-effect relations is probably
the exception rather than the norm in many walks of life. In most cases one can probably
find a scientist, if not a whole group of them, who disagrees with the majority view of either
the nature and intensity of a potential safety threat or the threshold beyond which it should
be banned.

In other words, it will frequently be impossible to exclude the existence of any risk. The
question then is where to draw the line between what is considered an acceptable risk and
what is not. The term “reasonable doubt” plays some role in the debate about the
precautionary principle, but remains essentially empty of definite meaning in the absence of
normative standards regarding the level of acceptable risk. If one subscribes to the view that
absolute certainty is an exception rather than the rule, then different positions regarding the
acceptability of the precautionary principle essentially boil down to different opinions on
which level of risk is acceptable. Since there is no “scientific” way of identifying the “right”
level of acceptable risk, society is thrown back to the unavoidable need to establish
subjective norms for what level of risk can be accepted — and different societies obviously
have different subjective norms on these matters.

The argument was advanced during the workshop that a number of disastrous outcomes
we are experiencing today could have been avoided had the precautionary principle been
applied in the past (the destructive effects of tobacco and asbestos were given as examples).
However, the workshop was also reminded that there is not only the risk of accepting a
course of events that ends up having highly negative implications, but also the risk of
rejecting an option that could have brought great benefits. For economists having imbibed
the concept of opportunity costs from their infancy it appears clear that any institutional
design for decision making that forgets about this two-sided nature of the issue can only
produce biased results. In the process of political decision making in response to societal
concerns, though, the situation is less clear-cut, for two reasons.
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First, negative outcomes of “wrong” decisions that have actually been taken in the past
(such as the introduction of tobacco and asbestos) can be observed in reality and hence can
be used, in the social discourse about acceptable levels of risk, as red flags for future
decision making. The unrealised benefits that did not materialise in fact, because the decision
to ban the respective development was actually taken in the past, are, however, unobservable
and therefore lost upon peoples' minds. Second, the workshop was reminded that subjective
views of acceptable risk levels tend to be asymmetric, in the sense that potential losses are
weighed more heavily than potential gains of equal magnitude. The implication is a degree
of conservatism, acting to some extent against the adoption of new technologies and
products. Again, the extent to which this asymmetry in assessing potential losses and gains,
and the resulting risk aversion, prevails in peoples' minds is likely to differ across different
cultures and societies and hence may lead different countries to have different perspectives
on the precautionary principle.

Moreover, this asymmetry of perception may also be a factor in explaining why some
people appear to hold strong beliefs that are essentially immune to the provision of evidence.
Sandra Batie illustrated this case by making reference to consumers pronouncing absolute
positions such as "I do not care whether GMOs are safe —I don't want to eat them".

Conflicting values

The existence, among some people, of strong beliefs such as unwillingness to eat GMOs
regardless of their actual safety, is an indication of the difficulties policy makers cannot
avoid when dealing with value conflicts. At a very fundamental level, value conflicts can
only be overcome if values of some (or all) stakeholders change. This raises right away the
essential question of whether governments have any role whatsoever in the formation of
values among their citizens. It can well be argued that a democracy can only function
properly if government behaviour reflects, rather than determines, the values of their
citizens. However, from a more pragmatic perspective things are less clear-cut. There will
always be value conflicts among different groups of people, and societies can only live in
peace and freedom if ways are found to defuse these conflicts. Governments of democracies
therefore have the responsibility to help organising their societies in a way that allows them
to live in peace and freedom, and hence are called upon to work on ways to defuse value
conflicts, which may well mean to assist people in reconciling their diverging values.

As presentations and discussions during the workshop have shown there is a whole list of
things governments faced with wicked problems resulting from societal concerns can do to
help defusing value conflicts. The list begins with various contributions to shaping the
institutional design. For example, governments can organise the societal discourse by
bringing people together in appropriate fora where perspectives can be exchanged and, if it
all goes well, an understanding of each others' views can be improved. It also helps to work
towards agreement on process before embarking on a discussion of options for resolving the
issue at hand. As one constructive element of the process it makes a lot of sense to begin by
trying to find agreement on a desirable outcome first, before debating the instrumental steps
on the way to that outcome. Though this approach may appear to have little to do with the
formation of values, it can still be helpful in working towards a resolution of value conflicts
as values are not necessarily abstract and absolute, but often come in the form of feelings
about concrete desirable outcomes.

The case of resistance against eating GMOs, irrespective of their safety, is illustrative in
this context. There is not much point in debating the values behind such behaviour.
However, if agreement can be found on the desirability of the outcome that nobody should

POLICY RESPONSES TO SOCIETAL CONCERNS IN FOOD AND AGRICULTURE: PROCEEDINGS OF AN OECD WORKSHOP © OECD 2010



14 — overviEw

be forced to eat GMO food unwillingly, then it is relatively easy to proceed to practical
instrumentation, which in this case is labeling of any GMO content in food. Conrad von
Kameke also suggested that agreeing on certain outcomes regarding the outcomes of
agricultural production regarding implications for the environment and resource use (such as
less use of water and land, and lower carbon emissions) might make it easier to agree on the
acceptability of using GMO crops holding the promise to achieve such outcomes.

Another institutional ingredient in dealing with value conflicts is the establishment of the
highest quality regulatory framework, offering the hope that mistrust can be kept to a
minimum. However, there is no guarantee that this hope always materialises. The case of
Australia's dealings with GMO foods, presented by Joanna Hewitt, is illustrative in this
regard. There is general appreciation for the high quality and independence of the Australian
institution responsible for preparing risk assessments and risk management plans for
licensing the release of live or viable GMOs (the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator,
OGTR). Yet, the approvals of two varieties of GM canola granted by the OGTR remained
politically controversial, and all Australian States and Territories entered into a moratorium
precluding their commercial release. Before coming back to the final resolution of this case,
a further comment on institutional design may be in place.

The point was made above that layered institutional designs may help in dealing with the
issue of complexity (as, incidentally, they may also be productive approaches to dealing with
uncertainty and value conflicts). The European Union’s layered institutional design by which
a distinction is made between responsibilities for risk assessment on the one hand and risk
management on the other hand was cited as an example in that regard. Though institutional
design was not at the core of the workshop, it was interesting to compare in passing the
selective bits of information provided regarding the different institutional approaches to
dealing with GMOs adopted in different countries. In Australia, risk assessment and the
preparation of plans for risk management are both done in the same institution, the OGTR. In
the European Union, risk assessment and risk management are strictly distinguished and
allocated to different institutions. In the United States, as mentioned in passing by Darryl
Brehm, several institutions are involved, ranging from the Executive Office of the President
through the Environment Protection Agency, the Food and Drug Agency, the Department of
Agriculture and the National Institute for Health to the National Science Foundation.
Different countries may need different institutional designs, depending on their history and
the respective political, social and cultural environment. What appears crucial, though, from
the perspective of dealing constructively with value conflicts, is that a clearly visible
distinction is made between the provision of scientific evidence on the one hand and the
political conclusions on the other hand that are drawn from that evidence.

An element of institutional design very directly oriented to dealing with value conflicts is
the creation of ethical committees providing ethical guidance in the decision process.
Linda Fulponi who introduced this approach in the workshop also showed how ethical delphi
studies and the formulation of an ethical matrix can help to find out about values involved in
a given case and their interrelations. Along the same lines, it can be helpful to clarify the
relationships between different categories of values, for example the way in which non-
economic values interact with economic implications of given projects.

Remembering Mikael Klintman's point that controversies between conflicting value
frames can only be overcome through reframing it was interesting to see how progress was
eventually achieved in the Australian case of releasing GM canola varieties. Joanna Hewitt
reported on the intensive debates that took place among the different groups of stakeholders,
the wider community and policy makers and the active contributions made and facts
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provided by Australia's Chief Scientist and scientific professionals in major research
organisations. In Klintman's terms, this process obviously contributed to reframing. Surveys
showed that community attitudes regarding use of GM technology actually shifted, and in
the end some States spearheaded the retreat and abandoned their moratoria. It would
probably go too far to suggest that through this process a wicked problem was turned into a
tame one. But against the background of all the intractable cases of societal concerns
considered throughout the workshop it was reassuring to learn about this successful case of
working towards a resolution. It was a bit like being told that, after all, there can be life after
death.

A very important lesson Joanna Hewitt drew from experience with this Australian case is
that policy leadership, rather than followership, can make a difference. There was only very
little talk during the workshop about how values are formed in the first place and how they
are influenced by different actors (see below). However, Hewitt's point about the positive
effect that leadership from the highest political level, if well exercised, can have on the
resolution of value conflicts was a welcome contribution to filling this gap. Everybody can
probably cite examples of where politicians have lacked the courage to lead the way and
have, instead, hidden behind ostensibly firm and immoveable beliefs in the wider
community. While such populist attitudes may at first glance appear to avoid controversies,
they are more likely in the longer term to generate new conflicts as they allow different value
frames to go unchallenged, rather than creating a culture of reframing in the interest of
moving towards a common understanding society's overall interest. Populist policy can also
result in frequent shifts of positions and policies. Conrad von Kameke provided an
interesting perspective of the frequent fluctuations of their positions on GMOs in the
governments of France and Germany (which he also suggested tended to be always at
opposite ends of the spectrum between pro and contra GMOS).

Finally, rather than working on the formation of values to overcome conflicts, a wholly
different approach is to create a framework in which each group can live according to its
own values. Obviously this is possible only where it is technically practicable to provide
different groups in society with different options. Climate change is a case where this is
clearly not feasible: climate is necessarily the same for everybody in a given geographic
entity. However, distinctions can be made between different consumer goods exhibiting
different product attributes or having been produced in different types of processes. Such
distinctions can then be labelled, and consumers can be left to opt for the good best in line
with their values. Fair trade labels provide an example, presented in the workshop by
Helena Johansson. While not generating all the positive effects that consumers (and the
organisations organising fair trade product chains) may hope for, fair trade labels illustrate