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Introduction

Th e Greatness and Misery of Science in a Toxic World

Soraya Boudia and Nathalie Jas

Most of the necessary knowledge is now available but we do not use it. 

—Rachel Carson, Silent Spring

Twenty-fi ve years aft er the Chernobyl disaster, the Fukushima catastrophe 

once again brings into sharp focus the risks imposed on all of humanity by 

certain technologies. An earthquake, followed by a tsunami, triggered a major 

international crisis, arousing fears of an unprecedented technological disaster. 

Th e nuclear explosion ultimately did not take place, and the worst seems to 

have been avoided. But signifi cant quantities of radioactive material, iodine 

131 and caesium 137 in particular, were released into the atmosphere by three 

of the six reactors that partially melted. Moreover, large quantities of seawa-

ter that had served to cool down the reactors were released into the environ-

ment. Th is event highlights a number of problems linked to the dangers of 

technoscience. It shows that even in one of the richest and safest countries in 

the world—and one of the most economically and technologically developed 

ones—in a high-tech sector that mobilizes a large community of experts and 

is subject to a whole range of very strict international regulations, and in spite 

of decades of experience, the management of technoscientifi c risks—particu-

larly environmental contamination by dangerous chemical substances—is still 

a major scientifi c, technological, social, and political problem.

Fukushima is a perfect illustration of the observation that underpins this 

book and that presents itself as a paradox. Th roughout the twentieth century, 

scientifi c knowledge and expertise were constantly mobilized to develop pub-

lic policies designed to prevent or manage the eff ects of toxic substances on 

health and the environment. Science has thus served as the guarantor of the ef-

fectiveness of systems regulating dangerous chemical substances and physical 

agents. Yet today, in spite of decades of development in research on toxicants, 

along with the growing role of scientifi c expertise in public policy making and 
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the unprecedented rise in the number of national and international institutions 

dealing with environmental health issues, problems surrounding contaminants 

and their eff ects on health are far from being resolved. Indeed, they are oft en 

at the heart of new public crises and advocacy movements denouncing the 

shortcomings or even failure of policies implemented. Th ese problems there-

fore remain a major issue for Western societies and international institutions. 

However, while scientifi c knowledge has not made it possible to truly protect 

populations, it has retained a key position within all public debates—particu-

larly because it is still essential in the identifi cation and characterization of 

toxicants as well as in public legitimization of diff erent policies related to toxi-

cant-related issues. Scientifi c knowledge and techniques thus have played and 

continue to play a determining role in rendering the toxic world visible and in 

making the resulting issues public.

Th is statement calls for a reconsideration of the roles of scientifi c knowl-

edge and expertise in the defi nition and management of toxicant-related 

health issues. Th at is the aim of this book, which seeks to shed light on the 

way environmental health problems posed by toxicants have been conceived 

and governed since the 1940s. Th e diff erent chapters analyze the historical, 

social, and political trajectories that have structured and continue to structure 

the statuses and functions of scientifi c knowledge in toxicant-related issues, 

whether in toxicant regulation regimes or in the diff erent advocacy move-

ments surrounding them.

Th e analysis in this book is founded upon three methodological choices. 

First, it encompasses various approaches, both in its questions and methods 

of investigation, stemming from environmental history, science and technol-

ogy studies, political science, sociology, and the philosophy of law. By drawing 

on very diff erent yet complementary perspectives, we can highlight a much 

broader range of mechanisms, which have governed and organized the pro-

duction and use of scientifi c knowledge, expertise, and counter-expertise for 

the management of problems posed by toxicants. Second, together, the con-

tributions in this book cover a suffi  ciently long period of time to account for 

the important transformations of the role of knowledge in the regulation of 

toxicants, as well as for the diversity of ways in which knowledge has been 

produced and mobilized in toxicant policies since 1945. Th ird, the proposed 

analysis considers several spatial scales, namely, local, national, and trans-

national, with a diversity of case studies covering diff erent geographic areas.

As a result, this book analyzes the offi  cial and alternative statuses and uses 

of scientifi c knowledge in the social and political handling of the issue of toxi-

cants at diff erent times from the late 1930s until today, at diff erent levels, from 

the most local level to international institutions. A signifi cant part of the chap-

ters are focused on the United States, as that is where the design, experimenta-

tion, and transformations surrounding the ways toxicants have been governed 
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historically took place, to then spread to the rest of the world. However, that 

is not to say that we neglected other parts of the world; we selected case stud-

ies through which a much broader host of confi gurations could be addressed. 

Th us the Italian case, that of a country that industrialized rapidly in the 1960s 

and 1970s and witnessed a substantial number of major industrial incidents, 

the best-known one being Seveso, off ers a national confi guration very diff erent 

from that of the U.S. case. Th e presence at the time of a powerful left  wing and 

trade unions that had found original ways of integrating health and environ-

mental concerns also produced forms of mobilization and counter-expertise 

worth discussing. Finally, we selected Taiwan in Asia, as it off ers yet another 

confi guration, insofar as the contaminated sites result from a long history, 

related to both colonialism and Western industrial relocations, that further 

complicates both the production of knowledge on contaminations and advo-

cacy. Th rough these choices, this book thus off ers original perspectives and 

renewed insights into the issues and processes involved in the management of 

toxicants.

Th is book is organized into three parts. Each of them explores a particular 

aspect of the roles of science in the defi nition and management of toxicant-re-

lated health issues. In this Introduction we discuss each of these main themes. 

First, we present the various changes in the scientifi c conceptualization of 

toxicants since the 1940s, and the ways in which these changes have shaped 

expertise on and the regulation of toxicants and the problems they pose. We 

thus show how the production of scientifi c knowledge and expertise on toxi-

cants and their eff ects evolved alongside the modes of toxicant regulation. In 

the second part, we examine the production and uses of scientifi c knowledge 

in advocacy movements and in the gradual construction of counter-expertise. 

We analyze the appearance of counter-expertise in the 1970s and describe the 

diff erent forms it took on, whether stemming from scientifi c academia, from 

the work of scientists working for regulatory agencies, or from lay persons in-

volved in advocacy movements. We identify the diverse roles that the diff erent 

forms of production of scientifi c knowledge have played and continue to play 

in social and political movements surrounding toxicant issues. We emphasize 

the complex, nonmechanistic relations that subsist between advocacy, non-

advocacy, and knowledge—whether extensive or poor—or ignorance about 

toxicants. In so doing we highlight that while advocacy movements may involve 

dynamics of production of knowledge, the existence of signifi cant knowledge 

on contamination does not necessarily ensure the success of movements, nor 

even the strengthening of movements.

Finally, in the third part, we consider the role of the social sciences and hu-

manities in the production of knowledge about the ways toxicants have been 

regulated and as resources for action, whether for regulatory systems or as 

part of advocacy movements. We fi rst turn back to the main frameworks of 



4 Soraya Boudia and Nathalie Jas

analysis that have been developed, such as the propositions formulated by the 

social sciences and humanities since the end of the 1960s—when they began 

to consider ways in which toxicant regulatory systems could be improved. We 

then present a series of current approaches emanating from the social sciences 

and humanities aft er decades of toxicant policies and at a time when regula-

tory systems in Europe, the United States, and international organizations are 

being reconfi gured. Th e propositions made seek to defi ne the conditions of 

production and mobilization of knowledge in regulation, so as to develop sys-

tems that can deal more eff ectively with the public health and environmental 

problems generated by toxicants.

Knowledge, Expertise, and the Transformations 
in Regulatory Systems

Th e issues underlying the problems posed by environmental health risks have a 

long history that has signifi cantly shaped their role in current expert and deci-

sion-making communities, as well as in the public sphere. Th e current ways of 

managing the environmental health problems posed by toxicants and the roles 

that scientifi c and technical knowledge have played in these are the result of an 

historical accumulation of actions, responses, and institutional confi gurations 

and reconfi gurations that are rooted in long-term processes about which more 

needs to be said (Boudia and Jas 2007; Boudia and Jas 2013).

Th e scientifi c understanding and study of environmental health problems 

and the regulatory and public policy systems dealing with them are the prod-

uct of changes that began back in the nineteenth century and that are closely 

intertwined with the history of capitalism. Already in the nineteenth century, 

galloping industrial change profoundly altered the environment, at the cost 

of chemical pollution, technical accidents, and the poisoning of the bodies 

of workers, residents, and consumers alike. Th ese multiple eff ects were not 

overlooked. Th ey triggered numerous debates and controversies as well as the 

implementation of a wide range of management mechanisms: expert commis-

sions, especially within academia, court cases, insurance policies, compensa-

tion, improvements to technical systems to limit emissions or their eff ects, 

the development of sets of regulations to frame the use of toxicants, and new 

administrations dedicated to the management of potentially dangerous sub-

stances (Young 1986; Bernhardt and Massard-Guilbaud 2002; Dessaux 2007; 

Fressoz 2012; Massard-Guilbaud 2010). Regulation of the activities generat-

ing pollution found itself caught up between contradictory logics with, on the 

one hand, the struggle against visible environmental damage and long-term 

concerns regarding such damage, and, on the other, the desire to legitimate 
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sustained industrial growth by states concerned fi rst and foremost with ensur-

ing economic development.

Holding these contradictory logics together has constituted a major issue for 

the administrations in charge of managing pollutants and the dangers caused 

by industrial activity. Th ese administrations primarily resorted to science and 

technology as solutions to hold oft en contradictory imperatives together: to 

simultaneously ensure industrial and economic development and manage the 

concerns and protests that could arise—and to provide forms of health and 

environmental protection. A doctrine of management of industrial excesses 

developed in the nineteenth century. It elaborated a logic and rhetoric of inter-

vention that gave scientifi c knowledge and expertise a central role. Th anks to 

these, it was possible to regulate the dangers posed by industrial pollutants, by 

precisely determining danger thresholds and elaborating tools of eff ective con-

trol, management, prevention, remediation, and reparation. As a result, the 

constant progress of science and technology also allowed for regular improve-

ment of the systems regulating the deleterious eff ects of industrial activities.

Although laws in this respect were inherited from the early nineteenth cen-

tury, from 1870 on the implementation of regulatory systems accelerated. Th is 

corresponded to a period during which, in general, the state was expanding its 

ambit and simultaneously changing its methods, notably by developing new 

administrations in which scientifi c expertise played an essential part. Th e last 

third of the nineteenth century and the early twentieth century was thus a pe-

riod in which the foundations were laid for many national regulatory systems, 

namely, with regard to foodstuff s, medicines, professional medicine, toxic sub-

stances, and industrial pollution. Science played a crucial role in these changes, 

in several respects. From the growth of chemical analysis to the rise of the hy-

gienist paradigm, and from the development of toxicology to the increasing 

normalization and security standards on technological facilities, science and 

technology, through the knowledge and instruments they produce, contrib-

uted to building and ensuring the functioning of systems regulating dangerous 

activity. But although these regulatory systems became stronger during the 

interwar period, they failed to prevent sanitary scandals resulting from the de-

velopment of certain sectors of activity: pollution through industrial accidents 

and collective poisoning through pesticides, medicines, cosmetics, paintings, 

foodstuff s, etc. (Kallet and Schlink 1933; Whorton 1974; Sellers 1997). Th ese 

numerous scandals pointed to regulatory systems’ incapacity to prevent the 

dangers posed by the unfolding Chemical Age. Th ey sometimes brought to 

light regulatory systems’ functioning mechanisms and showed their limits. In 

most cases the regulatory policies implemented seemed to result from negoti-

ated compromises that were acceptable for industrial actors, not from a desire 

to encourage the production of scientifi c expertise on the health and environ-
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mental eff ects of toxicants with the goal of elaborating regulatory measures 

centered on the protection of public health.

Right at the end of the 1930s, these repeated scandals led to the creation 

of a movement to amend legislation on toxic substances, which remained 

active throughout World War II and aft er it ended. Th e transformations of 

regulatory systems that took place between the late 1930s and early 1950s 

gave an even more explicit role to scientifi c knowledge and expertise. Dur-

ing this period, the principle of toxicity evaluation prior to issuing a product 

license, namely, was imposed in a number of countries and for a number of 

substances (medicine, pesticides, food additives). Th e aim of these evalua-

tions was to decide whether the substances could be authorized or not, and 

to set the conditions for their use so that they did not present a danger for 

public health. Th e designers and promoters of these new regulations argued 

that the objective was the complete elimination of “hazards.” Th e Food, Drug, 

and Cosmetic Act passed by the U.S. Congress in 1938, discussed in the fi rst 

chapter of this book by Nancy Langston, off ers a paradigmatic example of this 

new approach. Langston shows that this law was based on precaution, but 

that that was not enough to prevent the dissemination of a substance that is 

as dangerous as diethylstilbestrol (DES). She analyzes how during the 1940s, 

three instances of industrial lobbyists’ political work achieved the reversal of 

a decision by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) that, for precaution-

ary reasons and within the framework of the 1938 Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act, had demanded that DES be banned.

Among other things, the emblematic case of DES, discussed by Langston, 

shows that laws on toxicants in the late 1930s, the 1940s, and the 1950s, while 

theoretically very protective, were not able to deal with the radical change of 

scale in the problems posed by toxicants from the end of World War II on. 

First, the numerous biases toward industry did not disappear with these new 

regulatory systems, and the development of economic activity remained a ma-

jor concern that justifi ed public health protection systems being virtually sys-

tematically bypassed. Th is was made all the more easy by the rise of potentially 

dangerous industries like the petrochemistry, synthetic chemistry, and nuclear 

industries, which stood as emblems of a modernity that promised wealth and a 

new well-being. Th ese industries developed at such speed that regulatory sys-

tems, with far more limited means, could hardly be eff ective. Th ese industries 

were socially, economically, and politically far too powerful for public health 

or environmental protection to have been considered by political authorities 

as a suffi  cient reason to restrict their expansion. As a result of the develop-

ment of these industries, the world witnessed an unprecedented increase in 

the quantities of chemical substances put into circulation and onto the market, 

and some of those substances started to be found in the atmosphere, the soil, 

and water. Although the regulatory systems did rely on scientifi c expertise, 
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they did not have the means to carry out in-depth examinations of the numer-

ous new substances brought onto the market (Davis 2001; Ross and Amter 

2010; Vogel 2012). In fact, most of them were not evaluated or regulated in 

any way whatsoever.

Th is book shows that it is crucial to understand and analyze the changes that 

took place between the late 1960s and the early 1980s if we are to make sense of 

the way the regulation of toxicants is structured and functions at present. Th e 

most signifi cant change during this period was the unprecedented growth of 

environmental issues and the long-term inscription of environmental health 

issues within the diff erent public and professional arenas (Hays 1989; Brooks 

2009). At the end of the 1960s, in the wake of the social and political move-

ments of the time, the environment gradually became a major theme of radi-

cal criticism. Th ere was a proliferation of environmental health issues making 

their way onto the political agenda: various types of chemical pollution, air 

pollution, water contamination, and food contamination were denounced and 

associated with an unrestrained capitalist economic development.

Th ere was a shift  in the way the nature of the issues raised was represented, 

as evidenced in several chapters of this book. Th e crisis of the 1970s brought 

to light the rise of problems whose scale and potential consequences were un-

precedented. Th ese new problems were partly defi ned by the greater scales of 

space and time within which they existed. Pollution was no longer local but 

could aff ect the entire planet. It aff ected not only health but the entire ecosys-

tem. Th e consequences were not only immediate; they could be felt decades 

aft er exposure or contamination, and over several generations. Due to their 

unprecedented scale, from the infi nitely small to the infi nitely big, health and 

environmental issues raised a host of new questions that experts and institu-

tions had to deal with. Various types of answers were provided. Th ey were 

both political and administrative, involving regulatory and institutional re-

confi gurations. At national level, in the United States and certain European 

countries, this translated into the creation of agencies to manage environmen-

tal problems, and/or the reconfi guration of systems regulating toxicants, as 

symbolized by the creation of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

in the United States in 1970 or the development of environmental regulations 

by the European Economic Community and in European countries from the 

late 1960s on. At transnational level, new initiatives proliferated. Th e United 

Nations Conference on the Human Environment held in Stockholm in 1972, 

for instance, was organized to discuss the general state of the environment and 

to identify problems requiring international collaboration. One of the memo-

rable initiatives to come out of this conference was the creation that same year 

of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).

Th ese diff erent transformations that took place in the late 1960s and early 

1970s refl ect, and themselves induced, important changes in the role and 
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place of scientifi c knowledge in dealing with toxicant issues. In the context of 

questioning, criticism, and activism, science, along with its actors, products, 

and methods, came to occupy a central position. Th e keener attention paid 

to environmental issues gave a whole new standing to researchers working 

in the fi eld of environmental health. In the alarms that they sounded these 

researchers identifi ed the extensive presence of chemical contaminants in the 

environment as being responsible for the development of new health prob-

lems, such as genetic mutations and eff ects on reproductive problems, which 

thereby acquired unprecedented public visibility. A large volume of scientifi c 

work was produced. Aft er studies on carcinogenesis came those on ecotoxicol-

ogy and environmental mutagenesis (Frickel 2004). Hence, for a whole host of 

substances, the lack of greater precautions surrounding their use and regula-

tion in the 1970s could not be explained by uncertainty or a lack of knowledge 

regarding their pathogenic eff ects. Th e absence of signifi cant mitigation of the 

problems caused by toxicants, following the explosion of knowledge produc-

tion in the 1970s, began to highlight the fact that, contrary to the public dis-

course developed for decades, “science alone cannot solve the problems posed 

by contaminants”—to take Langston’s words. 

With the proliferation of substances in circulation and the multiplication of 

denunciations of their eff ects by activist movements, the screening of danger-

ous substances and the precise defi nition of their eff ects became a core part 

of the work of researchers, experts, and new institutions in charge of manag-

ing contaminants. Th e U.S. agencies, such as the Environmental Protection 

Agency and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), and international or-

ganizations like the International Agency for Research on Cancer, created in 

1968 under the World Health Organization (WHO), all took on the role of 

leaders in the fi eld. Th e multiplication of regulatory and expertise agencies al-

lowed for the growth of research on testing and screening methods. Another 

feature characterizing the work that developed in the 1970s was the classifi ca-

tion of chemical substances’ eff ects. As shown in Angela N.H. Creager’s and 

Jean-Paul Gaudillière’s chapters, several research projects and institutional ini-

tiatives were dedicated to identifying a relationship between carcinogenicity 

and mutagenicity or reproductive eff ects. 

Creager’s chapter evidences the rise of research focusing on the screening 

and characterization of chemical substances’ toxicity during the 1970s, an ex-

plosion that has so far been studied very little. Creager studies the evolution of 

the work of biochemist Bruce Ames to show the importance given to the de-

velopment of dangerousness tests, both by industrial actors and by regulatory 

agencies and environmentalists. In 1973, Ames devised a test to determine the 

carcinogenicity of chemical substances, which generated strong interest given 

the possibility of applying it to a host of chemical substances on the market. Th e 

test stirred real enthusiasm among environmentalist groups and was rapidly 
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adopted by industrial actors due to its simplicity and the lower costs involved 

compared to animal testing. It was based on the assumption that any carcino-

gen was a mutagen, and that a microorganism was an adequate model for test-

ing mutagenicity as it can develop in human cells. Since the 1970s, the nature 

and results of this type of test—those by Ames and many others that have been 

put forward over the years—have played and still do play a crucial role in the 

defi nition of regulatory systems. Th ey generate stormy controversies among 

scientifi c experts, which are visible to varying degrees in the public sphere. Th e 

movement that developed in the 1970s around the Ames test is currently at the 

heart of proposals to overhaul and elaborate a “new toxicology,” formalized 

in a 2007 report by the U.S. National Research Council (NRC), and seeks to 

ensure that regulatory toxicology no longer relies essentially on animal testing, 

but on in vitro tests and computer modeling.

Research on the relationship between carcinogenic eff ects and toxic ef-

fects on reproduction is addressed in Gaudillière’s chapter. Since both look 

at the DES case, comparing Langston’s and Gaudillière’s contributions sheds 

light on the nature of the transformations that took place between the 1950s 

and the 1970s. Gaudillière analyzes the multiple transformations, both legal 

and scientifi c, that took place throughout the American court cases on DES in 

the 1970s. He shows how the confrontation of experts over the course of the 

court cases led to the production of new knowledge on toxicants. Although 

this chapter contributes to highlighting an important phenomenon of the 

transformations that took place starting in the 1970s and that is analyzed in 

detail in the second part of this book, that of the diversifi cation of the sources 

and places of production of knowledge on toxicants with the rise of coun-

ter-expertise, it also contributes to another very important aspect. It allows 

us to grasp the crucial issue of the categorization of dangerous substances in 

regulatory systems. While in the 1950s carcinogenic substances motivated 

continued investigation and classifi cation work, in the 1970s two other cat-

egories of particularly hazardous substances were formalized: mutagens and 

reproductive toxicants. Later on the CMR category (Carcinogens, Mutagens, 

Reproductive Toxicants) was developed with a view to adopting a more holis-

tic approach to eff ects, to establishing links between them, and to classifying 

chemical substances according to their eff ects. Th is classifi cation comprised 

the substances considered to be the most dangerous, in terms of both their 

eff ects and their capacity to have a delayed eff ect in low doses. It has formed 

the basis for the development of systems of regulation of toxicants since the 

1970s and, in modifi ed versions, is still highly infl uential in current regula-

tory systems. Gaudillière’s account shows how during a court case, through the 

confrontation of experts, some of the characteristics of DES which did not fi t 

in with the then prevailing conceptions of toxicants’ eff ects were highlighted. 

Th e deleterious eff ects of DES could be more signifi cant in low doses than in 
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higher doses, and the timing of exposure could play a crucial role in the type of 

eff ects obtained. Gaudillière ultimately shows how instrumental the DES case 

was in the early 1990s, as during the Wingspread Conference (1991) scientists 

linked to U.S. health and environmental activism formulated the endocrine 

disruptors (EDs) hypothesis, and with it a new category of highly hazardous 

chemicals. Activists currently use EDs characteristics to call for the overhaul 

of the CMR classifi cation system and for regulatory systems implemented in 

the 1970s to be scrapped. Th ey consider these both out of date and incapable 

of protecting populations from the deleterious eff ects of what they see as the 

“new toxic substances” (Krimsky 2000; Vogel 2012).

As well as the transformations in the scale of the problems and in the way 

toxicants were conceptualized and categorized, this book highlights another 

type of change in the 1970s. It pertains to the ways in which public policies on 

contaminants are managed and legitimated, as analyzed by Soraya Boudia in 

this book. Her chapter shows that the growth of work and the accumulation of 

data on contaminants and their eff ects led to the challenging of the threshold 

paradigm that had structured the perception as well as the regulation of toxi-

cants since the end of the nineteenth century. To fully grasp these changes, it 

is useful to remember that environmental health problems were approached 

essentially through the dogma of toxicology, which holds that “the dose makes 

the poison,” in other words, that for each toxicant it is possible to determine 

a threshold below which no deleterious eff ect is observed, or below which 

risks are perfectly negligible. Until the 1970s, all regulations on toxicants were 

based, offi  cially at least, on this dogma. Th is meant that from the 1940s on, 

threshold values were increasingly used, with denominations specifi c to each 

domain and the creation of a host of labels, such as tolerable dosage, permis-

sible dosage, Maximum Allowed Concentration (MAC), or Acceptable Daily 

Intake (ADI). Th ese threshold values made it possible to use substances with-

out their having—at least in theory—too signifi cant or irreversible an eff ect 

on health. Nevertheless, from the early 1970s on, suspicion began to grow 

regarding this approach, through discussions on the eff ects of low doses of 

radioactivity and many carcinogens. Th e accumulation of results concerning 

the eff ects of exposure to carcinogens in the workplace or in the environment, 

along with a number of experimental studies, tended to show that, for numer-

ous substances, nothing permitted the defi nition of a threshold below which 

no deleterious eff ects could be observed.

Th e question of low doses was a major political issue. It cast doubt on a host 

of activities that until then had been considered safe or seen as presenting neg-

ligible risks. Raising this issue amounted to claiming that innovations could 

have negative sanitary and environmental eff ects not only in exceptional situa-

tions like accidents, but also in “ordinary” situations, in their normal use. Th is 

was inherently a critique of various scientifi c and industrial domains: without 
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generating major threats, they contributed to spreading in the air, water, and 

ground proportions of toxicants considered negligible. Th e issue of exposure 

to low doses undermined regulatory systems, for which defi ning thresholds 

and threshold values was a major activity. Th e recognition of the potential 

problem of exposure to low doses of pollutants de facto generated a contra-

diction in the practices of regulatory systems. On the one hand, this meant 

admitting that there is no threshold below which one can assert the innocu-

ousness of a substance; on the other, setting threshold values remained central 

to regulatory systems (Bächi 2010).

As a result, starting in the 1960s the discourses legitimating regulatory poli-

cies began to change noticeably (Jasanoff  1990). To overcome the contradic-

tions generated by the issue of low doses, the procedures used to determine 

these threshold values were increasingly presented as seeking not to guarantee 

the absolute innocuousness of the use of certain substances under certain con-

ditions, but to establish “socially acceptable” levels of risk. It was thereby rec-

ognized that exposure norms did not result from a scientifi c decision only, but 

incorporated economic and political considerations as well. Th e institutional 

changes in the 1980s and 1990s fully took into account this new dimension, 

which was expressed in the desire to separate the “assessment” of substances 

from their “management.” Th is was formalized in the NRC’s Red Book on risk 

management published in 1983, as Boudia points out in her chapter of this 

book. Th e separation between “assessment” and “management” subsequently 

became widespread; it was adopted in both national and transnational regula-

tory institutions. A paradoxical situation was thereby offi  cialized in the second 

half of the twentieth century, in which the way toxicants are governed is still 

rooted. Regulatory systems recognize that standards of exposure, and more 

generally, the regulation of toxicants, result from scientifi c as well as economic 

and political processes. Yet at the same time, expertise and scientifi c knowl-

edge are still publicly referred to in order to legitimate decisions on toxicants 

and their eff ects.

Activism and Nonactivism: Alternative Uses of Knowledge

Th e rise of environmental concerns, the unprecedented accumulation of sci-

entifi c work on the eff ects of toxicants, and the multiplication of regulatory 

systems as sophisticated as the ones implemented in the 1970s have not led 

to the disappearance or signifi cant decline of contaminants’ impact on health 

and the environment. On the contrary, the number and quantities of toxic or 

potentially toxic chemical substances disseminated since the 1950s has con-

tinued to increase, resulting in a proliferation of contaminated sites and the 

growth of a broad range of deleterious eff ects on an unprecedented scale.
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Th e lived experience of this materiality, be it in terms of environmental 

degradation or damage to human health, has played a large part in the trans-

formation of social movements surrounding the issue of toxicants and their 

eff ects since World War II. Like environmental health problems, these move-

ments are the outcome of a long history. Industrial pollution and its eff ects 

on human health, forests, agriculture, and animal husbandry generated mul-

tiple forms of protest throughout the nineteenth century and between the two 

world wars, ranging from trade union movements to court cases initiated by 

locals, or press campaigns. In the United States in the 1930s, in the middle of 

an economic crisis and following numerous scandals triggered by collective 

toxic contamination, the chemical industry was even accused by the fi rst con-

sumer movements, using a highly successful book, 100,000,000 Guinea Pigs 

(Kallet and Schlink 1933). From the mid 1950s on, the idea that human be-

ings had contributed to making their environment toxic consistently gained 

currency. Following the wave of controversies on the eff ects of radioactivity, 

chemical pollution—particularly that linked to pesticides—became a widely 

debated issue. Th ese concerns originated from certain professional circles, par-

ticularly those of cancer specialists, but also from the everyday experiences of 

the middle classes settling in rapidly expanding suburbs, close to fi elds where 

pesticides were used on a large scale. During the 1960s, scientifi c and civil 

society actors in the large movements of the time fully embraced the issues 

underpinning environmental health. Th e publication in 1962 of Silent Spring, 

which soon became a best seller worldwide, by a marine biologist, Rachel Car-

son, eff ectively marked the beginning of a movement that gained importance 

in the second half of the 1960s (Carson 1962).

Th e environmentalism that developed from the late 1970s highlighted a 

number of new questions being raised regarding the place of human beings 

in the biosphere, the depletion of natural resources, and environmental pol-

lution and its immediate and long-term eff ect on humankind. Th ese themes 

were recurrent in a number of actions and movements, led by fi gures such as 

Ralph Nader. Health was a pivotal and even structuring dimension of their 

interventions and a recurrent feature of activism at the time. Th is movement 

was supported by activist organizations that later became important, such as 

the American Environmental Defense Fund, created in 1967 to support anti-

DDT movements (Dunlap 1983). Th ese activist organizations did not spring 

up only in the United States. Th e numerous preparatory conferences between 

1969 and 1972 leading up to the United Nations Conference on the Human 

Environment held in Stockholm in June 1972 also show the existence of this 

type of activism in countries of northern Europe. During the 1970s and 1980s, 

local and national organizations expanded their activities outside their terri-

tories of origin, as in the case of Friends of the Earth created by David Brower 

in the United States, which spread to 76 countries, or Greenpeace, founded in 

Vancouver, Canada, in 1971 by a small group of anti-nuclear activists.
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Th e growth of these large activist organizations in the 1970s and 1980s went 

hand in hand with the rise of other types of organizations for which issues of 

environmental contamination were a major concern. Older organizations that 

previously focused on nature conservation reoriented their activities. In North 

America at least, movements for women’s health engaged with the issue of the 

eff ects of toxic substances on health, initially with the question of synthetic hor-

mones. Local victims’ associations were created in long-term struggles against 

industrial actors responsible for the contamination of certain sites (Brown and 

Mikkelsen 1990; Kroll-Smith et al. 2000; Allen 2003; Brown 2007). Certain 

scientists involved in the production of offi  cial expertise, outraged by certain 

practices, founded independent research and expertise institutions, as in the 

case of the toxicologists and epidemiologists who founded the Italian Founda-

tion, the Instituto Ramazzini. With a view to forming alliances, pooling their 

resources and increasing their capacity for action, some national organizations 

also federated and developed large transnational networks. Th us, over the last 

four decades, extremely complex webs of activist organizations have formed, 

including small and large organizations wielding varying degrees of power, 

with varied and sometimes contradictory objectives. All agree, however, on 

the existence of unacceptable threats to health and the environment caused by 

the uncontrolled excesses of the chemical era (Pellow 2007).

Scientifi c knowledge has played a growing role in the actions of the diff er-

ent advocacy movements (Ottinger and Cohen 2011). With industrial actors 

and political and administrative authorities denying the existence of problems 

related to toxicants, it became necessary to provide scientifi c proof of the exis-

tence of dangerous eff ects and to assess the extent of environmental pollution. 

Alternative production of scientifi c knowledge and counter-expertise there-

fore began to grow in the second half of the 1960s. Th e aim of such production 

was and still is not only to prove the existence of contaminations and delete-

rious eff ects, but also to reveal them and make them visible. It was expected 

that this would trigger or strengthen mobilization, thus prompting industrial 

actors and government authorities to deal with the problems at hand. Th is 

alternative production of scientifi c knowledge and counter-expertise unfolded 

in three interdependent processes.

Th e fi rst was the involvement of established scientists—some of whom were 

renowned—in environmental causes in the name of science. Based on the re-

sults of research that they or others had carried out, several scientists became 

whistle-blowers. Th ey decided to make facts and concerns public and to call for 

the implementation of prevention and remediation policies. During the 1960s 

and especially the 1970s, the number of renowned and less-known scientists 

adopting this kind of attitude multiplied. Apart from emblematic fi gures such 

as Rachel Carson (Lear 1997) or Barry Commoner (Egan 2007), many scien-

tists, presented in a number of chapters in this book, embraced the issue of the 

eff ects of toxicants. Th e generalized contamination of the environment, the 
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fauna, and human beings by PCBs (Polychlorinated Biphenyls) was revealed 

for instance through the relentless work of a Swedish researcher, Soren Jensen, 

between 1966 and 1968. His work was rapidly circulated within international 

arenas and contributed to launching an important movement, particularly in 

the United States, to reveal numerous contaminations from these substances. 

Despite massive lobbying by the company producing them, Monsanto, and 

those that used them, such as General Electric (McGurty 2009), this move-

ment achieved a total ban on PCBs in 1979 in the United States, and in the mid 

1980s in most European countries—but the ban did not resolve the problems 

caused by these very persistent substances.

Th is unprecedented involvement of scientists, whether they were well-

known or not, was accompanied by a move toward the redefi nition or even 

the creation of new disciplines to address the wide range of questions raised 

by the breadth and complexity of contaminations. From the 1970s, the rise 

of new fi elds such as “chemical mutagenesis,” “environmental hormones,” and 

ecotoxicology refl ected the desire to articulate the promotion of new research 

subjects and approaches not yet recognized in the academic world, with the 

need to bring to light and study the problems generated by the massive circula-

tion of potentially toxic chemical substances. Th is involvement motivated by 

professional concerns may have been complemented by a more political type 

of involvement. Laura Conti’s scientifi c work in Italy in the 1970s, discussed in 

Stefania Barca’s chapter in this book, is a particularly interesting illustration of 

the diff erent types of scientifi c and political activism. A doctor by training and 

a communist, Conti developed a form of environmentalism that placed toxi-

cants and human beings at its center. Th is environmentalism insisted on the 

multiple and complex relationships between the living and the nonliving, and 

showed the irreversible eff ects of the constant release of petrochemical waste 

into nature, which could not be controlled by simply resorting to thresholds 

on toxic concentration. Conti’s scientifi c work was therefore nurtured by her 

political commitment, just as her political involvement was deeply infl uenced 

by her scientifi c work.

Other forms of knowledge production emerged in addition to the produc-

tion of new knowledge on toxicants by academic researchers or researchers 

working for activist movements. Local action surrounding contaminated sites, 

studied in this book by Paul Jobin and Yu-Hwei Tseng as well as by Barbara L. 

Allen, increased exponentially starting in the second half of the 1960s, fi rst in 

the United States and then in other parts of the world. Th e administrative and 

legal proceedings that took place as part of these mobilizations, providing sci-

entifi c evidence of contaminations and their deleterious eff ects, proved to be a 

signifi cant factor of success. Calling on academic researchers—even specialists 

able to demonstrate the existence of deleterious eff ects—has not always proved 

easy or eff ective. Some scientists, such as the Taiwanese epidemiologist Lee 
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Ching-Chang, described by Jobin and Tseung, refused to reveal their results 

beyond narrow academic circles. Others, such as the epidemiologist Patricia 

Williams, a chemical contamination specialist discussed by Allen, were fi rst 

and foremost concerned with conforming to the scientism criteria of their pro-

fessional community. Yet the time frame of academic research that eliminates 

any possible bias and the time frame of protest mobilization do not always coin-

cide, and results can be made available too late to support the cause of activists. 

Moreover, the expectations inherent in academic research do not always cor-

respond to activists’ expectations, as each world has its own motivations.

Due to the inappropriateness or shortcomings of academic research in pro-

ducing suffi  ciently conclusive scientifi c evidence, activist or victims’ groups 

began developing other types of knowledge production, sometimes turning to 

actors other than established academic researchers. Th e victims themselves, 

relatives, and doctors or scientists who were not too concerned about their 

careers were able to organize themselves, identify patients, and gather data 

on exposure to fi nally show correlations between local exposure and the ab-

normal increase of certain serious pathologies. Patients’ organizations and 

the cartographic work carried out at many contaminated sites gave rise in the 

1980s to what Phil Brown calls popular epidemiology (Brown 2007). Th is is 

based on the elaboration and implementation of techniques that diff ered from 

those used by government authorities and regulatory bodies. It has allowed 

scientists allegedly less specialized in a certain subject, doctors without a re-

search activity, retired engineers, laborers, offi  ce workers, mothers, etc., not 

only to produce data, but also to become experts on certain health and envi-

ronmental problems. In this perspective, Allen discusses the case of Gabriele 

Bortollozzo, a worker from 1956 to 1990 at the highly contaminated site of 

Montedison in Italy, while Jobin and Tseng consider that of former workers 

from the Taiwanese factories of Radio Corporation of America. Both cases are 

highly representative of this bottom-up knowledge production by the victims 

themselves or their relatives—with the support, over time and depending on 

the locations, of activist organizations and committed scientists.

From the early 1990s and with varying time frames in diff erent countries, 

a third form of change occurred through which the development of counter-

expertise within local movements and national and transnational organiza-

tions, by scientists and nonscientists, took on a new dimension. From the 

early 1980s, the supposedly profound transformation of systems regulating 

toxicants that took place at national and international level during the 1970s 

following environmentalist activism proved to have been a failure. During the 

1990s, the multiplication of highly visible issues and scandals surrounding the 

deleterious eff ects of technoscience stressed the fact that science was not in 

a position to provide clear answers and precise information on the dangers 

incurred. Yet in situations of uncertainty, decisions concerning the regula-
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tion of technoscientifi c practices had been taken behind closed doors by small 

groups of experts. Strong mobilization, defi ance of certain innovations, and 

the discrediting of certain administrative and statal systems led policy makers 

to develop new modes of government, underpinned by new systems under 

the banners of “participation” and “transparency” (Pestre 2008). In this new 

context, activist organizations and committed scientists were encouraged to 

participate as “stakeholders,” or even as experts on certain committees in order 

to represent “citizens’” point of view. While the shortcomings of participatory 

systems had become fully visible by the late 2000s (Irwin 2006; Pestre 2008), 

the presence of civil society representatives and alternative scientists as “ex-

perts” or “stakeholders” in current offi  cial expertise processes seems to be a 

given in many national and international contexts. Th is is closely monitored 

and activist organizations’ representatives have a say in decision making, or 

have means similar to those of other interest groups—particularly industrial 

lobbies. But, apart from the context of the 1990s, which opened a window of 

opportunity for counter-expertise to get closer to offi  cial expertise processes, 

what made activist organizations legitimate experts within these committees 

was their grasp of the cases and scientifi c competences that they had devel-

oped in various ways, over the previous two or three decades.

While the resulting production of alternative knowledge in various contexts 

played a signifi cant part in shaping the development of movements around 

toxicants over the last four decades, many diffi  culties were encountered. Pro-

viding evidence that meets scientism criteria of damage or potential damage, 

even serious damage, has oft en not been enough to obtain the compensation, 

remediation, or prevention demanded by activist movements or victims’ orga-

nizations. Th e chapters in this book off er more nuanced positions regarding 

the role of scientifi c knowledge and counter-expertise in mobilizations sur-

rounding problems related to toxicants. Numerous cases show that balancing 

health-related and environmental risks with the disappearance of economic 

activities that are essential to certain regions presents an important dilemma 

that even the production of irrefutable scientifi c knowledge cannot resolve 

(Auyero and Swistun 2009). In other situations, legal and administrative sys-

tems function in such a way that the production of knowledge on contamina-

tions is far from suffi  cient to produce a decision in the victims’ favor, or the 

decision provides far less than the victims had expected. Laura Centemeri’s 

analysis of the inhabitants of the Seveso site that was contaminated by dioxins 

following a major industrial accident in 1976 highlights how knowledge is not 

suffi  cient motivation for taking a stand. Even though this site attracted much 

attention in the study of the eff ects of dioxins on human health, and the re-

search results tended to show the extent of the damage caused, these data did 

not spur the inhabitants of this Seveso region into action. Centemeri identifi es 

many factors to explain this paradox, including the inhabitants’ attachment to 
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the territory in which they live and their refusal to see it stigmatized by activ-

ists and scientists highlighting major pollution. Th e overall context made it 

impossible for the necessary alliances to form in Seveso to mobilize the most 

aff ected people. Th us, certain movements have failed in spite of undeniable 

proof of the contaminations and their eff ects, while others that rested on far 

more tenuous and debatable causality links have succeeded. Th is points to the 

fact that the success of activist movements is contingent upon their capacity 

to build eff ective alliances and apply political pressure. From this perspective, 

alternative scientifi c knowledge and counter-expertise are indeed essential but 

certainly not suffi  cient; sometimes they are not even indispensable to the suc-

cess of a social movement against toxicants.

Ultimately, the important movements that have developed since the 1960s 

have certainly not managed to reverse the trend that began in the late eigh-

teenth and early nineteenth centuries, which saw Western societies choosing a 

capitalist model of development relying on ever-increasing industrialization at 

the expense of the environment and human health. At the local level, however, 

they have managed to win trials, to prevent the creation of a rubbish dump or a 

waste management center, to close a factory, to clean up contaminated sites, or 

to compensate victims. At national and international level, they have obtained 

lower standards of exposure, bans on polluting substances and technologies, 

amendments of laws, and overhauls of regulatory systems. Th ey have even 

managed to highlight unanticipated toxic eff ects and to introduce new issues 

within scientifi c and public arenas. Th e alternative production of scientifi c 

knowledge and expertise may have been essential to these achievements, but 

it has never been the only determining factor. Th e eff ective use of this produc-

tion was possible only because it was embedded within political strategies that, 

for various reasons, have allowed “subrogate interests” to, at least temporarily, 

override “dominant interests” (Bosso 1990).

Putting Knowledge, Ignorance, and Regulation into Perspective

Th e multiple health and environmental problems posed by toxicants are not 

behind us—far from it. Th e number of chemical substances in circulation con-

tinues to grow. To the toxic legacy of banned or regulated substances like DTT 

and PCBs as well as the many unregulated ones, new substances whose ef-

fects are still relatively unknown, such as nanocarbons, are being added. Faced 

with this situation, many actors are currently calling for a profound reform of 

expertise systems and modes of regulation surrounding toxicants. Many so-

cial scientists, without all sharing the same point of view, are directing severe 

criticism toward existing expertise and regulatory systems, some adding their 

voices to diff erent nongovernmental organizations to demand an overhaul of 
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these systems. Th is attitude is not new. Since the 1970s, when many social 

movements highlighted the signifi cance and the extent of contaminations that 

existed since the end of World War II, certain fi elds within the humanities 

and social sciences, namely, law, sociology, political science, history, anthro-

pology, and psychology, have taken an interest in the functioning of scientifi c 

expertise and systems regulating toxicants and the technosciences and, since 

then, have been off ering diff erent types of analyses that have sometimes led to 

normative positions proposing given types of change.

Certain cross-country comparative studies have sought to bring to light the 

social, institutional, and cultural factors explaining the nature of the expertise 

produced and the way regulatory systems are organized (Brickman et al. 1985; 

Vogel 1986). In doing so their aim has been to defi ne norms and strategies 

to improve the functioning of these systems. Extensive work in the humani-

ties and social sciences has called for greater transparency in the procedures 

underpinning scientifi c expertise and decision making. One of the concepts 

that has stemmed from this work and has been taken up in the diff erent public 

policies is “sound science.” Such analyses, produced mainly in the 1980s, were 

based on the more or less explicit assumption that science is able to eff ectively 

inform public decision making, provided that systems of expertise off er ex-

perts the means to draw on “state-of-the-art science” and to make the diff erent 

points of view public.

Starting in the 1980s this approach was heavily criticized by other research-

ers whose work insisted on two interdependent issues. First, there are many 

moments of signifi cant scientifi c uncertainty in processes of expertise, for 

which no “sound science” is available. Second, drawing on several case studies, 

these researchers stressed that in these situations of uncertainty, experts tend 

to make decisions that are rather in favor of industrial actors, at the expense 

of consumers, citizens, or patients (Hood and Rothstein 2001; Abraham and 

Reed 2002). In other words, a bias in favor of industrial actors and economic 

imperatives exists in expertise and regulatory systems. Th ese authors argued 

that reforms of systems of expertise were needed, not to guarantee the use of a 

“sound science,” which did not necessarily exist, but to reduce the bias in favor 

of industrial actors and to ensure that the interests of consumers, citizens, and 

patients are taken into account.

Work stemming from a diff erent perspective has also sought to promote 

lay or alternative knowledge as opposed to expert knowledge. It emphasizes 

that “lay people” have knowledge, interests, and concerns other than those 

of “scientifi c experts” regarding important issues about technoscience and its 

sanitary, environmental, and social impacts (Irwin and Wynne 1996; Wynne 

1996; Pestre 2008). Th eir knowledge, interests, and concerns are no less valid; 

they stem from diff erent perspectives that deserve to be taken into account in 

the production of expertise and in public policy making. If science, especially 
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in situations of uncertainty, is not able to provide sure answers to the problems 

raised by technoscience, then it is important for public decision making to 

rely not only on expert claims, but to fully integrate the knowledge, concerns, 

and interests of “lay people.” To promote a more democratic management of 

technoscience and the problems it poses, these researchers have oft en been 

involved in the development of participatory procedures encouraging the 

growth of counter-expertise and its integration into regulatory systems.

Th ese various sets of works have gradually shown the limits of scientifi c 

knowledge in resolving the issues raised by toxicants and the oft en political 

nature of decisions regarding these substances. Th ese two features have been 

emphasized in four types of work. First, certain studies, namely, in environ-

mental history or the history of environmental health, have emphasized the 

materiality of the problems of environmental degradation and pathologies 

(Markowitz and Rosner 2002; Blum 2008). In doing so, they have highlighted 

the numerous instances of reductionism and downplaying in offi  cial expertise. 

Indeed, a deep rift  exists between the materiality of damage and the existence 

of exposure norms, between the reality of chemical cocktails to which certain 

populations are exposed and substance-based approaches, between the years 

of illness, the individual, family or collective tragedies, and the slow pace of 

court cases and regulatory processes, and between situations of potential or 

immediate danger and the time needed to validate scientifi c knowledge. Th ese 

studies have also shown how diff erent social movements—economic and/or 

political interest groups—have sought to mend or maintain this rift , triggering 

numerous confrontations. A second type of work in the fi elds of law and polit-

ical science has paid attention the construction of systems to regulate toxicants 

as a whole (Bosso 1990; Cranor 1997). By showing both the complexity of 

these systems and the extent to which they are shaped by political choices, this 

type of work has helped bring to light how little weight science and expertise 

may have in decision making—even though more oft en than not these systems 

claim to be “science-based.” Such work, which oft en has normative objectives, 

has contributed to many analyses since the 1970s, analyses that have a view to 

inventing other, more eff ective, regulatory systems and that have also involved 

rethinking the place and role of science and expertise in systems of expertise. 

A third type of work, stemming from sociology and political science, stresses 

the impossibility of building consensus and public policies based on scientifi c 

knowledge alone. Th ese works consider that in most risk situations, technical 

uncertainty is too great for robust social consensus to be built. Th ey therefore 

call for new modes of discussion, decision making, and policy making to be 

imagined and implemented, based on the aim of building consensus between 

the diff erent actors concerned. Th ese works, looking at consensus confer-

ences, participatory democracy, or hybrid forums, have been very successful 

with policy makers, namely, in Europe (Callon, Lascoumes, and Barthe 2009). 
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Many sociologists and political scientists thus play an important role in advis-

ing and defi ning regulatory policies. Developing compromise among diff erent 

actors is central to this literature, which praises the many benefi ts of partici-

patory systems, including overcoming profound social asymmetries through 

debate. A fourth and last type of work, “environmental justice studies,” is par-

ticularly developed in the United States. Openly contributing to research for 

action, it seeks to highlight that the burden of toxic contamination is primarily 

borne by certain social groups that are particularly poor and discriminated 

against: black minorities, Mexican migrant workers, “native” populations. In 

so doing, this type of work associates social inequality—based on race, class, 

gender—with greater toxic contaminations, and the struggle against these 

contaminations is presented as a source of empowerment and as attempting to 

implement a failing social justice. To do so, it seeks to identify the most eff ec-

tive advocacy strategies and ensure the success of movements. In this context, 

particular attention is paid to the production of knowledge, whether that pro-

duction is academic, stems from regulatory systems, or comes from grassroots 

movements (“street science”). One of the important objectives is to counter ef-

forts that offi  cial systems may pursue to make contaminations and their eff ects 

invisible and to identify ways of transforming these systems so that they may 

contribute to making toxicants and their consequences more visible.

Th us for several decades now, the humanities and social sciences have not 

been working from an exclusively analytical perspective, but one that is also nor-

mative and aiming at transforming regulatory and expertise systems surround-

ing toxicants. Following several reconfi gurations and attempts at transforming 

these systems, certain analysts are currently shift ing their positions, sometimes 

signifi cantly, from what their colleagues or they themselves may have proposed 

in the past. Carl F. Cranor’s chapter off ers a perfect illustration of this shift . 

From a philosophy of law perspective, Cranor has contributed to a lot of refl ec-

tion on the use of scientifi c evidence in legal decisions and how society might 

approach the regulation of toxicants. Th rough his chapter in this book, Cranor’s 

approach clearly seeks to infl uence public decision making in the context of the 

current U.S. reform of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). He tries to 

explore not what science is unable to know or do, but what law and regulatory 

systems have been or are unable to achieve. More importantly, Cranor looks at 

science and what it is able to show, to emphasize the ineff ectiveness of law and 

to shed light on how inhabitants of the United States are “legally poisoned.” 

Cranor’s work shows the shift  of position that some of its representatives have 

made. While the objective of these studies is always to think about and propose 

a legal framework and regulatory system with the aim of protecting human 

health and the environment, an explicitly activist dimension is emphasized.

Th e idea that the strengthening of expertise and regulatory systems does 

lead to greater protection can be questioned from several perspectives. One 

of these could point, as researchers studying the tobacco industry have done, 
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to the importance of the economic interests at stake, and to the signifi cant 

political and public work that contributes to invisibilizing or minimizing the 

ensuing problems. Several strategies have been studied from this perspective, 

from lobbying to instilling public doubt. Th e weight of economic interests is 

of course a crucial parameter in issues of expertise and regulation. And this 

weight is what leads certain actors to call for greater regulation. However, more 

regulation does not necessarily mean that toxicant problems will be resolved. 

Th e major problem is a systemic one, which lies in the very functioning of 

these systems. Th rough the long-term analysis off ered in this book on the role 

of science in expertise and regulation, one aspect stands out: despite the im-

mensity of the activity they have generated, these systems have not allowed for 

the production and accumulation of real knowledge on toxic substances, as, on 

the contrary, through their very functioning they have contributed to produc-

ing and disseminating ignorance. Producing ignorance does not just involve 

hiding certain knowledge, ignoring certain questions, minimizing certain ef-

fects, or deliberately producing public uncertainty (Proctor 1995; Oreskes and 

Conway 2010), even when knowledge is available to form a verdict. It is an-

other type of production of ignorance that some of the authors of this book are 

concerned with. In their chapter, Scott Frickel and Michelle Edwards, through 

a detailed analysis of the risk assessment process for soil contamination in 

New Orleans aft er Hurricane Katrina, refl ect on expertise in terms of its ability 

to produce not knowledge but ignorance. Th ey also show that this ignorance 

then circulates and not only forms the basis of certain political decisions but is 

also integrated into other types of expertise. Th e two authors thus off er a new 

perspective on expertise and regulatory systems that invalidates the idea of an 

optimization of knowledge production in current settings. Th e signifi cance of 

this perspective reversal is twofold. First, it is embedded in and contributes 

to an important theoretical shift  in science studies, known as the New Politi-

cal Sociology of Science, to which Frickel is an active contributor and which 

seeks to reposition the political at the heart of the analyses produced by sci-

ence studies (Frickel and Moore 2005). Second, this reversal allows for new 

perspectives to shed light on processes that have not been noticed or studied 

much until now, and through which science-based regulatory systems are not 

able to protect public health and the environment.

Th is book therefore points toward a conclusion with important conse-

quences: not so much a call to strengthen expertise and regulation but a call 

to profoundly overhaul the world of knowledge production in these systems. 

For such an overhaul to take place, particular attention should be placed on 

a careful and multidisciplinary examination of the instruments and modes 

of production of knowledge and rules. Yet this does not mean that scientifi c 

knowledge should form the core basis of decision making. Th is raises the 

question of knowing what should be at the heart of these systems. Th is book 

explores several possibilities that seek to subvert the very logic of these sys-
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tems. Th us Sheldon Krimsky’s chapter suggests the importance of working in a 

precautionary framework. Th e chapter’s starting point is the study of scientifi c 

production through an analysis of the way the eff ects of low doses of endocrine 

disruptors are scientifi cally studied. He identifi es many factors, ranging from 

the complexity of the issue to the actions of industrial actors, which cause 

a number of questions to remain without a stable answer. While the argu-

ment that science’s incapacity to produce the expected knowledge has already 

been widely discussed, Krimsky’s analysis makes two diff erent contributions. 

First, as other works have done, this study shows the value of delving into the 

production of scientifi c knowledge and analyzing both the potential and the 

limits of such production. Second, this analysis leads to a valuable consider-

ation, both in heuristic and political terms: if science is not able to provide the 

expected answers, how can we make sense of its role and of the constant rise 

of “science-based” regulatory systems? Krimsky’s answer is unequivocal: if sci-

ence cannot provide all the answers expected from it, then it should no longer 

be the only central frame of reference of regulatory systems; these systems 

must also rely on other approaches. Th e shift  he calls for is one that grants 

less importance to scientifi c knowledge and expertise and more to other ap-

proaches, such as precaution. It is central to a current broader movement in-

volving both scholars and activists.

What thus becomes apparent is that reinforcing expertise and regulation, 

without calling for a profound overhaul of all the foundations of expertise, 

is necessarily bound to fail. However, it is no easy task to simply enumerate 

what should be done. Th is is the diffi  cult exercise Jody A. Roberts tackles in 

his chapter. His contribution is an analysis of what could be an eff ective regu-

lation of the chemicals that he qualifi es as “unruly technologies.” Roberts fi rst 

looks back on half a century of chemical regulation and reviews the reasons 

why these regulations never really worked. From the materiality of chemicals 

that never behave as anticipated, to the practices of industrial actors, through 

the limits of science and technology: a host of combined factors has ultimately 

led to the recurrent failure of regulatory systems. Roberts then discusses what 

could be an eff ective regulation of chemicals: for him, the answer lies in the 

diversity and multiplication of approaches. He thus explores solutions such 

as encouraging economical consumption, substituting, and developing green 

chemistry, while also recognizing their limits. Like all the other authors in this 

section, Roberts insists on the need to shift  the center of gravity of regulatory 

systems. He suggests placing justice, not science, at the heart of regulatory 

systems as a means of guaranteeing their eff ectiveness in terms of health and 

environmental protection. In doing so he draws on and points to the value of 

work studying environmental justice movements. As well as opening this new 

perspective, Roberts’s contribution reminds us just how important it is to inte-

grate a historical dimension into any refl ection on the future of the regulation 

of toxicants.
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By showing that expertise within current regulatory frameworks rests more 

on ignorance than on knowledge, by off ering to place precaution and social 

and environmental justice at the heart of policies on the management of toxi-

cants, these chapters both reject the centrality publicly granted to science in 

regulatory systems and call for a reconsideration of the past and current impli-

cations of upholding this centrality. Th is type of approach does not discredit 

science in any way. On the contrary, it seeks to give it its rightful place in 

our societies. Above all, it seeks to remind us that while the toxicants and en-

vironmental contaminations that a society produces do constitute scientifi c 

and environmental issues, they are fi rst and foremost political issues, involving 

economic and societal choices.

Conclusion

Th e problems caused by environmental contaminations and their eff ects on 

health are currently a major concern for many actors: scientists, activist or-

ganizations, policy makers, regulatory agencies, and industrial actors. Th ey 

all stress how important these questions have become for research as much 

as for public policy and for the way industrial activity is performed. Reforms 

and new public policies like Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Re-

striction of Chemical substance (REACH) in Europe, the TSCA in the United 

States, or the creation of a Global Chemicals Regime, as well as industrial ac-

tors’ growing references to sustainable and responsible development and to 

ethics, all provide an indication of unprecedented awareness and a collective 

desire to fi nally break away from past practices (Sachs 2009; Selin 2010). How-

ever, analysis of the production and use of scientifi c knowledge in the regu-

lation of toxic issues as well as in advocacy movements paint a much more 

contrasted picture, which departs from the sometimes naive optimism dem-

onstrated by certain social scientists. On the contrary, they call for a review 

and in-depth examination of past and current policies and movements and of 

their contributions and impasses.

Th e conclusion reached in this book is very dire: while science plays a de-

termining role in defi ning dangerous health and environmental eff ects and 

making them visible, and while it has sometimes provided resources for advo-

cacy movements and contributed to the adoption of new regulatory systems 

off ering greater protection, it has also largely contributed to developing situ-

ations of invisibilization and accommodation. It has done so by conferring 

upon these the seal of objectivity, by producing and putting forward certain 

results at the expense of others and by giving the policies adopted the air of 

choice when in fact renouncement was primarily at stake. As result, science 

contributes to the development of regulatory systems producing and spread-

ing ignorance and scientizing and legitimizing public policies that naturalized 
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the asymmetries between those aff ected by the contaminations and those ben-

efi ting from them—whether fi nancially or in terms of comfort of living.

Th is conclusion does not discredit science in any way. On the contrary, it 

seeks to give it its rightful place in our societies. Above all, it seeks to remind 

us that while the toxicants and environmental contaminations that a society 

produces do constitute scientifi c issues, they are fi rst and foremost political 

issues, involving economic and societal choices. Th e new wave of regulatory 

reforms currently taking place makes this observation all the more important. 

Th ese reforms—from REACH in Europe to the reform of TSCA in the United 

States—are taking place during a period of intensifi cation of a global economic 

crisis, which can only make the economic dimension of the governance re-

garding toxic issues more signifi cant—a dimension that played a structuring 

role throughout the twentieth century. Just like the climate change policies that 

led the way, health-environmental policies must also deal with dilemmas that 

are diffi  cult to resolve. In a society where asymmetries of power and of situa-

tions are strong and play a structuring role, science is also caught up in these 

asymmetries it is not able to overcome—and which in many cases render it 

powerless. However, recognizing these diffi  culties, attempting to identify and 

enumerate them, does not mean refraining from criticizing the choices made, 

and certainly not giving up on the long-term transformation of a society slowly 

poisoning itself.
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/ CHAPTER 1

Precaution and the History 

of Endocrine Disruptors

Nancy Langston

On 6 May 2010 the American President’s Cancer Panel released a bombshell 

in its annual report, stating that 41 percent of Americans will get cancer in their 

lifetimes. While eff orts to fi ght cancer have focused on genetics, the report 

noted, “the true burden of environmentally induced cancers has been grossly 

underestimated.” Carcinogens and other toxic chemicals “needlessly increase 

health care costs, cripple our nation’s productivity, and devastate American 

lives.”1 Th e report recommended a precautionary approach to environmen-

tal carcinogens that would shift  the burden of proof to industry. Rather than 

requiring the government or consumer to prove harm aft er a chemical is on 

the market, industry would have to demonstrate that a chemical is safe before 

approval.

Within days of the report’s release, environmental groups applauded what 

they viewed as a new approach, while industry-supported voices rose in pro-

test, claiming that no one can prove that any given case of cancer has been 

caused by an environmental exposure. According to some industry advocates, 

acting in a precautionary fashion would violate the scientifi c process. Because 

scientists have not proven that low-level exposure is the cause of reproductive 

problems in humans, too much scientifi c uncertainty remains for regulators 

to act. Above all, critics claimed, precaution is a novel, even radical idea, one 

likely to stifl e innovation and destroy profi ts.2

Do these claims have any historical validity? Is precaution new, and will it 

destroy scientifi c process, innovation, and profi t? Th is chapter explores de-

bates over precaution in the context of endocrine disruptors, which are syn-

thetic chemicals that alter hormone systems.

Th e Case of Diethylstilbestrol

Diethylstilbestrol (DES) off ers a useful historical case study for understanding 

confl icting claims over the role of precaution in regulating synthetic chemi-
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cals. DES, synthesized in 1938 by the English biochemist Charles Dodds, was 

the fi rst synthetic estrogen to be marketed and the fi rst chemical known to 

act as an endocrine disruptor. Beginning in the 1940s, millions of American 

women were prescribed DES by their doctors, initially to treat the symptoms 

of menopause. In 1947 the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) approved 

DES for pregnant women with diabetes, and drug companies advertised it 

widely, promoting the use of DES in all pregnancies as a way to reduce the 

risk of miscarriage. Although no evidence ever supported this claim, millions 

of pregnant women took the drug. Meanwhile, millions of Americans were 

also being exposed to DES through their diet. Beginning in 1947, DES was 

approved in the United States to promote growth in livestock, fi rst in poultry 

and then in cattle. At the peak of its use in the 1960s, DES was given to nearly 

95 percent of feedlot cattle in the United States, and the estrogenic wastes from 

feedlots and human sewage made their way into aquatic ecosystems.

In 1939, when the American Food and Drug Administration fi rst deliber-

ated on whether to approve DES for human use, the agency was operating 

under new regulations that were fundamentally precautionary. Th e recently 

passed 1938 Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act put the burden of proof on the 

industry to show safety, rather than on the consumer or government to show 

harm. Moreover, the agency and industry both knew of abundant research 

studies showing that the chemical was carcinogenic in laboratory animals. 

Th ree times, the FDA rejected new uses of DES, arguing that precaution sug-

gested the drug was too risky for a particular use. Th ree times, however, the 

FDA quickly retreated from precaution and allowed the drug to make its way 

into human and livestock bodies, and from there, into broader ecosystems 

(Langston 2010). Why did these retreats from precaution happen? How did 

political pressures infl uence agency decision making?

When the FDA began to study DES in 1939, the Roosevelt administra-

tion had just weathered a bitter political battle over precaution and regula-

tion. Industry had strenuously opposed the 1938 Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act, claiming that it was an unwarranted expansion of government power into 

business, and industry’s eff orts delayed the Act’s passage for nearly fi ve years. 

In 1937, a drug manufacturer placed a tainted drug called Elixir Sulfanilamide 

on the market—legally—and over one hundred people died. Consumer out-

rage erupted, and that anger helped the Roosevelt administration fi nally push 

the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act through Congress a year later. DES was the 

fi rst major test case for the FDA, and regulators felt they had to be extremely 

careful about how they proceeded with their new and contested authority 

(Hilts 2003: 72–102).

DES emerged during a larger debate going on in the 1920s and 1930s about 

the carcinogenic eff ects of estrogens. Nearly all researchers agreed that natural 

estrogens were carcinogenic, and that DES had the potential to be at least as 
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carcinogenic, if not more so, because it was more potent at exciting “estrogenic 

eff ects.” Because of these concerns, and because of research on lab animals, in 

1940 the FDA initially denied the drug companies’ new drug applications for 

DES. In rejecting DES, Commissioner Walter Campbell of the FDA argued 

that regulators must follow what he called the “conservative principle.” Given 

the scientifi c uncertainty over DES’s mechanisms of action and metabolism, 

and over the applicability of animal studies to women, the FDA refused to 

approve DES—not because scientists had any proof that the drug would harm 

women, but because they had no proof the drug would not harm women.3 

FDA regulators essentially adopted the precautionary principle sixty years be-

fore that term came into common usage.

Within months, however, political pressures on the FDA forced the agency 

to reverse its decision against DES, and in 1941 the agency approved the use 

of DES in menopausal women. FDA staff  had used scientifi c uncertainty as 

a justifi cation for refusing to approve DES, but that strategy was not strong 

enough to resist court challenges and political pressures. A federal court deci-

sion against the American Medical Association (AMA) made the FDA wary of 

engaging with drug companies over the issues of scientifi c uncertainty—par-

ticularly the applicability of animal models to humans—as justifi cation for 

stiff  regulations on estrogens. In the late 1930s, a company named Hiresta had 

marketed a breast-enlarging estrogen cream. Th e AMA had been concerned 

enough about a possible increase in cancer risk from topical estrogen that it 

published an editorial decrying the dangers of this cream, and Hiresta sued 

the Association for defamation. Th e FDA used animal studies to support the 

AMA’s argument that estrogens were known carcinogens. Th e federal judge 

ruled against the AMA, arguing that animal studies failed to prove that es-

trogen cream would defi nitely lead to cancer in women—and that clear proof 

of actual harm to specifi c women was lacking. Th is court case led the FDA to 

abandon its planned campaign to regulate estrogen breast creams and made it 

wary of continuing to use animal studies in its case against new drug applica-

tions for DES.4

A similar pattern unfolded several years later when the FDA had to decide 

whether DES was safe to use during pregnancy. Soon aft er the initial approval 

of DES for menopause, drug companies and doctors began petitioning the 

FDA for approval to treat pregnant women with DES, even though experi-

mental studies on lab animals had shown that DES could cause fetal death and 

could also harm a woman’s future fertility. Starting in 1939, a physician named 

Dr. Karl John Karnaky of Houston began experimenting with the use of DES 

in pregnant women, and he soon became an enthusiastic promoter of DES 

for all pregnancies. As he later recalled: “Th e drug companies came to Hous-

ton, … fed me and dined me… and I started using it” (Gillam and Bernstein 

1987: 67). Research in the early 1940s by the physicians Priscilla White, George 
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Smith, and Olive Smith encouraged the hope that DES might help to prevent 

miscarriages. Many physicians convinced themselves that DES was indeed a 

miracle drug for stopping “accidents of pregnancy.” Drug companies lobbied 

the FDA intensely to approve the drug for pregnancy, sending samples to doc-

tors to create a consumer market for the drug, overwhelming the FDA with 

short-term data on human eff ects and ignoring data on animal experiments, 

and complaining about the safety limits constructed by the FDA.

Initially, FDA staff  were quite cautious about DES use during pregnancy, and 

allowed it to be prescribed only for rare cases of diabetic pregnancies where 

the mother was almost certain to lose the child otherwise. But this degree of 

caution quickly faded. Widespread enthusiasm for children in the postwar 

years, combined with the frustration of the medical community that they had 

been so powerless to decrease miscarriage rates, helped to persuade much of 

the medical community that the synthetic estrogen might save babies. In 1947, 

aft er the FDA approved limited DES for pregnant women with diabetes, drug 

companies marketed the drug intensively, urging doctors to prescribe it even 

for “normal” women “to make a normal pregnancy more normal.” Th e FDA al-

lowed these uses, and soon nearly one-tenth of pregnancies among American 

women were treated with the synthetic estrogen (Cody 2008: 232–end).

Th e retreat from precaution occurred a third time with DES, this time with 

livestock use. While drug manufacturers were promoting DES for pregnancy, 

the same companies were also looking for new markets in livestock production. 

During World War II, pharmaceutical companies requested that the FDA ap-

prove the use of diethylstilbestrol to treat certain veterinary conditions in live-

stock, but because of concern about the potential risks to soldiers who might 

consume estrogen residues, the FDA explicitly forbade DES treatment of live-

stock that might be eaten. When companies tried to push against wartime FDA 

restrictions on the use of synthetic hormones in livestock, the FDA insisted on 

precaution, arguing that the absence of evidence of harm did not prove safety.5

As the war came to an end, political pressures once again led the FDA to 

abandon its position of precaution. Th e wartime meat rationing had ended in 

the United States, but food shortages throughout Europe threatened to lead to 

famine, which many people were afraid might destroy the peace. Grain was 

being used to feed livestock rather than feed people, threatening shortages, 

but government offi  cials worried that Americans would be unwilling to vol-

untarily reduce their meat consumption in order to make more grain available 

for human food. Rather than reinstitute rationing, the government encour-

aged research partnerships devoted to learning how to increase meat produc-

tion while retaining enough grain to prevent famine. Th e answer appeared to 

be hormones, which promised more effi  cient feed utilization. Because animals 

treated with estrogen fattened up more quickly on less grain, science might 

allow Americans to eat more meat without guilt (Bentley 1998).
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Poultry was the fi rst target, for roosters and turkeys responded readily to 

DES implants. In February 1946, internal memos within the FDA showed that 

staff  remained skeptical about the use of diethylstilbestrol in poultry. When one 

company insisted that the pellets were safe because they would be implanted in 

chicken necks, which middle-class housewives discarded, one staff er scribbled 

on a memo: “Some people do use the heads of poultry for food!”6 Th roughout 

1946, the FDA rejected New Drug Applications submitted for poultry, stating 

that “No information has been off ered to show the amount of diethylstilbestrol 

remaining in the tissues of treated birds. Until it can be clearly shown that no 

signifi cant quantity of the drug remains in the tissues which might be capable 

of producing undesirable eff ects in human consumers, we will not be disposed 

to consider any application for the diethylstilbestrol use with this purpose.”7 

FDA staff  initially insisted on a precautionary approach, telling companies 

that determining safety was the responsibility of the manufacturer, not the 

problem of the government.

But in January 1947 the agency reversed course and agreed to allow dieth-

ylstilbestrol to be used in poultry implants. None of the problems discussed 

in the correspondence from the previous several years had yet been fi xed. Th e 

only research that drug companies off ered in support of DES pellet safety actu-

ally showed the opposite, indicating that estrogen residues did migrate from 

the pellets into meat intended for human consumption.8

Why did the agency suddenly allow DES implants in livestock, when regu-

lators had resisted for years? Pressures to increase meat production aft er the 

war were certainly great, but concerns about the risk of estrogens for men had 

initially led the FDA to resist these pressures. By 1947, however, DES began to 

seem much safer to the FDA. Because medical researchers had treated preg-

nant women with large doses of DES and no deaths had yet resulted, FDA staff  

began to argue that small doses presented little risk.9

Not all scientists or regulators agreed. Immediately aft er the FDA approved 

the chicken implants, Canadian regulators wrote to the federal government, 

urging the FDA to be extremely careful with the use of diethylstilbestrol in 

animals. A staff  member from the Canadian Department of National Health 

and Welfare wrote: “We have been working on the problem with the poultry 

division of the Department of Agriculture and our results show that there is a 

residue of the estrogen in the cockerels, suffi  cient to change the vaginal smear 

of the menopausal woman. Of course this is not evidence of any harmful ef-

fects but it is possibly an undesirable reaction for some people. We were plan-

ning to publish these results and are wondering if any of the results from your 

division had been published and we had overlooked them.” Th e Canadians, in 

other words, had data showing that a synthetic estrogen implanted in chicken 

necks was so powerful that residues left  in the meat could change the vaginal 

smears of the woman who ate that meat.10
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Aft er the Canadian researchers published their fi ndings in the October 1947 

issue of Endocrinology, the FDA forbade the use of DES in chicken feed, but 

continued to allow DES to be used in pellets that were implanted in chicken 

necks.11 For decades the FDA insisted on something that made little scientifi c 

sense: that although diethylstilbestrol from chicken feed could accumulate in 

fatty tissues and pose a danger to humans, DES administered in pellets simply 

wouldn’t accumulate. When challenged by members of its own scientifi c staff , 

the FDA attempted to explain this logic by arguing that “it is possible to exer-

cise a rigid control over the dosage in the [pellet] process and under these cir-

cumstances the estrogen does not accumulate in those portions of the treated 

bird which are consumed by human beings.”12 A host of assumptions about 

the possibilities of scientifi c control are embedded in this statement. First, the 

statement assumes that technology can off er enough control to sidestep dilem-

mas posed by pollutants. Second, the statement assumes that people live in an 

ideal world, one designed by technicians: that no one ever sells a chicken head, 

that consumers eat what they’re supposed to eat, that companies do exactly 

what they promise to do, that pellets release a specifi c, measured, infallible 

dosage that can be carefully controlled. But none of these assumptions were 

based on empirical evidence. Th e FDA had never received or examined any 

data that showed that pellets did release a reliable and controllable dosage, or 

that this dosage did not accumulate in tissues, even if it were controllable and 

reliable. Even though the regulatory agencies tried to assure consumers that 

complete scientifi c control was possible over hormones, scientists within the 

agencies agreed that such control was impossible.

Soon aft er having approved DES for use in livestock, the FDA soon be-

gan to receive warnings that the chemical was causing problems with plant 

workers, farm workers, restaurant workers, and consumers. In 1947, Arapahoe 

Chemicals of Colorado wrote to the FDA:

Our Company has recently been approached in regard to manufacturing stil-

boestrol … as raw materials for pharmaceutical formulation. We know that 

these materials are all readily absorbed through the skin and by inhalation. It 

is our belief that the physiological eff ect of these materials would constitute 

a decided industrial hazard. In order to properly evaluate the advantages of 

undertaking the manufacture of synthetic estrogens, it is necessary that we 

obtain as much information as possible about them in regard to the serious-

ness of the health hazard involved, recommended precautions for handling, 

treatment of aff ected individuals, cumulative eff ects, etc. We are particularly 

concerned over the possibility of carcinogenesis through long continued 

contact with stilboestrol.13

Th e FDA responded by suggesting the company hire older men who presum-

ably wouldn’t mind being made impotent by the chemical: “we have your 
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letter of June 26, 1947 requesting information concerning the health hazard 

involved and the precautions necessary on the manufacture of stilbestrol. ... 

It is our understanding that excessive exposure to the substances may cause 

marked disturbances of the menstrual function in women and have a deviril-

izing eff ect in men. For this reason it might be feasible for you to consider the 

employment of old rather than young men.”14

A restaurant worker in New York grew breasts aft er eating the heads of 

chickens implanted with DES pellets, and his case became immortalized in 

a medical textbook. Mink farmers began complaining to the FDA that their 

mink were made sterile by residues from the necks of the implanted chickens. 

FDA staff  discounted these complaints, stating that “a few mink ranchers have 

alleged that their breeding animals were rendered sterile aft er having been fed 

the discarded heads of poultry which were implanted with diethylstilbestrol 

pellets. As yet we have seen no satisfactory data of a factual or scientifi cally ac-

ceptable nature showing that the off al from birds implanted with these pellets 

will actually cause sterility in minks or any other animals.”15

Finally, fi ve months aft er repeated reports of problems, the FDA checked 

the chickens, found numerous cases where residue levels violated the law, and 

seized fi ft y thousand pounds of chickens. Th ese chickens contained high levels 

of DES residues, and some birds contained up to four pellets in a single neck.16 

FDA staff  had vigorously denied the very possibility this could happen. When 

empirical data was initially presented to them by mink farmers among others, 

FDA staff  simply denied it. Yet when they went out and collected their own 

empirical data, they found that their scientifi c models of what ought to be hap-

pening were not supported by actual evidence.17

Even as research staff  within the FDA and scientifi c consultants hired to ad-

vise the agency were urging the FDA to ban DES for poultry, the FDA approved 

DES’s rapid expansion into cattle feeding. In 1953 the Iowa State University 

researcher Wise Burroughs published a report showing that “cattle gains could 

be increased substantially and that feed costs could be reduced materially by 

placing 5 mg or more of DES in the daily supplemental feed fed to each steer.” 

Burroughs concluded that DES feeding led to 35 percent increases in growth 

and a decrease in feed cost of 20 percent—astonishing results if they could be 

reproduced (Burroughs and Culbertson 1954). Th e FDA almost immediately 

granted approval on 1 November 1954—just a year aft er the initial report from 

the feeding studies. A month later, DES went on the market as Stilbosol. Man-

ufacturers such as Lilly marketed DES feeds intensely, to extension agents, to 

farmers, and to the farmer’s press, and “cattlemen turned to the enhanced feeds 

in droves” (Marcus 1993: 66; 1994: 22–25). By late 1955, less than a year aft er 

DES went on the market, fully half the feedlot cattle in America were receiving 

DES. Soon, 80 to 95 percent of feedlot cattle received DES. As Marcus points 

out, the research on, FDA approval process of, and marketing of DES did not 
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happen by accident; it emerged as part of a complex partnership among drug 

companies, universities, and federal agencies (Marcus 1994).

Th ese partnerships began to unravel with evidence emerging that DES 

caused cancer in women who had been exposed to the chemical prenatally. In 

1971 researchers in Boston reported a cluster of extremely rare vaginal cancers 

in young women whose mothers had taken DES while they were pregnant. 

Th ese problems had not been apparent at birth; they emerged only at puberty 

or young adulthood, sometimes decades aft er fetal exposure. Mothers and 

children exposed to DES organized a group called DES Action that lobbied for 

research and action on the drug, and in 1979 consumers, scientists, and con-

cerned congressional representatives fi nally forced the American government 

to ban the chemical for use in livestock.

Th e full dimensions of the health and environmental disaster that resulted 

from widespread DES use are only now becoming apparent. By 2002, DES had 

emerged in toxicological studies as a carcinogen and developmental toxicant 

so potent that the toxicity of other chemicals is oft en measured against it. Of 

the two to fi ve million children who were exposed to DES prenatally, nearly 

95 percent of those sampled have experienced reproductive-tract problems, 

including menstrual irregularities, infertility, and higher risks of a variety of 

reproductive cancers.

Toxicological Models

Why were regulators unable or unwilling to resist industry pressure? As I ar-

gue in detail in Toxic Bodies, regulators tended to share certain cultural and 

conceptual beliefs that industry lobbyists were quick to exploit. Cultural as-

sumptions about gender diff erences shaped the ways that scientists, regulators, 

and consumers understood hormones and their eff ects on the body. Finally, 

many regulators shared with industry staff  a modernist world view that com-

bined faith in scientifi c expertise with the belief that technological progress 

could and should control nature. Th ese beliefs oft en made regulators more 

skeptical of consumer claims of harm than they were of industry claims of 

safety. And while individual staff  members within the federal agencies worked 

hard to protect public health, political appointees who headed the agencies 

oft en seemed more responsive to industry concerns about profi ts than to their 

own staff ’s concerns about risks (Langston 2010).

Contemporary scientifi c models of toxicology and development generally 

did not allow for the possibility that very low levels of synthetic chemicals 

could infl uence hormonal actions in the body. Indeed, emerging research 

that showed the harmful eff ects of various synthetic chemicals oft en seemed 

to violate the standard toxicological paradigms of the era, making it diffi  cult 
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for regulators to interpret scientifi c results. Even when experimental evidence 

from laboratory animals seemed to provide compelling proof of harm, uncer-

tainty about the validity of animal studies in assessing risks for people made it 

diffi  cult for regulators to defend principles of precaution in court.

Ever since endocrine-disrupting chemicals such as DES were fi rst commer-

cially produced in the 1940s, their hormonal mechanisms of action have posed 

novel challenges for scientists and regulatory agencies seeking to protect pub-

lic health, because they do not easily fi t within traditional risk paradigms. Al-

though the threshold model may be useful for natural toxins such as aspirin, 

it is rarely relevant for endocrine disruptors. Even at extremely low levels, they 

can mimic, block, or disrupt the actions of the body’s own hormones, thereby 

altering reproduction and development, oft en with profound eff ects later in 

life. In fact, endocrine-disrupting chemicals can actually have more powerful 

eff ects at low doses than at high doses. At low concentrations, hormones nor-

mally stimulate receptors, but at high concentrations hormones can saturate 

receptors, thus inhibiting their pathways. Low doses of endocrine disruptors 

such as DES might produce adverse impacts, even though higher doses might 

not. But the idea that a substance can have more powerful eff ects at low doses 

than at high doses fundamentally challenged toxicological paradigms (Langs-

ton 2010: 5–12).

Th e eff ects of estrogenic chemicals such as DES puzzled researchers and 

regulators because they diff ered dramatically among individuals, depending on 

the age of the individual and the timing of the exposure. Th ese fi ndings made 

little sense when interpreted through a standard toxicological paradigm, but 

they are less surprising when we consider how the endocrine system functions 

at diff erent life stages. In adults, hormones mainly regulate ongoing physiologi-

cal processes such as metabolism. Synthetic chemicals can lead to temporary 

endocrine changes, but adults are oft en able to recover from these disturbances. 

During fetal development, however, hormonal changes can have permanent, ir-

reversible eff ects. Because a woman accumulates toxic chemicals over an entire 

lifetime of exposure, she can transfer much of her contaminant burden to her 

developing fetus during pregnancy, the time of greatest sensitivity.

Risk and Precaution in American Regulation

Questions about risk, profi t, and the burden of proof have troubled U.S. reg-

ulatory agencies ever since the Food and Drug Administration called for a 

version of the precautionary principle in the early decades of the twentieth 

century. Since 1998, they have coalesced around the demand for a precau-

tionary approach placing the burden of proof on those who profi t from toxic 

chemicals. Th at year, thirty-two scientists and physicians concerned about 
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endocrine disruption published a consensus statement known as the Wing-

spread Statement on the Precautionary Principle. Th ey wrote: “When an activ-

ity raises threats to the environment or human health, precautionary measures 

should be taken, even if some cause-and-eff ect relationships are not fully es-

tablished scientifi cally. In this context, the proponent of an activity, rather than 

the public, should bear the burden of proof.”18 Yet the precautionary principle 

is not easy to implement, for the environmental or health risks of a particular 

action are usually uncertain and occur in the future, while the costs of averting 

it are oft en immediate.

As Sonja Boehmer-Christiansen (1994) argues, a formal precautionary 

principle evolved out of the German concept of Vorsorgeprinzip, which devel-

oped in the legal tradition of 1930s democratic socialism. Vorsorgeprinzip cen-

tered on the concept of good household management, a concept that justifi ed 

state involvement in planning economic, technological, moral, and social ini-

tiatives. Precaution had been adopted well before this in public health eff orts, 

however. When the British physician John Snow recommended removing the 

handle from the Broad Street water pump in an attempt to stop London’s 1854 

cholera epidemic, that was a form of precaution. Scientists were still uncertain 

of the causes of cholera when Snow acted. He had found a correlation between 

polluted water and cholera fi ve years earlier, but most scientists and physicians 

rejected his thesis as untenable, believing that airborne contaminants caused 

cholera. Th e biological mechanism underlying the link between polluted water 

and cholera was unknown. Yet even without fi rm proof, Snow had enough 

information to judge that the possible costs of inaction would probably be 

greater than the costs of action (Harremoës et al. 2001: 168).

Snow’s vision of protecting the public through precautionary action contin-

ued as an important thread in American and European public health. During 

the fi rst decades of the twentieth century, Harvey Wiley and Walter Campbell 

argued that the federal government needed to use precaution as the basis of 

regulation. Th e Food and Drug Administration, they believed, needed to sift  

evidence from multiple perspectives, not just the industry standpoint, to fi nd 

preliminary evidence that might suggest possible links between a compound 

and an adverse, potentially irreversible, outcome. Th is preliminary evidence 

might come from experiments on animals or from structural similarities be-

tween a given chemical with unknown eff ects and one with known eff ects. 

Precaution was justifi ed, they believed, when the potential costs were high or 

irreversible compared to the benefi ts, when the person who bore the costs did 

not receive the benefi ts, and when preliminary evidence suggested a possible 

link between an action and a harm, even when the exact biological or chemical 

mechanisms underlying that link were still uncertain. Nevertheless, political 

pressures in the 1940s and 1950s made it impossible for the young FDA to de-

fend precaution, and each time industry challenged a precautionary decision 
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that the agency had taken against hormone-disrupting chemicals, the agency 

quickly backed down.

Beginning in the 1970s, scientists and activists made eff orts to extend the 

idea of precaution from the public health arena into broader environmental 

decision making. German foresters struggled to establish the causes of dying 

forests and developed a precautionary principle in the 1970s similar to that 

developed in public health. Th e 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and 

Development was explicitly grounded in precaution, and in 2007 the Euro-

pean Union passed a law mandating that chemical companies demonstrate 

that their products are safe before they can be placed on the market.

For four decades, American industry has opposed eff orts to extend precau-

tion from medical to environmental policy, claiming that such an approach 

could stall innovation. Th e Business Roundtable was founded in 1972 to repre-

sent two hundred of the nation’s largest corporations, and this association has 

taken an increasingly active role in opposing precautionary regulation. Gerald 

Markowitz and David Rosner argue that the association’s strategy has been 

to accentuate elements of complexity and uncertainty and then to argue that 

“economic interests should not be challenged until science has proven danger. 

Precaution is equated with economic and social stagnancy. ... Progress, as de-

fi ned by the industrial community, trumps precaution.” As consumer concern 

over environmental pollution placed increasing pressure on industry, industry 

responded with a “frontal assault on the public health ideals of prevention,” 

hiring product-defense fi rms, public relations agencies, and scientists who 

“systematically attacked environmentalists and labor activists as luddites de-

termined to stifl e our economy” (Markowitz and Rosner 2002b: 502).

American industry advocates sought to portray precaution as a novel and 

reckless idea, rather than as a long-held principle at the heart of public health. 

What was most daring about this campaign was industry’s largely successful 

eff ort to rewrite history in the public eye, portraying precaution as a new idea 

and indisputable proof of harm as a historical precedent.

At the core of debates over precaution are questions about the relationship 

of science and certainty in decision making. When industry argues that no ex-

perimental studies have proven endocrine disruptors cause harm to humans, 

they are correct. Yet they fail to point out that experimental proof of human 

harm is lacking not because the chemicals are safe, but because those experi-

ments would be both illegal and unethical. In 1947, during the Doctors’ Trial 

in Nuremberg Germany, evidence emerged of Nazi medical experimentation 

that subjected prisoners to chemical poisons such as mustard gas. Th e resul-

tant Nuremberg Code forbids any research that might lead to unnecessary 

pain, suff ering, death, or disability. No researcher can design an experiment 

that subjects a person to a suspected carcinogen to test whether that chemical 

induces cancer. By defi nition, then, we will never have fi rm proof of the links 
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between cancer and pollutants. Scientifi c uncertainty will always remain. Yet 

refusing to take action because uncertainty exists has continued to be a profi t-

able strategy for industries.

In 2001, a European Union team charged with implementing the precau-

tionary principle examined fourteen case studies of historical hazards. Th e case 

studies involved an agent (such as diethylstilbestrol) that most contemporaries 

had regarded as harmless at prevailing levels of exposure until additional evi-

dence about harmful eff ects emerged. Th e goal of the exercise was to identify 

when the fi rst credible “early warnings” of potential harm emerged, determine 

how regulatory authorities responded (or failed to respond) to those warnings, 

and calculate the resulting costs and benefi ts of that inaction. One critical les-

son discussed in the European Union case studies concerns the importance of 

fi rst recognizing limits to knowledge and then accepting that continued uncer-

tainty is no justifi cation for inaction. As the European Union team writes, “No 

matter how sophisticated knowledge is, it will always be subject to some degree 

of ignorance. To be alert to—and humble about—the potential gaps in those 

bodies of knowledge that are included in our decision-making is fundamental. 

Surprise is inevitable” (Harremoës et al. 2001: 169). Th e regulators involved 

with DES understood that their knowledge about the actions of synthetic hor-

mones was limited, but when it came time to assess risks and make decisions, 

they seemed to lack the humility that a partial understanding requires.

Ignorance can sometimes be intentional. An industry might prefer not to 

fi nd out about the potential harm its product might cause, because continued 

uncertainty means continued profi ts. Without monitoring of potential haz-

ards, we are almost guaranteed to be more ignorant than we need to be. Yet as 

DES consumer groups found out, inducing the federal government to moni-

tor industry is diffi  cult, because the political pressures on regulators can be 

overwhelming.

Several key uncertainties abounded in the DES research, and these fore-

shadow the uncertainties that haunt today’s endocrine-disruptor policies. Th e 

signifi cance of laboratory-animal experiments for people, the boundaries be-

tween synthetic and natural processes, the risks of low levels of exposure, and 

the signifi cance of environmental infl uences on the developing fetus were all 

uncertain in the 1930s. Th ey remain uncertain today, not because of lack of 

research eff ort but because of the complexity of endocrine systems. Using this 

complexity as a justifi cation for continuing to expose people and environments 

to synthetic chemicals has proven to be a useful strategy for industry, but it is 

not one that is likely to protect Americans’ health or the environment.

Th e regulatory agencies’ willingness to approve DES was partly derived 

from the unwillingness of clinicians to pay heed to experimental evidence 

from laboratory animals. Karl John Karnaky, for example, insisted that the 

animal studies showing that DES caused fetal harm did not apply to people. 
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In one publication, Karnaky noted that numerous lab studies had shown that 

DES was damaging to the fetus. And yet even aft er summarizing all the reports 

that DES harmed the fetus or prevented implantation of the fertilized egg, Kar-

naky went on to state that women are not laboratory animals, and thus there 

was no reason to believe that DES was harmful to women (Karnaky 1947).

For decades, scientists and regulators debated the possible signifi cance of low 

levels of exposure to synthetic chemicals. Even when researchers agreed that 

high levels of estrogens might cause harm, signifi cant disputes remained about 

what those results might mean at the low levels common in the environment. 

Traditional toxicological models of risk posited dose response models, where 

the dose makes the poison; in this model, low levels beneath a given threshold 

value would not be expected to cause harm. Industry advocates argued that 

these threshold values were based in sound science, but a careful reading of his-

tory reveals that they were oft en the result of political negotiation.

Th e boundary between natural and synthetic was also a continuing source 

of uncertainty. Th e drug companies argued that because bodies naturally pro-

duced estrogens, levels of additional estrogens that were just a fraction of the 

highest levels of the natural estrogens would not have a toxic eff ect. When 

Karnaky argued that DES treatment during pregnancy was safe, he pointed to 

the fact that a woman’s body naturally produced high levels of estrogens dur-

ing pregnancy, making the additional amounts from DES insignifi cant. Drug 

companies promoting DES manipulated the concept of naturalness, with its 

attendant implications of purity and safety. Th ese same arguments remain po-

tent today in debates over the safety of steroid hormones given to livestock.

Another critical issue focused on the limits of technology and knowledge. 

If technology did not exist to measure a residue, did that mean the residue did 

not exist? If an eff ect could not be measured, was the eff ect therefore nonexis-

tent? Industry initially argued that only eff ects and residues that were measur-

able existed. Scientists consulting with the FDA disputed this, arguing that an 

inability to detect liver damage from DES, for example, could mean that liver 

damage did not exist. But it might mean that available tests lacked the sensi-

tivity to show slow, chronic changes. Initially, the FDA regulators agreed with 

this idea, refusing to assume that an inability to detect a residue or an eff ect 

meant the chemical was safe. Yet by 1947, this idea had been discarded, as the 

FDA joined the industry in arguing that if something could not be measured 

by available technologies, it did not exist.

Conclusion

Each time regulators reached the limits of their knowledge about the eff ects 

of a chemical exposure, they decided to move ahead and allow people to be 
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exposed. Each time they vowed to use that new exposure as an experiment 

that would be monitored, so that policy makers could learn from the experi-

ment. Th e toxic chemicals were released with the underlying assumption that 

“any major problems will emerge in good time for corrective action” (Harre-

moës et al. 2001: 171). Th e corollary oft en cited was that if no major problems 

emerged, the compound must be safe. Yet when no monitoring is being done, 

that fundamental assumption is wrong. People may be dying in increased num-

bers from a particular chemical exposure, yet if their death rates are not being 

monitored, industry will continue to insist its products are safe. Yet time and 

again, the federal agencies failed to learn from their own histories—sometimes 

because they lacked the funding and political power to insist on monitoring, 

and sometimes because they refused to pay attention to results.

Th e continuing failure of the FDA to regulate DES and the continuing in-

sistence of physicians on prescribing the drug were closely linked to particu-

lar social constructions of diseases and treatments. As the medical historian 

Robert Bud argues about antibiotics, drugs “came to stand for the technical 

solution to infection, replacing control through prevention” (Bud 2007: 24). 

Similarly, DES came to stand for a technical solution to menopause, then to 

miscarriage, and eventually to grain shortages. Advocates of progress tended 

to override concerns based in precaution. Rosner and Markowitz show how 

during Depression-era debates over the safety of lead paint, the lead indus-

try “sought to co-opt the growing public health movement by identifying lead 

with modernity and health. ... Th e themes of order, cleanliness, and purity that 

were hallmarks of the eff orts to reform and sanitize American life were quickly 

incorporated into the promotional materials developed by the industry” (Mar-

kowitz and Rosner 2002a; Markowitz and Rosner 2002b: 504). A similar pat-

tern emerged for DES.

Rather than addressing the larger ecological issues of “accidents of preg-

nancy,” DES seemed to promise a technical solution that was cheap and, above 

all, modern. Th e pharmaceutical companies played on these themes in their 

promotions of the synthetic hormone. A crucial lesson from the DES history 

is that science alone cannot solve our problems with endocrine disruptors. As 

the history of DES makes clear, the call for “more research!” has oft en become 

a way of delaying action, keeping profi table drugs and chemicals on the market 

as long as possible.

Many environmental advocates currently recommend precaution as a 

promising new approach to problems with synthetic chemicals that present 

uncertain risks. Industry lobbyists, on the other hand, oft en claim that precau-

tion is novel and untested. But as I have argued, precautionary approaches have 

a long if troubled history in the American regulatory context. Th e American 

pharmaceutical industry has thrived since the fundamentally precautionary 

1938 Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. Th e drug industry has prospered, not in 
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spite of precautionary regulation, but because of it. When doctors and patients 

began to trust that the risks of new drugs had not been hidden, drug sales rose. 

Currently, pharmaceuticals are among the most profi table industries in the 

world, refuting the claim that precaution is a death knell. Yet precaution has 

been an imperfect tool for protecting public and environmental health. Oft en, 

regulators have responded to political pressure by retreating from precaution, 

putting consumers at heightened risk of harm from chemical exposures. Given 

the limits of scientifi c experimentation, precaution is necessary, but without a 

sustained eff ort at transparency, disclosure, and public involvement, precau-

tion alone will not protect public or environmental health.
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/ CHAPTER 2

Th e Political Life of Mutagens

A History of the Ames Test

Angela N.H. Creager

In 1973, Bruce N. Ames, a professor of biochemistry at the University of Cali-

fornia, Berkeley, introduced a new assay for use in evaluating carcinogenicity. 

Th e test relied on four mutant strains of Salmonella that Ames’s group had 

developed, drawing on years of experience using such bacteria in studies of 

metabolism and mutagenesis. Th ese strains were defi cient in their ability to 

synthesize a particular amino acid, histidine, so they required this supplement 

in the growth media. Each of the four strains could be used to genetically screen 

compounds inducing a specifi c kind of mutation in the DNA sequence. Th ese 

registered as reverse mutations, or revertants, which compensated for the histi-

dine defi ciency. In other words, on test culture plates, cells that grew represented 

new mutations. Th e four Salmonella strains were further customized with ad-

ditional genetic changes that made the cells more permeable to large molecules 

and eliminated some kinds of DNA repair. Ames showed that his test could 

identify nearly all known chemical carcinogens and he advocated its utilization 

in assessing the cancer risks posed by new substances. Companies immediately 

began adopting the Ames test as a way to undertake routine chemical screen-

ing; the new method was both quicker and less expensive than traditional ani-

mal testing. Facilitating the adoption of his test method, Ames made his strains 

freely available. Environmental groups were equally enthusiastic about the test, 

particularly once Ames identifi ed as likely carcinogens a food preservative and 

a fl ame retardant being incorporated into children’s pajamas.

Th e value of the Ames test, which was embraced by industry and environ-

mentalists alike in the 1970s, relied on two powerful but vulnerable assump-

tions. First, as Ames put it, a carcinogen is a mutagen. Human cancer, in this 

view, could be triggered by exposure to environmental mutagens.1 Compounds 

that do not induce mutations were presumed not to cause cancer, either. Sec-

ond, he assumed that a microbe was a suitable model organism for assaying 

mutagenicity as it occurred in human cells. Some toxicologists and cancer bi-

ologists objected to Ames’s simplifying assumptions. But these objections were 



Political Life of Mutagens 47

minor compared to the political controversy that developed around the test in 

the 1980s, aft er Ames and others began testing natural substances, such as ex-

tracts of vegetables and cooked meats. His assays showed compounds in many 

foods and beverages to be just as mutagenic as synthetic chemicals. On this 

basis he began arguing that natural background hazards must be considered in 

formulating regulatory policy. Th is point of view led him to oppose some new 

industrial regulations, even as he was being appointed to government panels 

to interpret and implement safety standards. Environmentalists felt betrayed.

Th is paper situates the invention of the Ames test in terms of his experi-

mental trajectory as a biochemist in the broader context of postwar radiation 

genetics and environmentalism. Th e reconceptualization in the 1960s of the 

“somatic” (including cancer-causing) eff ects of radiation in terms of mutation 

enabled scientists to directly connect the mutagenicity and carcinogenicity of 

radiation, and, by extension, synthetic chemicals. Initial uses of the Ames test 

served to reinforce the emphasis on industrial regulation in the name of pub-

lic health. Yet, by turning his technique on naturally occurring substances, 

Ames subverted the environmental presumption that cancer was principally 

attributable to artifi cial substances. I also aim to answer the questions of why 

and how microbial mutations became a key means for visualizing the can-

cer-causing dangers of environmental substances, and how Ames’s attempt to 

rationalize and rank cancer risks in this way met with opposition from cancer 

biologists and environmentalists.

Ames’s Path to Chemical Mutagens

Bruce Ames’s early career was in biochemistry with a special emphasis on bio-

chemical genetics. He earned his Ph.D. at Caltech in 1953, using metabolic 

mutants of Neurospora isolated by his advisor Herschel Mitchell—a former 

postdoctoral fellow of George Beadle’s—to study the biosynthesis of the amino 

acid histidine.2 Ames went on to a postdoctoral fellowship at the National In-

stitutes of Health (NIH), in the laboratory of Bernard Horecker, because “I 

knew I needed to learn enzymology” (Ames 2003: 4370). Aft er one year Ames 

became a section chief in Gordon Tomkins’s unit at the NIH, the Laboratory 

of Molecular Biology. Ames stayed until 1967.

Aft er arriving in Bethesda, Ames continued to study histidine biosynthesis, 

but shift ed organism to Salmonella typhimurium. In this way he could take 

advantage of an extensive set of histidine-requiring mutants that had been iso-

lated by Philip Hartman at the Carnegie Institution of Washington. Hartman 

had already isolated and genetically mapped hundreds of histidine mutants 

in Salmonella (eventually it would be thousands), creating a remarkable rep-

ertoire of mutants available for work on this biosynthetic pathway. Ames and 
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his coworkers showed that histidine regulated the synthesis of each enzyme 

in this biosynthetic pathway; they dubbed this kind of regulation “coordinate 

repression.” Hartman had previously shown that these enzymes mapped to the 

same location of the Salmonella chromosome. In fact, the sequence of genes 

encoding these enzymes on the chromosome was similar to the sequence of 

enzymatic steps in the biosynthetic pathway. Based on this fi nding, Ames and 

his coworkers suggested that histidine regulated its own biosynthesis at the 

gene level, by repressing “the synthesis of all of the biosynthetic enzymes to-

gether” (Ames and Garry 1959: 1459).

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, Ames was among a dozen or so prominent 

biochemists who were engaged in studies of metabolic responses to physiolog-

ical or environmental stimuli by measuring changes of enzymatic activities 

at the cellular level. Papers on “feedback inhibition” of metabolic pathways 

emerged from members of this loose international network of researchers, 

which featured in both the 1959 Ciba Foundation Symposium on the Regu-

lation of Cell Metabolism and the 1961 Cold Spring Harbor Symposium on 

Cellular Regulatory Mechanisms.3 Ames’s research on histidine biosynthesis 

epitomized this trend, which brought together biochemistry and bacterial ge-

netics and contributed to the vibrancy of molecular biology as it was emerg-

ing as a new fi eld during this period. Continuing his affi  liation with vanguard 

institutional niches, Ames took a year-long sabbatical from the NIH in 1961 

and split the time between the laboratories of Francis Crick in Cambridge and 

François Jacob at the Institut Pasteur.

Ames recalls, “Sometime in 1964, I read the list of ingredients on a box of 

potato chips and began to wonder whether preservatives and other chemicals 

could cause genetic damage to humans” (Ames 2003: 4371). Th e thousands of 

histidine-requiring mutants he had on hand (through collaborator Hartman) 

provided ready test material for investigating mutagens. Th e early phase of 

this work involved classifying mutants with an eye toward studying mutagen-

esis. At the 1966 Cold Spring Harbor Symposium on Quantitative Biology on 

the Genetic Code, Ames and laboratory member Harvey Whitfi eld presented 

evidence that a group of acridine-like compounds, developed as potential anti-

tumor agents and powerfully mutagenic, added or deleted nucleotides from 

DNA. Th ey identifi ed a class of mutants in which standard mutagens could not 

produce reverse mutations, or revertants. (Here, revertants were cells that were 

no longer histidine-dependent). However, mutants in this class did produce 

revertants when exposed to one of these acridine-like compounds, ICR 170. 

Th e authors inferred that these mutant strains were frameshift  mutants. Th is 

meant that at the level of DNA, the mutagen caused the addition or deletion of 

a base, disrupting the reading frame of triplet bases and so changing or end-

ing the sequence of coded amino acids (Ames and Whitfi eld 1966; Whitfi eld, 

Martin, and Ames 1966).
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In eff ect, Ames and Whitfi eld were able to use current knowledge about 

mutagens and mutant strains to classify both. For example, the authors used 

one of the frameshift  mutants to test quinacrine, an antimalarial drug. It was 

a weak mutagen of the strain. As the author commented: “Th is raises the pos-

sibility that the standard antimalarials chloroquine, quinine, and quinacrine, 

which are known to bind to DNA strongly, are causing frameshift  mutations in 

the human population” (Ames and Whitfi eld 1966: 225). Ames’s eponymous 

test would build on this practice of using known mutant strains to detect and 

classify mutagens. Aft er moving to Berkeley in 1967, Ames sought funding 

for the ongoing project on mutagens. His application to the National Cancer 

Institute was turned down—as he puts it, “they did not think bacteria could 

teach us much about cancer”—but supported by the U.S. Atomic Energy Com-

mission (AEC), which had been funding research on radiation genetics and 

mutations for a decade (Beatty 1991; Ames 2003: 4372).

Ames fi rst presented his mutagen tester strains at the Conference on Eval-

uating the Mutagenicity of Drugs and Other Chemical Agents, which took 

place in Washington, D.C., on 4–6 November 1970. According to a report in 

Science, the event was prompted by concern among researchers about the po-

tential hazards of synthetic chemicals, which were becoming ubiquitous (Har-

ris 1971). It was not only scientists who were concerned, of course: Rachel 

Carson’s Silent Spring, which appeared in 1962, built on the public fear of ra-

dioactive contamination generated by the fallout debates to draw attention to 

the unseen hazards of pesticides and other synthetic chemicals (Lutts 1985). 

At this 1970 meeting, six months aft er the fi rst Earth Day, biologists drew on 

their familiarity with mutagenesis as a laboratory tool to consider the parallel 

hazards of ionizing radiation and chemical mutagens in everyday life:

Using a variety of well-characterized mutagens, scientists have been able to 

manipulate microorganisms in particular to produce selective mutations in 

the genes. Th eir methods are sophisticated enough to produce mutations in 

the genes governing the synthesis of the macromolecules involved in chro-

mosome duplication (DNA synthesis) and gene expression (RNA and pro-

tein synthesis). With these advances has come the realization that similar 

mutations may be occurring in man by way of less controlled processes, such 

as radiation damage and alteration of chromosomes by chemicals and drugs. 

Many workers believe that chemical damage is now a more important prob-

lem than radiation hazard. (Harris 1971: 51)

Toxicological and environmental problems could now be understood in mo-

lecular biological terms.

Researchers at the meeting presented work on the most up-to-date meth-

ods for assessing mutagenicity as well as for detecting the rate of mutations in 
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human populations. In describing his own assay, Bruce Ames acknowledged 

the limitations of a bacterial test, admitting it is “absurd to extrapolate from 

bacteria to humans,” even as he defended the concept: “But DNA has the same 

double helical structure and the same four nucleotides in all organisms, and 

it is logical to believe that mutagens of Escherichia coli DNA will also be mu-

tagenic for animal DNA. In general, mutagens for higher organisms are mu-

tagens for bacteria also. More than half of the mutagenic agents for bacteria 

are carcinogenic for animals” (Harris 1971: 52). Other researchers were at-

tempting to develop laboratory tests using mammalian cells in tissue culture. 

Th e 1960s had seen the development of a variety of tissue culture lines, oft en 

developed for work with animal viruses, modeled on the investigation of bac-

teriophages using bacterial cultures. However, the tissue culture systems for 

scoring carcinogens did not develop as quickly as Ames’s bacterial system.4

Not all the proposals at this meeting concerned laboratory screening of com-

pounds. James Neel advocated the implementation of mass human screening 

for mutations, along the lines of the screening of infants for phenylketonuria. 

By conducting electrophoretic testing of ten proteins in blood samples from 

350,000 people per year, such a screening project could detect a “50 percent 

increase in the human mutation rate” (Harris 1971: 52). Th e cause of a rise in 

mutation rate could not be determined by such a screen, but the information 

gained could serve as a “public health warning system.”5

Th e participation at this conference of geneticists like Neel, who had previ-

ously participated in the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission investigations in 

Japan, carried over directly from earlier studies of radiation.6 Alexander Hol-

laender, who had presided over the growth of radiobiology research at Oak 

Ridge, attended the 1970 meeting and reminded other participants that “the 

research eff ort directed toward the investigation of radiation hazards was made 

possible only by long-range guaranteed support [i.e., of the AEC]” (Harris 1971: 

52).7 In fact, in large part through Hollaender’s leadership, the AEC had fostered 

the research aimed at connecting advances in molecular biology—particularly 

the growing understanding of DNA replication, DNA transcription, and causes 

of mutation in bacteria—to studies of human carcinogenesis (Frickel 2004).

Th e Ames test involved the use of four strains of bacteria (Ames et al. 

1972)—for an illustration of what the plates look like, see Figure 2.1. Th ree of 

the strains (originally TA1531, TA1532, and TA1534) were designed to detect 

diff erent kinds of frameshift  mutagens. Th e fourth strain, TA1530, contained a 

base-pair change, and so it would detect mutations that involve base-pair sub-

stitutions. In addition, all four tester strains included a mutation in the uvrB 

gene that disabled DNA excision repair, making them more sensitive to muta-

gens whose eff ects would otherwise be corrected by this system. Ames’s group 

soon added two additional features to the system to improve its sensitivity to 

mutagens. Th e fi rst was the incorporation of an additional mutation in the 
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strains that resulted in a defi cient lipopolysaccharide (Ames et al. 1973). Th is 

compound normally coats the bacterium and poses a barrier to the penetra-

tion of large molecules into the cell. Th e mutation rendered the cells perme-

able to a wider range of chemical compounds. Second, Ames’s group showed 

that spreading an extract of rat or human liver with the potential carcinogen 

on the petri dish allowed testing of metabolic derivatives of the compound 

being tested (Ames et al. 1973). It was known that mammalian microsomal 

hydroxylase activated many classes of carcinogens and mutagens, including 

afl atoxin, aromatic amines, and polycyclic hydrocarbons (Ames 1973: 116). 

Even aft er these innovations, Ames’s group kept improving the strains, so that 

the “Ames test” was not a fi xed assay, but an evolving tool.

Figure 2.1. Pictures of Ames Tests for (A) Spontaneous Revertants and exposure to 

(B) Furylfuramide, (C) Afl atoxin B1, and (D) 2-Aminofl uorene. Th e mutagenic com-

pounds in B, C, and D were applied to the 6 mm fi lter disk in the center of each plate. 

Each petri plate contains cells of the tester strain in a thin overlay of top agar. (Th e 

strain used here is TA98, derived by adding a resistance transfer factor to a Salmo-

nella tester strain, mutant hisD3052, that scores frameshift  mutations.) Plates C and 

D contain, additionally, a liver microsomal activation system isolated from rats. Th e 

spontaneous or compound-induced revertants, each of which refl ects a mutational 

event, appear in a ring as spots around the paper disk. Ames, McCann, and Yamasaki 

1975: 358. © Elsevier.
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As Ames readily admitted, the idea of using microbes to screen compounds 

had not originated with him. Following Evelyn Witkin’s 1947 demonstration 

that a wide variety of chemical compounds could serve as mutagens in E. coli, 

Milislav Demerec, Giuseppe Bertani, and J. Flint published an article in which 

they tested a variety of chemicals for mutagenicity in a streptomycin-dependent 

strain of E. coli (Witkin 1947; Demerec, Bertani, and Flint 1951). Th e system 

registered mutagenicity by scoring colony growth from back-mutations—cells 

that grew were mutants. Th is meant the authors could score mutagenic events 

at a frequency as low as one per hundred billion (1×10-11), because as many as 

500 million bacteria could be screened on a single petri dish (Demerec 1954: 

319). Nineteen of the thirty-one compounds tested in this way proved to be 

mutagenic. It was a chemically diverse group, including boric acid, ammonia, 

hydrogen peroxide, copper sulfate, acetic acid, formaldehyde, and phenol.

Waclaw Szybalski’s laboratory further refi ned the use of bacterial strains to 

detect chemical mutagens in the late 1950s, screening over 400 compounds 

(Iyer and Szybalski 1958; Szybalski 1958).8 His technique included the paper 

disk method for screening mutagens, in which the substance was placed on 

the petri dish on a small circular piece of fi lter paper, causing revertants to 

appear in a ring around the substance as it diff used out. Szybalski noted a 

strong correlation between carcinogenicity and mutagenicity: “these studies 

demonstrated a close correlation between the carcinogenic eff ect in mammals 

and the mutagenic eff ect on bacteria, stimulating a wide interest in this fi eld” 

(Iyer and Sybalski 1958: 23). But that was not the principal motivation for his 

screen, which was aimed at identifying anti-tumor agents (Zeiger 2004). Why 

did he not see the genetic consequences of these compounds as key to explain-

ing their carcinogenicity, too?

In fact, geneticists tended to view chemical mutagens as inherently dif-

ferent from radiation, which could directly modify genes. Demerec asserted 

that chemical agents induced mutations in an indirect way—that “mutagenic 

treatment brings about some change in either cytoplasm or nucleus which in 

turn aff ects certain physiological processes of the cell, and thereby infl uences 

genes” (Demerec 1954: 322). In other words, “treatment with a mutagen does 

not aff ect genes directly” (Hemmerly and Demerec 1955: 74). Along similar 

lines, Joshua Lederberg emphasized that chemical mutagens may interact with 

genes in indirect, and complicated, ways: “We must be very cautious in in-

terpreting chemical mutagenesis as a direct chemical reaction with the gene. 

Cells, including bacteria, react in a very complex pattern to treatment with 

mutagenic agents. Th e possibility cannot be excluded that some mutations are 

produced indirectly as a consequence of accidents during recovery or of non-

specifi c and non-localized disturbances of nuclear structure” (Lederberg 1951: 

275). Bacterial screens of chemical mutagens, then, were not expected to shed 

light on the nature of mutation.
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Lederberg himself noted that initial research on chemical mutagens might 

have translated into an earlier engagement with toxicology and public health 

(Lederberg 1997). Based on his own work on “radiomimetic” chemical mu-

tagens, Lederberg wrote H.J. Muller in 1950 expressing concern that a wide 

range of common organic reagents might pose a signifi cant genetic hazard 

to individuals exposed, similar to and even greater than that associated with 

sources of ionizing radiation. He suggested that the problem be brought to the 

attention of the National Research Council (NRC). Muller, who certainly did 

not hesitate to enter into debates about genetics and public safety, felt the evi-

dence was not strong enough to warrant the NRC’s involvement. In broaching 

the topic of who would pay for large-scale investigation, he warned: “It is not 

right that mutation work should have to be a tail to the cancer kite.”9 Muller’s 

answer refl ected a longstanding tendency in radiobiology to diff erentiate so-

matic consequences—namely, cancer—from genetic eff ects. Muller wanted to 

make sure that work on mutation did not become subordinate.

Any hesitancy to hitch chemical mutagenesis studies to the cancer kite evap-

orated by the 1970s. Instead, scientists increasingly took the well-established 

correlation between mutagenicity and carcinogenicity as causal rather than 

coincidental. And there was no longer any sense of rivalry between a focus 

on somatic versus a focus on genetic eff ects—nor even a pronounced distinc-

tion, as the somatic mutation theory of cancer gained ground (Jolly 2004: chap. 

12). Ames published an overview of his method in Environmental Health Per-

spectives endorsing the theory succinctly: “We postulate that carcinogens cause 

cancer by somatic mutation” (Ames 1973: 115). Here and in his other publica-

tions, Ames drew on recent work both on the genetic code and on the chemical 

nature of DNA damage, much of which had been funded through the AEC. In 

contrast to Demerec’s perspective that mutation was an indirect consequence 

of exposure to these agents, biochemists studying DNA damage conceived of 

direct action, such as intercalation between the base pairs of the double helix.

Let me return to a question I posed at the outset—how and why did mu-

tations in bacteria become a key means for visualizing the cancer-causing 

dangers of chemicals? Th e answer is not principally technological—microbial 

screens for chemicals dated to the 1950s—but refl ects the convergence of new 

ideas about genetic damage and cancer with political and institutional devel-

opments. Scott Frickel has argued that political engagement and activism on 

the part of scientists was critical to the founding of the fi eld of genetic toxicol-

ogy in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Frickel 2004). Exemplifying this trend 

were the founding of the Environmental Mutagen Society and the establish-

ment of the federal government’s National Institute of Environmental Health, 

both in 1969.

Th is time period also saw the reorientation of molecular biologists to the 

challenges of organismal biology, what Michel Morange has termed the “mass 
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migration” of molecular biologists in the 1960s and 1970s from simple micro-

bial systems to eukaryotic organisms (e.g., yeast, fl ies, mice) to study immunol-

ogy, development, and, not least, cancer biology (Morange 1997). As Doogab 

Yi has recently argued, this trend was driven by new political pressures on sci-

entists in the late 1960s and early 1970s to demonstrate that taxpayer-funded 

research was improving health (Yi 2008a; 2008b). Environmental health and 

cancer research both became important venues through which experimental 

biologists could demonstrate the utility of their knowledge. Lastly, the shift  in 

studies of genetic damage from chromosomes to DNA positioned molecular 

biologists and biochemists to provide new evidence for the mutational theory 

of cancer. Th e Ames test registered the confl uence of these political, institu-

tional, and disciplinary changes.

By 1976 the Ames test was being used by sixty or seventy major companies. 

As Gina Kolata observed in Science, “Th is has led to a curious situation in 

which industries are implicitly endorsing the tests at the same time that sci-

entists and legislators deliberate over whether companies should be forced to 

use them” (Kolata 1976: 1215). Ames made the tester strains freely available, 

asking only that recipients request them directly from him rather than from 

secondary sources (Ames, McCann, and Yamasaki 1975: 350). Companies 

oft en contracted with commercial laboratories to conduct their toxicological 

screening, and Kolata noted that one such outfi t, Litton Bionetics in Maryland, 

had already seen an increase of contracts for screening chemicals. Th e Ames 

test was almost always performed fi rst—it cost only $200 per chemical—and if 

a compound proved mutagenic in the Ames test, other tests could be ordered.

Even as companies eagerly employed the Ames test, its applications identi-

fi ed as worrisome a number of widely used industrial products. By 1975, Ames’s 

laboratory had used its test to demonstrate the mutagenicity of chloroacetal-

dehyde (a possible metabolic product of vinyl chloride, a commonly used syn-

thetic chemical), cigarette smoke condensate, and hydrogen peroxide–based 

hair dyes (Kier, Yamasaki, and Ames 1974; Ames, Kammen, and Yamasaki 

1975; McCann, Simmon, et al. 1975). Th e Ames test also revealed the Japa-

nese-developed preservative furylfuramide to be mutagenic; the compound 

was subsequently banned in Japan (Kolata 1976: 1217). More controversially, 

Arlene Blum and Ames showed that the most widely used fl ame retardant for 

children’s pajamas, tris(2,3-dibromopropyl) phosphate, commonly called Tris, 

was a mutagen (Blum and Ames 1977). In response, toxicologists undertook 

animal experiments and found that Tris could cause kidney cancer in mice 

and rats. Other studies showed that Tris could be absorbed through the skin.10 

Soon thereaft er, in April 1977, the government banned the sale of Tris-treated 

garments. Th e compound was used in clothing for only a few years, having 

been introduced to meet 1973 federal regulations for decreased fl ammability 

in children’s sleepwear.11
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With the newly evident potential of the Ames test to shape government regu-

lation and policy, critics raised doubts about the premise of the test, that cancer 

should be regarded as a disease induced by mutagens. Harry Rubin, a virologist 

at Berkeley, voiced his skepticism in a letter to Science: “Excessive application of 

normal steroid hormones causes cancer, as does the simple transplantation of 

some endocrine organs into the spleen of the same animal. It is diffi  cult to ac-

cept mutagenesis as the origin of these cancers. … Acceptance of screening for 

carcinogenicity by determining mutagenicity lends tacit support to the hypoth-

esis that malignant transformation of cells is caused by somatic mutation. Th is 

hypothesis has been tested explicitly in several experiments and has been found 

wanting in each case” (Rubin 1976: 241). In the assessment of another critic, 

“Th e mutation origin of cancers remains an unproven hypothesis, with a sub-

stantial body of evidence in support of other mechanisms” (Sivak 1976: 273). 

Ames’s main response was to point to the power of correlation. His laboratory 

had demonstrated that 90 percent of Salmonella mutagens were also rodent car-

cinogens, and that 89 percent of animal test carcinogens were also bacterial mu-

tagens (McCann, Choi, et al. 1975; McCann and Ames 1976; Zeiger 2004: 364). 

Of more than 109 “non-carcinogens” tested, none proved to be mutagens. In 

eff ect, supporters of the Ames test pointed to the strong correspondence among 

compounds that screened as mutagenic and those that proved carcinogenic in 

animal tests as proof enough of the basic principle. As a side benefi t, noted a 

professor of veterinary medicine, wider use of the Ames test could reduce the 

number of animals consumed in toxicological safety tests (Loew 1976).

Salmonella Strains in Industrial Testing 
and Government Regulation

In the late 1970s, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration pro-

posed new legislation regulating carcinogens in the workplace. American in-

dustry reacted strongly against the threat of regulation, even as they tried to 

take advantage of less expensive testing methods. Toxicological testing com-

panies routinely used the Ames test alongside several other rapid screens to 

identify those compounds that warranted further testing.12 In addition, com-

panies such as DuPont and American Cyanamid used it to test new products 

before deciding whether to bring them to market. According to Ames, DuPont 

decided not to produce two Freon propellants because they were found to be 

mutagenic in Salmonella tests (Ames 1979: 593n. 21). Th e government’s own 

screening program was not extensive enough to provide data on the range of 

chemicals on the market—the National Cancer Institute screened about 100 

compounds a year, out of the 63,000 chemicals being commonly used in the 

United States (Maugh 1978: 1202).
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Environmentalists tended to view the Ames test as allied with the cause of 

greater industrial regulation. Th e high-profi le identifi cation by Ames and his 

coworkers of the preservative furylfuramide, hair dyes, and especially Tris as 

potent mutagens bolstered public concern about the safety of chemicals—and, 

in the case of both furylfuramide and Tris, led to their ban. However, the ap-

parent alliance between molecular biologists and environmental organizations 

was already unraveling in the late 1970s over disagreements about the safety 

of recombinant DNA. As a journalist for Science put it in 1978: “Among those 

who doubt the environmentalists’ good faith are National Institutes of Health 

(NIH) researchers Malcolm Martin, Wallace Rowe, and Maxine Singer—all 

of whom have been involved in the DNA debate from the outset. Paul Berg of 

Stanford, Bruce Ames of the University of California at Berkeley, and Norton 

Zinder of Rockefeller University as well as others not directly involved in the 

politics of DNA have told the environmentalists that they are fl atly wrong in 

the recombinant DNA case” (Marshall 1978: 1265). Th e direction that Ames 

took next in put him further at odds with environmentalists.

Ames became interested in how the risks of somatic mutation from syn-

thetic chemicals compared to those from “natural” sources, particularly pre-

pared food (Ames 1979). Others had already taken his microbial test in this 

direction. Japanese researcher Takashi Sugimura had fi rst applied the Ames 

test to screen naturally occurring agents in the mid 1970s, building on a few 

identifi ed earlier by Ames, such as afl atoxin. Sugimura found that plants were 

a major source of mutagens (Nagao, Sugimura, and Matsushima 1978).13 Sug-

imura also pointed to diff erences in food preparation to explain the higher 

incidence of stomach cancer in Japan as compared to the United States. (Abel-

son 1979). Along similar lines, Barry Commoner’s laboratory demonstrated 

that fried hamburger showed mutagenic activity in the Salmonella test (Com-

moner et al. 1978). Many of these naturally occurring compounds were just as 

mutagenic as some synthetic chemicals—and animal tests showed some to be 

just as carcinogenic. While this line of research enlarged the scope of materials 

that might be tested for mutagenicity in the name of limiting exposure, the at-

tention to the risks of posed by natural agents tended to subvert the rationale 

for increased government regulation. As the editor of Science, Philip Abelson, 

put it in an editorial: “Th e eff ort to prove a big role for industrial chemicals 

diverts attention from what is probably the best hope for reducing cancer inci-

dence—careful study of foods and eff ects of cooking. … All people ingest the 

mutagens and carcinogens of food daily” (Abelson 1979: 11).

By the mid 1980s, Ames had become convinced that the greatest danger to 

human health came from diet and metabolism. Alvin Weinberg was among 

those scientists who supported Ames’s viewpoint: “Cancer is essentially a nat-

ural aging process. No matter what we eat, the huge fl ood of oxygen radicals 

produced in many metabolic processes overwhelms all but the most heavy 

external carcinogens, such as tobacco in heavy smokers. To be sure, anticarci-
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nogenic substances are of benefi t, but to choose a noncarcinogenic diet would 

probably be equivalent to starving to death” (Weinberg 1984: 658). Ames was 

not so defeatist and advocated the ingestion of vitamins and nutrient-rich 

foods to counteract mutagenicity in foods and chemicals (Ames 1983).

But Ames’s touting of nutritional supplements was not what made him con-

troversial. Ames strongly questioned whether cancer rates were increasing in 

the industrialized world, and was suspicious of putative links between indus-

trial pollutants and cancer incidence, arguing that smoking and poor nutrition 

could account for most observed cancers. He also pointed out that in both 

number and amount, we ingested more “natural pesticides and other natural 

toxic molecules (and traditional mixtures such as cooked food) than we do 

of manmade substances” (Ames 1984: 758). Th us activists who focused on 

cancer as a “corporate problem” were misguided, in Ames’s view—they should 

be stopping subsidies to tobacco farmers and improving the diet of ordinary 

Americans. Pollution and occupational exposure were already suffi  ciently reg-

ulated by the government, given their smaller role in cancer incidence. As he 

put it, “the preoccupation with tiny amounts of man-made pollution has been 

blown up out of proportion” (Ames 1984: 668). Needless to say, this viewpoint 

outraged environmental groups. To add insult to injury, Ames was awarded a 

major ecology prize in 1985.14

In 1987, Ames campaigned against Proposition 65, a “citizens’ enforcement 

law” in California that imposed stringent new regulations on chemical users. 

Th e law passed, by a margin of two to one, and Ames was then appointed to 

a regulatory group to help implement the law. Th is provoked outrage from 

the mainline environmentalist groups who had supported the proposition. As 

Carl Pope of the Sierra Club put it to a writer for Science, “I’ve never seen a 

clearer fox-in-the-chicken-coop situation” (Marshall 1987: 1459).

In the end, Ames and his coworkers questioned the corporate burden of 

responsibility for preventing cancer on the grounds of scientifi c uncertainty:

In the modern context of being able to measure parts-per-billion and parts-

per-trillion levels of substances and the realization that there is universal hu-

man exposure to rodent carcinogens of natural origin, it is fi rst important 

to prioritize among the plethora of possible hazards in order to avoid being 

distracted from working on the more important problems. Th e enormous 

uncertainties in the use of animal data to assess human risk and our lack 

of knowledge about the mechanisms of carcinogenesis make policy-making 

especially diffi  cult; however, we do not imply that all problems should be 

passed over until the last smoker lays down his cigarette. (Ames, Magaw, and 

Gold 1987: 235)

As Robert Proctor as well as Naomi Oreskes and Erik Conway have shown, 

scientifi c uncertainty was increasingly used by politicians and industry rep-



58 Angela N.H. Creager

resentatives (including allied scientists) in the 1970s and 1980s to delay or 

derail government regulation (Proctor 1995; Proctor 2011; Oreskes and Con-

way 2010). Intentionally or not, Ames played into this mindset.15 Industry rep-

resentatives and libertarian writers cited Ames’s skepticism about the role of 

industrial pollution in causing cancer in their eff orts to halt the expansion of 

government regulation (Efron 1984).16

Conclusions

I have emphasized two aspects of the history of the Ames test. One is the way 

in which its conception of carcinogenicity built on earlier research about the 

role of radiation in cancer. Here I follow Scott Frickel (2004) in noting how 

research on chemical carcinogens followed the tracks—conceptual, experi-

mental, and institutional—of research on radiation genetics. Th e role of the 

AEC in funding Ames’s research, like the establishment of a computer registry 

for carcinogens at Oak Ridge, attests to the way in which government funding 

of research on the biological eff ects of radiation encompassed chemical mu-

tagenesis as well.17 Indeed, taken together, these two research areas comprised 

much of what came to be identifi ed under the rubric “genetic toxicology” in 

the 1960s (Frickel 2004). It is worth considering how this shaped the under-

standing of chemical agents as mutagens and carcinogens. Charlotte Auerbach 

has argued that it was hard for researchers to come up with mechanisms that 

would explain the action of both ionizing radiation and chemical agents, and 

this initially put the two lines of mutation research in competition. “Sweeping 

attacks on the target theory were made soon aft er the discovery of chemical 

mutagens. Th e fact that chemicals can produce many of the same eff ects as 

X-rays was taken to indicate that X-rays, too, must act by chemical intermedi-

ates” (Auerbach 1967: 71). In a sense, the shift  from studies of chromosomal 

damage to the biochemistry of DNA damage provided a substrate, or even 

boundary object, through which the actions of the two classes of mutagens 

could be brought into correspondence (Star and Griesemer 1989). Biochem-

ists and molecular biologists such as Ames were also eager to promote the 

understanding of cancer in terms of DNA damage (though, interestingly, not 

in terms of particular genes), but this raised the ire of cancer specialists who 

regarded tumorigenesis as a more complex biological aff air.

Th e second issue concerns how the development and adoption of the Ames 

test intersected with changing currents in American politics. Th e Ames test 

was introduced during a time of popular environmentalism, and Ames him-

self applied his test to identify dangerous new synthetic chemicals, informing 

government regulation. However, Ames’s subsequent work demonstrating the 

mutagenicity of natural substances subverted any simple idea of what consti-
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tuted hazardous exposure, at least from the perspective of DNA damage. Ste-

ven Shapin, who happened to work in a government agency using the Ames 

test, has provided a fascinating fi rsthand account of how a political sensibil-

ity focused on the dangers of drugs and pollutants made it diffi  cult to view 

a substance like caff eine as legitimately hazardous (Shapin 1995: 264–65). 

Th at political climate was changing, however, and opponents of industrial 

regulation seized on Ames’s fi ndings. Moreover, the debates over the safety 

of recombinant DNA prompted some scientists to sympathize with critics of 

government regulation. By the mid 1980s environmentalist groups viewed 

Ames as an adversary as they contested the anti-regulatory movement. Th ey 

understood that his ongoing work challenged the existence of an inherent 

diff erence between the safety of natural and artifi cial substances, a demarca-

tion crucial to green activism.18 In the end, the Ames test revealed a world of 

mutagens, complicating attempts to trace the environmental origins of cancer 

to industry alone.
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Notes

 1. As Ames has noted (personal communication, 5 August 2009), this did not rule out 

other causes of cancer, such as hormones, but his test provided a rapid way to evaluate 

potential environmental carcinogens.

 2. Drawing on both biochemical techniques and genetics, Ames used chromatography 

to separate the precursors of histidine (imidazole intermediates) and made double 

mutants to determine the order of metabolic steps in the pathway (Ames and Mitchell 

1952; Haas et al. 1952; Ames, H. Mitchell, and M. Mitchell 1953). 

 3. For more on this trend, see Creager and Gaudillière (1996: 6–15).
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 4. Harris (1971: 52) does not mention any tissue culture researchers by name. Th e Ames 

test is compared to some of these mammalian cell culture test systems by the U.S. In-

teragency Staff  Group on Carcinogens (1986: 227). 

 5. On the development of genetic screening programs, see Lindee (2005). 

 6. Neel was an architect of the genetics project of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commis-

sion (Beatty 1991; Lindee 1994).

 7. For more on Hollaender’s role in fostering radiation genetics, see Rader (2006).

 8. Th e list of publications on Professor Szybalski’s website is annotated, and the note 

about these two publications is telling: “Dr. Szybalski and his collaborators studied the 

mechanism of mutagenesis. First, they developed the ‘paper disc mutagenicity test,’ 

which was later adopted in [the] so-called ‘Ames test’.” http://mcardle.oncology.wisc

.edu/faculty/bio/WSPubl.html (accessed 30 September 2010).

 9. H.J. Muller to Joshua Lederberg, 16 March 1950, reprinted in Lederberg (1997: 7).

10. Animal studies before the ban were followed by a study of human absorption pub-

lished aft er the ban (Blum et al. 1978).

11. Recently, however, chlorinated Tris has become widely used as a fl ame retardant in 

upholstered furniture (Slater 2012).

12. As reported in Science magazine, Litton routinely employed four tests: “the Ames test, 

a test for gene mutation in mouse cells, the SCE test, and an in vitro transformation 

test” (Maugh 1978: 1204).

13. Th e importance of Japanese researchers in this arena is attested by an international 

conference held in Tokyo in 1979, “Naturally Occurring Carcinogens-Mutagens and 

Modulators of Carcinogenesis,” which was attended by a number of American and 

European researchers (including Bruce Ames) as well as many Japanese scientists.

14. It was the John and Alice Tyler Ecology-Energy Prize, administered by University of 

Southern California (Dye 1985: 20).

15. Th ough I would not follow Proctor as far as referring to Ames as “the most power-

ful anti-environmentalist of the century” (Proctor 1995: 133). Ames has always been 

adamant about not receiving any money from industry, and argues that he is simply 

committed to an honest evaluation of the science. On the corporate use of scientifi c 

uncertainty, also see Michaels (2008); Oreskes, Conway, and Shindell (2008); and 

Oreskes and Conway (2010).

16. On the anti-regulatory movement, see Hays (1987).

17. On the Environmental Mutagen Information Center, see Frickel (2004: 58–59).

18. Here, too, the politics of environmental radioactivity (which may be naturally oc-

curring or industrially produced) provides an important precedent. Of course, the 

persistence of many synthetic chemicals does distinguish them from most natural, 

biodegradable, substances.
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DES, Cancer, and Endocrine Disruptors

Ways of Regulating, Chemical Risks, and 
Public Expertise in the United States

Jean-Paul Gaudillière

On 17 July 1979 Th e New York Times announced that the New York State 

Supreme Court found the pharmaceutical company Eli Lilly responsible for 

the vaginal cancer aff ecting Joyce Bichler and awarded the young woman 

$500,000 in compensation.1 Th e New York state ruling was the fi rst legal deci-

sion recognizing that pharmaceutical fi rms, rather than physicians or regula-

tory authorities, were liable for the adverse consequences of the medical uses 

of diethylstilbestrol (DES). Th is analog of estrogen had been prescribed to 

millions of pregnant women in the United States as a safety measure against 

the risk of miscarriage for thirty years, until it was recognized to be the cause 

of cancers and malformations of the reproductive tract in many exposed 

fetuses.

A few years earlier, other uses of the same DES had been the target of other 

media reports and regulatory measures. On 26 April 1973, the U.S. press had 

announced that the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) was ready to ban 

DES implants in cattle and other livestock, recalling that one year earlier the 

same regulatory agency had prohibited the use of DES in animal feeds.2 Th e 

risk of cancer, rather than its occurrence, was the offi  cial motive for a path of 

action whose legitimacy originated in an unusual piece of legislation, the Del-

aney Clause, which stated that any food additive proved to the carcinogenic in 

animals or humans should be excluded from food for human consumption.

A major chemical, a substance that had been used for several decades as 

a potent analog of estrogens in medicine and as a growth enhancer in agri-

culture, was leaving the scene under the pressure of mobilized consumers, 

media campaigns, and regulatory interventions. However, the industrial and 

economic signifi cance of these events were not as dramatic as the pharmaceu-

tical and animal-food industries thought they would be. As the media failed 

to point out, DES production and prescription did not stop. If pregnancy was 

contraindicated, other indications like the treatment of prostate cancer re-
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mained important. Although the sales of DES for agricultural purposes van-

ished, other hormones and growth-promoting drugs were soon introduced in 

animal feed as substitutes.

Th e importance of the DES aff air should not, however, be underestimated. 

Controversies over its uses had started before 1971, when it was discovered 

that DES was not only a potential but an actual carcinogen in humans, and 

they did not stop with the regulatory measures taken in the aft ermath. Th e 

1973 ban was for instance immediately contested in court and even though a 

federal judge fi nally approved the FDA ban in 1978, illegal uses of DES in agri-

culture remained a legal issue until the mid 1980s. Similarly, the compensation 

cases did not end with the few decisions that were actually granted in favor of 

the “DES daughters” acting as plaintiff s in the late 1970s and early 1980s, but 

included a wave of cases up to the fi rst years of the twenty-fi rst century, hun-

dreds of them dismissed, many others still being challenged in higher courts.

Controversies originating in the medical as well as the agricultural uses of 

DES have lasted more than half a century. Th ey have addressed all concerns 

connected with risk, medical intervention, and industrial practices in the 

postwar United States. Unsurprisingly, the story of DES in the United States 

has been investigated in many ways. One group of studies has looked at the 

unfolding of the medical drama and focused on the lessons to be drawn from 

the aff air, either from the perspective of medical practice or from the feminist 

viewpoint (Apfel 1984; Meyers 1986; Dutton 1988; Pfeff er 1992). In parallel, 

historians and sociologists of medicine have investigated DES to integrate its 

medical uses into the long history of sex hormones and gynecology, while 

more recent studies on gender have analyzed the role played in the crisis by 

the then-emerging women’s health movement (Bell 1980; Marks 2001; Morgen 

2002). Less numerous, analysts of the agricultural controversy have empha-

sized two diff erent contexts: the rise of industrial agriculture, and the develop-

ment of the environmental and consumer movements in the 1960s and 1970s 

(Shell 1984; Marcus 1986; Rifk in 1992). Although they are oft en alluded to, 

links between these two developments have rarely been discussed.

From a methodological viewpoint, the literature on DES shares a strong 

interest in the problem of the “capture,” namely, the diff erent ways in which 

political and economic interests have hinged on or distorted the evaluation of 

the health risks associated with DES uses. Although the alignments or con-

frontations between experts and stakeholders, as well as the way they were 

perceived, are an important element in the DES story, the capture perspective 

has made the analysis of expertise and risk construction a process and practice 

of marginal importance since all the important factors, i.e., social interests and 

alliances, were in place beforehand.

Th e aim of this paper is therefore not simply to look at the connections be-

tween the two types of DES use—agricultural and medical—but to discuss the 
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rise of consumer politics and its impact on the relations between public health 

and the surveillance of dangerous substances. It is to take the “DES crisis” as 

a point of entry into a regime of risk management that emerged during the 

1960s and 1970s and connected individual and collective consumer actions, 

stakeholder lobbies, citizens’ empowerment, tort legislation, and precaution-

ary action in the legal sphere, as well as the construction of markets.

Th is politics is still with us and gained widespread importance in handling 

all sorts of dangers possibly posed by health-threatening substances. As dis-

cussed in the last section of this paper, the DES trajectory and the DES af-

fair have in particular played a critical role in the emergence in the 1990s of 

endocrine disruption as a public health issue and a legitimate research topic. 

Following this legacy will provide a lens into what may be thought as a new 

“way of regulating” the industrial uses of life, a mode of regulation rooted in 

consumer and activist mobilization, in public controversies about risks. Like 

other ways of regulating—professional, industrial, and administrative—con-

temporary “public” or “consumer/activist” regulation may be characterized by 

the values and aims targeted, the main actors involved, the acceptable forms 

of evidence, and the legitimate means of intervention (Gaudillière and Hess 

2012).

Its emergence in the drug/biomedical sector was prompted through two 

diff erent and oft en confl icting patterns: on the one hand, by pharmaceutical 

companies’ interest in having more direct access to users, particularly poten-

tial consumers of disease-prevention drugs, and on the other, by the critics 

of paternalistic medicine and the collective empowerment sought by patient 

groups, inspired for instance by the women’s health movement and later the 

AIDS movement. Emphasis is therefore placed on quality of “service” and on 

the individual’s possibility of making (truly) informed choices. Major attention 

is given to the risks and potential iatrogenic eff ects of medical and technical 

interventions, with observational—eventually social and environmental—epi-

demiology playing the leading role. Regulatory tools do not only include the 

systems of postmarketing surveillance organized by administrative or profes-

sional bodies like the FDA, but more importantly rely on the precedents and 

jurisprudence set by court decisions, which may in turn infl uence regulatory 

authorities, physicians’ prescriptions, and, more generally, users’ choices.

Th e DES story is a good test for this latter hypothesis for at least two rea-

sons. First, it reveals a specifi c moment in the history of health-related risks 

and their regulation with a parallel reinforcement of state intervention and 

social movements. Second, the conjunction of debates about agricultural and 

medical uses of DES facilitates a broader assessment of regulatory practices 

beyond the specifi cities of pharmaceuticals. Th e argument will be presented 

in three steps. First, the chapter will recall how DES entered into medical and 

agricultural practice and how its uses rapidly became contested, leading to the 
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1970s crisis with its specifi cally American conjunction between the agricul-

tural controversy and the medical scandal. Th e second section will explore the 

form of public expertise that characterized the U.S. debates and their roots in 

consumer politics, focusing on the evaluation of DES risks conducted by the 

courts. Th e last section presents our perspective on the relations between pub-

lic expertise on DES and the advent of endocrine disruptors.

DES: An Ever-Contested Analog of Sex Hormone

British chemists under the lead of Charles Dodds fi rst synthesized DES in 

1938 (Bell 1980; Gaudillière 2003). Working for the Medical Research Coun-

cil, they did not patent the process, even though the molecule revealed prom-

ising properties. Although DES did not present a structural similarity with 

natural sex steroids, the substance proved a potent analog of estrogens, mim-

icking most if not all the latter’s eff ects in the animal assays that were then in 

use for assessing the potency of female hormones. Cheap and easy to produce, 

DES rapidly became a substitute—and competitor—for industrially produced 

estrogens, namely, those purifi ed by pharmaceutical fi rms out of the urine of 

pregnant women or pregnant mares. Initially, DES was used in gynecology as 

a therapeutic agent for a variety of indications also handled with estrogens: in-

fertility, menstrual-cycle disorders, uncontrolled bleeding, absence of menses, 

or problematic menopausal symptoms.

Th e FDA authorized DES for the U.S. market in 1941. As reported by Su-

san Bell, the “synthetic estrogen” played an exemplary role in the history of 

the agency as it was one of the fi rst compound to be approved according to 

the procedures defi ned in the 1938 Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. Th e Act 

partially transferred the burden of proof to industry. A manufacturer seeking 

authorization was mandated to document the safety of its product, but the 

new law did not defi ne any type of acceptable evidence or test. Approval was 

granted for the basic gynecological indications, i.e., amenorrhea, menopausal 

symptoms, and infertility. However, DES was perceived as a potent estrogen 

rather than an aromatic compound with an ethylene side chain; “off  label” uses 

rapidly surfaced in the 1950s. Th e most important of these—in terms of pre-

scription numbers—was for managing the risk of spontaneous abortion dur-

ing pregnancy. Th e idea was widely adopted that DES, a quasi-hormone, could 

replicate the changes in the concentration of sex steroids occurring during 

pregnancy. Th is justifi ed the prescription of the drug as “replacement” therapy 

for a condition attributed to estrogen defi ciency (Bell 1980). Despite the fact 

that clinical trials had produced confl icting results, DES use was gradually ex-

tended as a reassurance factor to women with no previous experience of abor-

tion. Th is widespread use of DES was never considered trivial. Only a small 
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minority of physicians, however, upheld their concern about the fact that a 

long time prior, already in the 1930s, laboratory experiments with mice had 

shown that estrogens in general, and DES in particular, could induce tumors 

in healthy animals.

A decade later, in the 1950s, following pioneering work by animal nutri-

tionists at Iowa State College under Wise Burroughs’s lead, DES use was ex-

tended to agriculture. Burroughs and his colleagues discovered that DES given 

in minute amounts accelerated the growth of cattle animals (Marcus 1986: 

chaps. 1 and 2). Th e idea of adding DES to industrially prepared premixes 

was patented by the university and licensed exclusively to the pharmaceutical 

fi rm Lilly. Th e process was a huge success. Lilly sublicensed it to a few dozen 

companies. As a result, within two years more than 6 million cattle were being 

fed food containing DES.

Th is transformation became a matter of concern and an issue of public de-

bate in the 1960s. Th e trajectory of DES was actually rapidly aff ected by the 

emergence of critical voices associated with the consumer movement. Although 

their origins can be traced back to the 1930s, in the 1960s the heterogeneous 

organizations targeting “consumer rights” experienced rapid growth and radi-

calization, oft en attributed to the favorable climate generated by the economic 

expansion of the postwar decades (Silber 1983).

Th e enactment of the so-called Delaney Clause in 1958 was a critical event 

in the polarization of the debates on the quality of food and the dangers it 

might pose to public health (Marcus 1986). Th is amendment to the FDA Act 

introduced by Congressman James Delaney stated that no food additive that 

had been found to induce cancer either in animals or in humans could be 

authorized.3 Th e measure was adopted despite the FDA’s opposition. Th e FDA 

considered this broad ban as both prejudicial to the practice of productive ag-

riculture and impossible to enforce. Th e approval of the clause was not only a 

symptom of the mounting infl uence of consumer activism, but—as testifi ed by 

the parallel drawn between DES and DDT during the Delaney hearings—was 

one of the fi rst legislative consequences of an environmental movement that 

was starting to benefi t from a powerful middle-class constituency and no lon-

ger strictly targeted conservation issues but also concerns about the dissemi-

nation of chemicals in the environment (Dunlap 1981; Gillespie et al. 1984; 

Brickman et al. 1985; Marcus 1986; Hays 1987; Proctor 1995).

Th e Delaney Clause crystallized the debates in Congress on industrialized 

food for ten years aft er it was enacted. Farmers, industrial-feed producers, and 

drug companies joined forces in attempts to repeal the clause, arguing that it 

would ban all sorts of chemicals that could be used for the betterment, preser-

vation, and conservation of food. Th ey claimed that animal tests could not be 

trusted, upholding that it would always be possible to fi nd models and circum-

stances under which any chemical could become a carcinogen, and they ex-
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plored ways of repealing the clause. In 1962, agricultural lobbying succeeded 

in inserting a short addition to the amended Food and Drug Act, which stated 

that a substance could be authorized even if proved a carcinogen in the labora-

tory provided it did not harm the animals and left  no residues in the meat for 

human consumption (Temin 1980; Daemmrich 2004).4

Controversies over the dangers of DES grew within the context of the 1960s 

widespread critique of government, industrial capitalism, and established au-

thorities. Th e public life of DES was to a large extent determined by the power 

struggle opposing the alliance for industrial agriculture and the loose front 

connecting the social movements of the 1960s and their Democratic allies. 

Best-selling books such as Silent Spring, Th e Poisons in Your Food, and Th e 

Chemical Feast accompanied the rise of environmental and consumer organi-

zations (Longgood 1960; Carson 1962; Turner 1970).

Most historical work on the relationship between the DES aff air and this 

particular context has been articulated in terms of political interests and dis-

trust of scientifi c expertise. In a nutshell, the argument focuses on uncertainty 

and capture. Reassuring discourses about the limited nature of the cancer risk 

involved in the use of food additives did not convince. Paternalistic attitudes 

toward the “ignorant lay public” deepened this crisis of confi dence: as a con-

sequence of suspicion, the public debate was dominated by wide-ranging gen-

eralizations, value-laden evaluations and feelings. Both sides (in favor of and 

against the use of DES) waged a polemical battle, defending their views and 

interests in the name of science. From this perspective, experts’ statements 

went far beyond the knowledge of the time, which was remarkably uncertain: 

they need to be understood above all as pleas in favor of or against a ban on 

DES. One side upheld that the social movements proved unable to accept the 

existing facts regarding the limited dangers of DES in meat, while alternatively, 

the other side argued that big agro-industrial interests produced ignorance 

and bad science to mislead the public.

It would however be misleading to limit our reading of the DES aff air to the 

making of these political alliances and their confrontation. Th e production 

and discussion of expertise on DES was the expression of strong interests, but 

it was a work in its own right, which in turn redefi ned attitudes and interests. 

Th e production of facts was actually inextricably mixed with public debates, 

and what characterized the public assessment of DES-risks was the multiplic-

ity and confl icting forms of evidence rather than mere distrust of experts or 

tainted research. Th e decisive decade was in this respect not the 1960s but 

the 1970s, when the links between DES as drug and DES as food were made, 

bringing in another layer of confl icting and situated scientifi c discourses.

Medical uses of DES were basically unproblematic until 1971, even though 

feminist authors occasionally made the analogy to the contraceptive pill and 

targeted gynecological hormones for their purported carcinogenic properties 
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(Seaman 1969). Th e professional “warning” on DES began only in 1970, when 

gynecologists at Massachusetts General Hospital reported a surprising series 

of vaginal tumors (Bonah and Gaudillière 2007). Considered very rare, this 

type of cancer had been diagnosed in rapid succession in—even more un-

usual—very young women. Following these early observations, Arthur Herbst 

and his colleagues reinforced their argument that this was a serious public 

health issue by concentrating on epidemiological evidence. More precisely, 

they mobilized technologies that had recently gained acceptance among phy-

sicians: risk-factor analysis based on retrospective control.

Th ey selected a retrospective control group by looking at the records of 

women admitted the same day as their patients, matching age and social 

groups. Th e statistical comparison of their records revealed one single signifi -

cant diff erence: the girls suff ering from vaginal cancer were born from women 

who had been treated with DES during their pregnancy. Th e correlation was 

published in April 1971 in the New England Journal of Medicine, aft er Herbst 

had sent his data to the FDA (Herbst et al. 1971). Th e report alerted the New 

York Department of Health and its cancer-control bureau started to look for 

similar cases. Having found another fi ve, also correlated with “DES mothers,” 

they issued a general warning to the state’s physicians (Greenwald et al. 1971). 

It did not take long for the initiative to fi nd its way into the mainstream media. 

In less than six months, the professional alert had become a national scandal, 

relayed by public health authorities and local gynecologists, widely discussed 

in the news, a topic of congressional hearings, and an ongoing motive for con-

cern within the FDA.

Th is alert had two eff ects. First, it gave very concrete meaning to the ani-

mal-human translation that had been at the core of all the arguments around 

the carcinogenic risks of the drug. If the correlation evidenced by Herbst and 

reinforced by the National Cancer Institute (NCI) survey was accepted, this 

meant that DES given in therapeutic dosage was inducing tumors in humans, 

as well as in laboratory animals. As a consequence, the presence of DES resi-

dues in meat following its use as growth enhancer could become a signifi cant 

hazard. Second, the medical crisis reinforced doubts about the policy the FDA 

had implemented since DES had been put on the market. If—as many observ-

ers thought—the agency, blind to the doubts raised by a number of physicians 

regarding the clinical value of the pregnancy indication, had allied itself with 

a segment of the gynecological elite and the DES-producing chemical and 

pharmaceutical fi rms, a similar scenario might well have taken place within 

the division of veterinary medicine, leading the FDA to support the claims of 

nutrition scientists and feed producers. Th e two crises—on medical DES and 

on agricultural DES—actually reinforced each other.

Th roughout the 1970s, aft er the FDA had reacted by contraindicating preg-

nancy, other medical uses of DES were questioned. In parallel with its cam-
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paigning on the adverse eff ects of the contraceptive pill, the women’s health 

movement succeeded in drawing attention to the prescription of DES as a 

morning-aft er pill. Th e pill was then regulated to include mandatory risk-

warning leafl ets in the packages. A second problematic medical application 

was the use of DES to inhibit lactation and prevent breast engorgement aft er 

childbirth. Th e FDA plain and simply contraindicated it in the late 1970s.

Th is conjunction of a medical and an agricultural crisis was all the more 

powerful as links between the two DES uses were at work at various levels, mo-

bilizing texts, objects, and persons. Th e most important arenas for this public 

conjunction were, however, Congress and the courts. Th e rest of our analysis 

will concentrate on the latter given their roles (1) in the making of the regula-

tory knowledge of DES, and (2) in the construction of social responsibility and 

the reconfi guration of regulatory tools.

Th e Regulatory Science of Low-Dose Carcinogenesis: 
Th e Judicial Construction of the DES Problem

Th e concept of “regulatory science” is currently being used within regulatory 

agencies and administrative bodies. It is usually employed to describe their 

investments in the development of measurement techniques, methodological 

tools, and decision-making protocols for the standardization, authorization, 

or control of technological goods. Looking at the regulation of chemicals in 

the postwar era, analysts of science, technology, and society have used the 

concept in a broader sense including the entire spectrum of expert activities 

conducted in collaboration among scientists, state offi  cials, and politicians; 

this includes laboratory studies for regulatory purposes, testimonies within 

political fora such as congressional hearings, as well as court rulings on tech-

noscientifi c cases. Within this perspective, “regulatory science” refers to the 

production of knowledge for administrative, political, or judicial action, but 

it also implies the idea that this regulatory perspective “feeds back” to science, 

leading to the development of specifi c forms of knowledge. Toxicology and the 

environmental regulation of chemicals are among the most frequent examples 

of this dual relationship.

Comparing the fate of ecotoxicology in the United States, the Netherlands, 

and the United Kingdom, Willem Halff man thus considers regulatory science 

a form of boundary work with two functions: (1) separating the scientifi c from 

the political in order to balance legitimate knowledge and bring specifi c state-

ments to the status of agreed facts, and (2) facilitating negotiations and closure 

of confl icts by providing an aura of objectivity to decisions (Halff man 2003). 

Expert work thus mobilizes boundary entities, i.e., texts, objects, and persons, 

which operate or circulate among the technical arenas that are linked to or that 
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depend on the regulatory agencies and the more administrative arenas of com-

mittee and hearing rooms. An essential aspect of the regulatory knowledge 

produced for the regulation of chemicals has accordingly been the establish-

ment of tests for eff ects, protocols for measuring damages or concentrations, 

model systems, and limit values or exposure thresholds. Th e 1970s debates on 

carcinogens in general and DES in particular are no exception to this pattern. 

Th e sheer number of congressional investigations on one or both uses of DES 

(eight between 1971 and 1978) testifi es to this and played a special role in in-

tertwining agricultural and medical issues (Gaudillière and Hess 2012).

Th e second arena where the regulatory science of DES became a matter of 

public expertise was the judicial system. When the FDA decided to ban the 

use of implants in all farm animals in 1973, this policy was immediately chal-

lenged in court by a coalition of feed producers (the makers of DES followed 

at a close distance) with the result that the US Court of Appeals for the District 

of Columbia Circuit invalidated the FDA decision in 1974 as it had been taken 

without granting the interested parties preliminary hearings. Th e court thus 

mandated a hearing on the case. Th e proceedings started in January 1977 with 

a fi nal ruling from the judge in September 1978.

Sheila Jasanoff  has insisted on the “adversarial” type of expertise that char-

acterizes the mobilization of science in the U.S. judicial system. Th e DES ad-

ministrative trial thus provided a new arena for the evaluation of DES risks, 

since: (1) experts were proff ered by and associated with the parties; (2) the cor-

pus of acceptable documents defi ning the facts to be taken into account was 

negotiated between the judge and the parties’ lawyers before the hearings; (3) 

each testifying expert was cross-examined by the opposite party with a right to 

follow up for the party putting forth the expert; (4) one of the aims of the hear-

ings was to include or exclude specifi c elements or evidence from the body 

of evidence that the judge would take into account in his fi nal ruling. Th is 

procedure led the trial to stage an open controversy on the eff ects and risks of 

agricultural DES, which resulted in much greater focus on the experimental 

and investigation data than had been given during the congressional hear-

ings. Th e judge, for instance, excluded all questions regarding the economic 

status of DES on the one hand and its medical benefi ts on the other, to focus 

the debate on the arguments for or against a legitimate implementation of the 

Delaney Clause, for or against a public health threat.

Th e centrality of this relationship between models, dosage, threshold, and 

carcinogenic risk echoes Robert Proctor’s discussion of “the politics of dose-

response curves” (Proctor 1995). Dose response curves, or, more precisely, 

their purported existence for DES, were mentioned, drawn, cited, commented 

on, and criticized on many occasions in the DES debate. In his analysis of their 

role in the “cancer wars,” Proctor insists on the fact that the low-dose part of 

these curves was both more uncertain and politically or administratively more 
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important. Extrapolation was therefore inevitable and contentious, as it was 

based on very few results and on animal models to be translated into human 

circumstances. Low-dose eff ects were for DES, as well as for other putative 

carcinogens, an obligate point of confl ict.

Th e issue of dose and eff ect is certainly the best example of the peculiar 

dynamics of these court hearings. Given the centrality of the dose-eff ect re-

lationship in pharmacology, toxicology, and nutrition science, the question 

of dosage was addressed in almost every expert testimony. It was addressed 

directly, with computations of inoculated or ingested quantities. It was also 

dealt with in a less direct way when discussing the relationship between DES 

and natural estrogens. It is not altogether surprising that animal nutritionists 

argued that DES was an estrogen like any other, thus explaining that its carci-

nogenic potency was just a manifestation of its ability to mimic the properties 

of sex hormones. As a consequence of this link, they posited that DES quanti-

ties should not be considered in isolation but discussed as a component of a 

global estrogenic pool that included much higher quantities of normal estro-

gens, both in the bodies of supplemented cows and in women. As the situation 

evolved, however, the link became looser. During the last of the hearings, the 

industry lawyers and experts adopted another position, separating DES from 

the other estrogens. As the former was generally considered dangerous and 

was on the verge of being defi nitively banned, it then become good policy to 

protect other estrogens—that could possibly replace DES—from an equivalent 

threat to their use as growth enhancers.

More broadly, three discursive frameworks can be identifi ed in the testi-

monies of experts who participated in the hearings. Th e fi rst is an epidemi-

ological discourse focusing on the gynecological alert, its meaning, and the 

surveys organized to establish the correlation between vaginal cancer and 

DES. Th e latter is seen as a risk factor associated with a high probability of 

adverse events in certain populations or under specifi c circumstances. Th e 

approach is to do everything possible to avoid these adverse eff ects in order 

to preserve the health of the population. In other words, every “reasonable 

precaution” must not only be considered seriously, but also implemented. Th e 

second discourse is pharmacological. It focuses on the experiments conducted 

with mice and other animals, regarding either the induction of tumors or the 

fate of DES within the body. It mobilizes statistical tools to draw conclusions 

regarding the best way of defi ning thresholds, looking for zones of marginal 

eff ects (or better, of no eff ect) and conditions of relatively safe use. It aims 

at a controlled use of the substance under investigation. Th e third discourse 

focuses on animal physiology and nutrition. Using laboratory animals as well, 

it takes experiments with natural and artifi cial hormones as evidence of their 

identical fate and eff ects in the body. Nature and artifi ce being equivalent, the 

latter will not do more harm than the former. DES, the same as many natural 
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hormones, is rapidly eliminated from the body. Moreover, a consequence of 

the quasi-biological nature of DES action is that potency and carcinogenicity 

are two sides of the same coin. Th is physiological discourse is articulated with 

nutrition studies focusing on the growth-enhancement eff ect of DES and its 

value for agricultural productivity. Th e more general agricultural-engineering 

perspective combines this veterinary expertise with considerations regarding 

the detection of residues. Th is is deemed important because instances of DES 

in edible meat initially went unnoticed or—according to FDA critics—were 

not even looked for. Th e technical answer consisted of seeking a new legal sys-

tem of chemical measurement that would replace the mouse assay, which was 

gradually coming to be viewed as not sensitive enough. Th is was not suffi  cient, 

however. If controlled use was to be maintained, sanitary inspection and legal 

action independent of DES producers and users can be better organized to 

ensure safety, meaning the absence of DES in meat.

Th ese discourses, although showing a coherence, which makes it not too 

diffi  cult to link them with the initial statements and responses of experts tes-

tifying, respectively, for or against the FDA, did not pass unmodifi ed through 

the hearings and the court game of examination and cross-examination. Th e 

transformation of the low-dose issue during the hearings is the best example of 

the way in which the legal arrangement reconstructed toxicological evidence.

Th e hearings repeatedly discussed the results of a study conducted in the 

early 1960s by G.H. Gass at the University of Illinois with C3H mice, showing 

unexpectedly high levels of carcinogenesis (when compared with the control 

group) at low concentrations of DES, thus giving the dose response curve an 

unusual V- or U-shape. Gass’s modeling was judged to be nonconclusive and 

nonsignifi cant by the feeders’ lawyers and was defended as strongly suggestive 

evidence by those of the FDA. Whether the curve previously published by 

Gass was granted the status of fact or artifact depended on many questions, 

beginning with the possibility of using C3H mice for such a study as these had 

been selected for a very high genetic susceptibility to mammary tumors. Th e 

issue most debated was, however, the nature of the dose response relationship 

and the low-dose data. Gass’s curve presented a statistically signifi cant increase 

in the number of tumors following exposure at doses as low as 6.5 ppb. Th e 

controversial nature of the curve, however, originated in the absence of linear-

ity: higher concentrations did not result in more frequent tumors and it was 

only for concentrations higher than 20 ppb that a simple relationship could be 

observed. As explained by most of the feeders’ experts, this “abnormality” was 

a strong enough reason to exclude the data. Hardin Jones, a physiologist of the 

Atomic Energy Commission testifying against the FDA, explained for instance 

that Gass had simply botched his experiment.5

Th e experts put on by the FDA countered with three arguments. First, the 

article was defi nitely to be taken into account as it had been published in a 
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prestigious, peer-reviewed journal considered a legitimate source of knowl-

edge. Second, a series of mice experiments at the National Center for Toxico-

logical Research commissioned by the FDA potentially (they had not yet been 

completed) confi rmed the Gass data.

Th e most interesting approach, however, was that of the epidemiologists 

and cancer specialists of the NCI. Leaving aside the simplistic requisite of lin-

earity, a more sophisticated statistical modeling of the eff ects could account 

for the “bizarre” decrease in incidence at 10 ppb. Updated theories of carci-

nogenesis shared by NCI specialists concurred in holding that “one molecular 

hit” could induce a mutation that would turn one cell into a cancerous one and 

induce a tumor, thus rationalizing the idea that there was no “no eff ect zone” 

threshold for proven carcinogens like DES. Th e NCI epidemiologist, Umberto 

Safi otti thus explained during his oral testimony:

Th e experimental evaluation of the carcinogenicity of an environmental 

chemical by animal bioassays is usually conducted by exposing an animal 

population to that single test chemical. In contrast the human population is 

exposed from prenatal life through childhood to adult life to a large variety 

of environmental carcinogens from any routes of exposure. Relatively little is 

known about the possible synergism of diff erent carcinogenic compounds, 

but there are several known case of marked potention. I consider multiple 

exposure to dozens or possibly hundreds of carcinogens as representing truly 

“realistic” conditions in relation to human risk. Th e eff ect of an individual 

chemical should be viewed as being added to such a background … expo-

sure to any amount of carcinogen, however small, will contribute to the total 

carcinogenic load.6

Th e judge’s role was to evaluate the data whose integration in the body of 

evidence and meanings had been discussed and negotiated during the hear-

ings for his fi nal ruling. Judge Davidson fi rst decided to take the data into 

account as none of the parties had initially asked for their exclusion. He then 

defended a balanced, situational approach: the data were not complete proof 

and could not, taken in isolation, be grounds for a decision—but they were 

robust enough to suggest that a no-threshold assumption was sound and that 

low-dose carcinogenesis with DES was a signifi cant risk.

Judge Davidson’s fi nal ruling granted the FDA the right to ban all agricul-

tural uses of DES. Th e confl ict of expertise evidenced during the hearings, 

however, resulted in a new judicial grounding of this choice, which set an ad-

ministrative DES precedent that completed the idea of collective industrial 

responsibility. Davidson grounded his evaluation in three elements: (1) the 

chemical and physiological specifi city of DES, which he considered diff erent 

from natural estrogens; (2) its demonstrated toxicity and carcinogenic potency 
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in humans; and (3) the high probability of low-dose dangerous eff ects. Th e le-

gal background for the decision was therefore not the Delaney Clause but the 

public health emergency. Th e Delaney Clause was diffi  cult to invoke because 

of an additional amendment introduced in 1962 stating that an additive could 

not be banned if it was absent from beef carcasses. During the dispute on DES, 

the controversy on the detection of data left  open the question of the pos-

sible disappearance of the artifi cial hormone within the 120-day quarantine 

mandated by the FDA. Th e understanding of a public health alert was easier 

to defi ne as it was directly rooted in the existence of the medical crisis. At least 

the no-threshold and low-dose carcinogenesis was accepted.

Beyond the specifi c fate of DES use in agriculture, the main impact of 

Judge Davidson’s ruling was therefore to transform the problem of low doses 

and cancer. Th e debates and the fi nal ruling not only legitimated the idea that 

traces of DES circulating in the food chain could threaten human health, but it 

played a central role in stabilizing and reinforcing the peculiar corpus of regu-

latory science that had surfaced during the hearings and included a combina-

tion of ideas and modeling tools regarding: (1) the risk posed by chemicals 

used in both medicine and agriculture with a special emphasis on “iatrogenic 

risk,” and in that case originating in a form of medical intervention para-

doxically targeting health-related risks; (2) the specifi city of these chemicals’ 

eff ects on reproduction with consequences appearing in the second genera-

tion only decades aft er exposure in the mother’s womb, thus substantiating 

the notion of a peculiar “window of sensitivity” during early developmental 

phases with “lifelong” consequences; (3) the cumulative eff ects of “multiple 

exposures” associated with the variety of compounds released in the environ-

ment mimicking the eff ects of sex hormones, which may elicit cancer or aff ect 

human reproductive life; and (4) the plausibility of low-dose carcinogenicity 

as exemplifi ed in the DES U-shaped curve obtained with cancer-prone mouse 

models.

Th e Tort Trials: Toward a Collective and 
Probabilistic Understanding of Responsibility

Th e iatrogenic risk perspective associated with DES also played a decisive role 

in the court action against the producing fi rms that a few of the DES daugh-

ters brought in the late 1970s with the support of the patients’ association DES 

Action in order to obtain compensation and—more importantly in the eyes 

of the collective—a public assessment of responsibility. Th e choice of suing 

the industrial actors was both a legal and political choice. Politically, the fi rms 

were perceived as the fi rst benefactors of DES use even though physicians 

could also be viewed as having fi nancial and professional motives for pre-
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scribing the drug. Legally, all attempts to mount a case based on medical mal-

practice would face the fact that DES use in pregnancy had been challenged 

among academic gynecologists but was widely accepted within broader circles 

of gynecologists, general practitioners, and their associations, thus making 

the absence of wrongdoing in regard to “current professional knowledge” easy 

to document before 1971. One parallel attempt to sue the FDA launched by 

Nader’s Foundation for Taxpayers and Consumer Rights did not meet with 

success: the case was even not taken to court since the agency had never in-

cluded pregnancy in the indications of use selected for the marketing permit. 

Off  label prescription was indeed a problem, but not a matter for the law and 

it escaped the purview of the agency.

Th e great majority of the legal arguments associated with the tort actions 

against industrial fi rms did not challenge the causal relationship between DES 

and vaginal cancers and/or reproductive malformation as had occurred dur-

ing the 1977–78 trial. Even the defendants’ lawyers accepted that relationship. 

Th e epidemiological assessment of causality held in court; legal battles were 

waged at another level, that of the individual responsibility of each company— 

in other words, the putative chain of actions linking a given producer of DES 

and the sick daughter of a treated woman. Arguments thus focused on the 

strength of the evidence linking the specifi c product of the company(ies) actu-

ally sued and the plaintiff ’s mother’s medical care during her pregnancy. As 

these trials took place two decades aft er the event, such evidence was usually 

missing: prescriptions sheets or pharmacists’ books had not been kept, doc-

tors’ fi les could not be traced or the practitioner would not give them, etc. In 

most instances, this lack of direct evidence was considered important enough 

to dismiss the case.

Th e notions that the fi rms had widely advertised DES prescription to preg-

nant women and that the (second-generation) innocent victims deserved com-

pensation were, however, strong enough to induce some judges to seek judicial 

precedents or judicial innovations that would make it possible to condemn the 

fi rms in the absence of direct evidence of culpability. Th e DES jurisprudence 

thus shift ed the classical understanding of industrial responsibility away from 

the paradigm of the moral person toward an evaluation of parallel and col-

lective action. Th ree legal notions played a signifi cant role in the early 1980s: 

concerted action, alternative liability, and market-share liability.

As mentioned in the introduction, in one of the fi rst trials granting com-

pensation, the New York Supreme Court found that Eli Lilly caused the injury 

to J. Bichler, one of the prominent members of DES Action, on the basis of 

concerted action. Th e circumstances necessary for concerted action are that 

several tortfeasors have acted in concert and injured the plaintiff . In the case of 

DES, the basis for this concerted action was found in the collective application 

the DES-producing pharmaceutical fi rms submitted to the FDA in 1941 in 
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order to get a marketing authorization including all uses of DES as an analog 

of estrogens, including in the prevention of miscarriages. Th e problem many 

lawyers found in this choice was that the FDA had not included such use in the 

indications it listed, thus leaving open the question of the relationship between 

the application and the later harmful–-but off  label—prescription.

An alternative resource for defi ning liability in the absence of proved per-

sonal causation was a famous case in which the plaintiff  was injured by a pellet 

from the gun of one of two hunters who had both fi red in his direction. Since 

both hunters exposed him to the risk of harm, the court had shift ed the burden 

of proof and decided that unless one could prove that the other was responsi-

ble for the injury they would be held jointly liable. Th is precedent was not used 

directly, but introduced two elements taken up in the formulating the concept 

of market-share liability: (1) the notion that creating a risk might be enough to 

start a chain of events leading to injury and (2) the collective responsibility in 

case of a limited and known number of possible perpetrators.

Market-share liability was introduced by the California Supreme Court in 

another case originating in the mobilization of the women health associations, 

Sindell v. Abbott. Given the number (300) of DES producers and the unequal 

structure of the market (six fi rms produced 90 percent of the drug sold af-

ter authorization), the judges considered it unfair to fi nd all DES-producing 

fi rms responsible on an equal basis and decided to impose liability according 

to the producers’ respective market shares. In order to reinforce this statistical 

approach and enhance the probability that the industrialists held liable were 

those that made the DES causing the plaintiff ’s injuries, they added that the 

application of market-share liability was possible if only a group of manufac-

turers holding a substantial share of the DES market were involved. Th e Sindell 

case established a form of collective responsibility by requiring that compensa-

tion be apportioned among the multiple tortfeasors according to their market 

shares. Without surprise, the case caused much criticism within the industry 

and among tort lawyers.

Its most signifi cant dimension was however not to facilitate compensa-

tion but to establish a form of consumer-oriented understanding of causation, 

which focused on exposure and risk. As one legal scholar explained: “the Sin-

dell court decision scaled liability to each defendant to the probability that it 

supplied the product that caused the plaintiff ’s injury,” taking the size of the 

controlled market as a convenient proxy for such probability, in spite of pos-

sible diff erences in marketing and information patterns. “Fairness in the civil 

context seems to require only that a defendant’s liability be related to his con-

duct, and liability, where imposed, be roughly proportional to the seriousness 

of the risks he has created” (Robinson 1982: 739).

Within this framework, compensation became a kind of ex post insurance 

based on an epidemiological defi nition of health-related risks. Th e same law-
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yer thus considered the imagined extension of Sindell to the case of Horace 

Tumor, who had contracted cancer:

It can be established by substantial evidence that the following events contrib-

uted to the risk of his developing cancer: 1) exposure to asbestos (for twenty 

years Horace installed asbestos insulation, all manufactured by a single fi rm, 

Ajax Inc.); 2) exposure to toxic chemical waste (Horace subsequently worked 

for ten years in a chemical plant operated by Bonanza Inc., where he was 

exposed to chemical wastes); 3) medication (Horace was treated intensively 

with a drug manufactured by Consolidate Co.). Although it is not possible to 

establish precisely the magnitude of the contribution that each of the events 

made to Horace’s cancer, assume that it is possible to estimate their respective 

contributions as sixty, twenty, and twenty percent. Based on the foregoing, 

Horace joins Ajax, Bonanza, and Consolidated as codefendants, arguing that 

each manufactured an unreasonably dangerous product that caused his in-

jury and that each is liable in the amount of the foregoing percentages (Rob-

inson 1982: 750).

Of course, no such case has materialized in the rare instance of market-

share liability application but the imagined Horace Tumor case aptly captures 

the way in which the DES jurisprudence displaced legal notions of causality 

and responsibility to adapt and reinforce a social and technical package link-

ing the uncertainty of scientifi c knowledge and the adverse eff ects of industrial 

products to redefi ne the dangers of medical goods as a new category of health 

risks, namely, the risks of having a medical intervention cause a new disease. 

Th e 1970s emergence of iatrogenicity as public issue was not only refl ected in 

the jurisprudence. Th e timid displacement in the direction of collective guilt 

associated with the dangers and adverse aff ects of DES is a marker of a more 

general change in the legal status of technical and medical expertise from a re-

gime of “personal guilt,” within which adverse events could only originated in 

individual error, lack of training, and insuffi  cient professional control of prac-

titioners’ competencies, toward a regime of “risk” within which the mass con-

sumption of technical and medical goods creates unanticipated events whose 

reality and consequences inevitably become matters of public controversies.

Th e Legacy of DES: Turning Endocrine Disruptors 
into a Political Issue and a Scientifi c Object

During the 1980s, the DES model of iatrogenicity, which had been comforted 

in the courts, seems to have lived a double public life. First, it circulated in 

various forms within public arenas. It was for instance adopted by many orga-
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nizations of the women’s health movement, which translated the narrow and 

technical notions of risk and exposure characteristic of the 1970s expert hear-

ings into a broader social discourse that combined gender and risk.7 Th e second 

life of the DES package echoes the testimony of Umberto Safi otti cited above 

and needs to be documented in a proper way. It took place within the arenas 

of regulatory science, among which the epidemiological work conducted at 

the National Cancer Institute seemed to have been central.8 DES as reference 

model in regulatory science, however, experienced a radical change of mean-

ing in the 1990s when it contributed to—and was incorporated in—the rise of 

“endocrine disruption” as an object of experimentation, a target of expertise, 

and a political issue.

From the mid 1990s onward, endocrine disruptors have become signifi cant 

(if not massive) objects in the debates about human health, the environment, 

and industrial chemicals. Th is category of substances modifying normal endo-

crine functions in humans and animals are viewed as increasingly important 

causes of sterility, reproductive disorders, cancers, and abnormal behaviors. 

During the past twenty years, they have been the subject of numerous reports, 

surveys and inquiries, leading to the publication of a few thousand academic 

articles. As many reviews published since the mid 1990s explain, endocrine 

disruptors may be a critical, if not the most important, source of ecological 

and health-related risks in the industrialized world (Sonnenschein and Soto 

1998).

Our hypothesis is that endocrine disruptors may be considered a gener-

alized and globalized form of DES. Th ey represent a generalized version of 

DES since the category includes dozens of substances acting as “xenoestro-

gens,” modifying the entire steroid metabolism and reproductive physiology 

and having a special responsibility for the rising incidence of hormone-related 

types of cancer or male sterility. Th ey also represent a generalized version of 

DES because they link agriculture and medicine and because pesticides and 

agrochemicals are central among endocrine disruptors both in terms of list-

ing the compounds and of assessing the amounts disseminated in the “envi-

ronment.” Endocrine disruptors fi nally represent a globalized version of DES 

because they circulate worldwide and—more importantly—because they are 

considered to aff ect entire ecosystems, linking issues of conservation, bio-

diversity, and human health in an extended version of the 1970s discussion 

about environmental carcinogenesis.

Th e hypothesis of a peculiar legacy of DES in the emergence of endocrine 

disruption as an object of regulatory science requires proper historical investi-

gation. Th e remarks below must therefore be taken as signposts of the impor-

tance DES plays as reference model within the public and scientifi c discourse 

about endocrine disruptors. Participants in the fi eld oft en point to the 1991 

Wingspread Conference as the fi rst moment of formal convergence between 
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scientists and activists interested in the three issues incorporated in the endo-

crine-disruptor perspective: women’s health and reproductive cancers, human 

population dynamics and male sterility, wildlife conservation, pollution, and 

reproductive abnormalities (Markey et al. 2002). Th e fi nal declaration of the 

conference actually gave DES a central meaning.

A large number of man-made chemicals that have been released into the 

environment, as well as a few natural ones, have the potential to disrupt 

the endocrine system of animals, including humans. Among these are the 

persistent, bioaccumulative, organohalogen compounds that include some 

pesticides (fungicides, herbicides, and insecticides) and industrial chemicals, 

other synthetic products, and some metals.

  Many wildlife populations are already aff ected by these compounds. Th e 

impacts include thyroid dysfunction in birds and fi sh; decreased fertility in 

birds, fi sh, shellfi sh, and mammals; decreased hatching success in birds, fi sh 

and turtles; gross birth deformities in birds, fi sh, and turtles; metabolic ab-

normalities in birds, fi sh, and mammals; behavioral abnormalities in birds; 

demasculinization and feminization of male fi sh, birds and mammals; de-

feminization and masculinization of female fi sh and birds; and compromised 

immune systems in birds and mammals. …

  Humans have been aff ected by compounds of this nature, too. Th e ef-

fects of DES (diethylstilbestrol), a synthetic therapeutic agent, like many of 

the compounds mentioned above, are estrogenic. Daughters born to mothers 

who took DES now suff er increased rates of vaginal clear cell adenocarci-

noma, various genital tract abnormalities, abnormal pregnancies, and some 

changes in immune responses. Both sons and daughters exposed in utero ex-

perience congenital anomalies of their reproductive system and reduced fer-

tility. Th e eff ects seen in in utero DES-exposed humans parallel those found 

in contaminated wildlife and laboratory animals, suggesting that humans 

may be at risk to the same environmental hazards as wildlife.9

In order to obtain less anecdotal evidence, our team has started a survey 

of the literature published on endocrine disruptors between 1966 and 2009 as 

indexed in Medline, the medical database of the National Institutes of Health. 

Analysis of correlations between keywords, authors, keywords and authors, 

or keywords and journals (as well as their changes over time) have been con-

ducted with Réseau-lu, a mapping soft ware.10 Some results are worth taking 

into account when discussing the uses of DES in the debates about endocrine 

disruption.

One way of approaching the emergence of endocrine disruptors is to look 

at the changes in the keywords associated with the corresponding literature. 

For that purpose, we have distinguished three periods: (1) 1992–1999, which 
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gathers the fi rst wave of papers on endocrine disruption; it is the period dur-

ing which, in the United States, endocrine disruptors became not only a label 

for scientists but an offi  cial issue with the fi rst congressional hearing on the 

topic (in 1995)—which mandated that the Environmental Protection Agency 

establish a program for specifi c screening and testing of endocrine disruptors 

(in 1996) (30 percent of the research corpus has been published during this 

period); (2) 2000–2005, which is the period of experimentation and massive 

publication on questions of identifi cation, testing, and screening of chemicals 

acting as xenohormones—publications that have resulted from this program 

and the institutionalization of the problem; (3) 2006–2009, which is the period 

of convergence and generalization of the endocrine-disruptor paradigm both 

in terms of geography (Europe becoming a major source of publications) and 

of disciplines with the convergence of ecology and toxicology.

Mapping the most-oft en-used keywords and their co-occurrence, it ap-

pears that DES:

1.  is oft en cited as such during the fi rst phase (1992–1999) (Figure 3.1), 

associated with cumulative eff ects on embryos and developmental pro-

cesses, and occupies a mediating place between clusters focusing on the 

one hand on epidemiological studies (with keywords focusing on popu-

lations) and on the other hand on experimental research on reproduc-

tion and the eff ects of chemicals;

2.  appears as a peripheral category during the institutionalization phase 

(2000–2005) (Figure 3.2) associated with the multiple studies of estro-

gens and the development of laboratory assays; and

3.  disappears from the list of most-cited keywords during the last period 

(2006–2009), although this last map (Figure 3.3) reveals the mounting 

importance of reproductive studies and ecotoxicology, which stands in 

contrast to the marginal status of the epidemiology cluster.

Th is chronology does not only confi rm the importance of the DES reference. 

It also suggests that it played a peculiar role as boundary-object or mediat-

ing package during the fi rst phase of existence of endocrine disruptors, before 

the establishment of specialized screening programs, thus echoing its status 

within the sites of public expertise. Th is temporary mediating function of DES 

seems to be confi rmed with the examination of the relationship between key-

words and journals. DES appears only during the fi rst period (Figure 3.4). It is 

associated with the articles published in the EPA journal Environmental Health 

Perspective, which was (and remains) one of the most important publications 

in the fi eld. DES is included in a package of words combining epidemiology 

and reproductive issues with prenatal exposure, estrogens, estrogen receptors, 

breast neoplasms, embryonic eff ects, drug eff ects on reproduction, and preg-
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nancy. Th is cluster is however typical of the grounding phase only, disappear-

ing from later maps of EPA keywords and thus signaling the role of the DES 

reference in the shift  in the agency’s understanding of environmental carcino-

genesis toward a more general questioning of reproductive issues encompass-

ing problems of public health and conservation.

What is the actual role of DES in the new expertise of chemicals? Th e “me-

diating” hypothesis suggests that DES has been used as reference to illustrate 

the general features of endocrine disruption based on a combination of fea-

tures directly echoing the package of the late 1970s/early 1980s. Th is can be 

illustrated with many reviews written in the 1990s. For instance, in 1993, three 

prominent participants in the Wingspread Conference, the World Wildlife 

Fund expert Th eo Colborn, the toxicologist Frederick S. vom Saal, and the 

molecular endocrinologist and cancer specialist, Ana Soto published a semi-

nal and programmatic text in Environmental Health Perspective. Th e second 

section was entitled: “Th e DES Syndrome: A Model for Exposure to Estrogenic 

Chemicals in the Environment.” It focused on questions of duration, multiple 

exposure, and low doses, stressing the specifi city of prenatal exposure and de-

layed symptoms as documented in animal models documenting the “detrimen-

tal eff ects of DES exposure during the critical period of organ diff erentiation” 

(Colborn et al. 1993). DES was then aligned with a wide range of pesticides 

and industrial pollutants, beginning with DDT and hypothetically related to 

the following human health issues: (1) increasing incidence of prostatic and 

breast cancers; (2) an increase in ectopic pregnancies; (3) an increased inci-

dence of cryptorchidism; and (4) a 50 percent decrease in sperm count. Th e 

article added that many of the eff ects of endocrine disruption linked to DES 

and estrogenic pollutants have been reported in wildlife species ranging from 

alligators to fi sh.

Th e contemporary value of the DES model is, however, not restricted to 

DES’s status as “precursor.” Like all boundary objects, it has also become a lo-

cal tool with more specifi c meanings and functions. In contrast to our general 

mapping indications, DES has, for instance, not disappeared from the research 

corpus during the period of institutionalization and development of screening 

assays. In 1997, writing in one of the in-house organs of the EPA, the toxicolo-

gist Frederick S. vom Saal thus described what he considered to be the main 

legacy of the debates on DES toxicity and carcinogenic potency: the U-shaped 

dose response curve. He pointed to the central role of this type of toxicological 

evidence in the assessment of chemicals suspected of being “endocrine disrup-

tors” (vom Saal 1997).

Th e screening program of the EPA has accordingly renewed the experimen-

tal uses of DES in two diff erent ways. Th e fi rst is the most direct one. DES is 

incorporated in many testing protocols as a positive control of xenoestrogenic 

potency. It provides a standard point for eliminating false negative results.11 
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Th e most interesting aspect, however, is the second one, namely, the general-

ization of the U-shaped curve as means of interpreting low-dose eff ects. Th e 

sociotechnical hierarchy of dose-eff ect curves mentioned above has accord-

ingly been reordered in reference to DES with the publication of modeling 

results putatively showing strong eff ects of endocrine-disrupting chemicals at 

very low- and high-range doses. Gass’s U-shaped curve for carcinogenicity has 

accordingly been supplemented with a DES-related inverted U-shape concept 

to describe eff ects associated with the (distant) consequences of prenatal ex-

posure: low doses increase the response to estrogens and xenoestrogens while 

high doses reduce the same response (Alworth et al. 2002; Weltje et al. 2005). 

In the past fi ve years, the inverted U-shape has been associated with several 

experimental models of developmental disruption, for instance the contrast 

between the linear response to endocrine disruptors when observed at the mo-

lecular level and the nonlinear (U-shape) eff ect of low doses when analyzed at 

the level of tissue organization (Vendenberg et al. 2006). Such models remain 

controversial, but they have gained mounting importance in the context of 

EPA expertise and, more specifi cally, of negotiating the screening program. 

One of the best illustrations of such use of DES and displacement is the present 

controversy about Bisphenol A (Richter et al. 2007).

Conclusion

Th e surveillance and control of the dangers associated with the widespread 

uses of chemicals became major issues in the United States aft er 1945 when 

agricultural and medical activities were increasingly based on industrial prac-

tices and on the massive use of technoscientifi c products. Centered on quan-

tifi cation, probabilistic modeling, experimental testing, and controlled use, 

the ideas of risk, its assessment, and its management thus emerged as central 

features in the handling of old dangers as well as of the specifi c social and 

political tensions engendered by this industrialization. Th e spread of risk in 

all domains of health and sanitary policy during the period between 1945 and 

1975 has been accompanied by the institution of a large regulatory apparatus 

comprising a number of state agencies somehow modeled on the experience 

of public health institutions. Historians as well as law and political science 

specialists have tried to understand the mounting importance of risk regula-

tion by focusing their analysis on the status and practices of bodies such as the 

FDA or the EPA. Th e DES controversy of the 1970s provides a lens for inves-

tigating other aspects of postwar risk regulation, which takes into account the 

relationships among the main stakeholders, the types of evidence they favor, 

and the regulatory tools they rely on. Th e controversies that led to the fi nal ban 

of agricultural DES are in eff ect a privileged entry point into a specifi c way of 
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regulating that combined the politics of consumption and a form of regulatory 

science conducted in political and judicial arenas.

Th e conjunction of the medical and agricultural DES is in this respect an 

essential dimension of the debates in the United States. It was not repeated in 

European countries where aff airs related to the medical uses of DES emerged. 

It radically changed the meanings and the issues at stake, both scientifi cally 

and politically. As mentioned above, this convergence played a critical role in 

turning low-dose carcinogenesis into a major risk with environmental (pesti-

cides and agrochemicals) and medical (hormone prescriptions) dimensions. 

Th e relations between the agricultural and the medical DES crisis thus rein-

forced the management of health with risk in general, and regulation through 

the politics of consumption in particular.

As other observers have noted, the medical crisis reinforced an emerging 

women’s health movement rooted in 1970s feminism with the institution of 

powerful DES-daughters organizations that played the card of empowerment, 

adopted a critical perspective on professional medicine, and sought “alterna-

tive” expertise conducted by and for women’s collectives. Th is approach of 

regulatory science as “situated” rather than “independent” led to singling out 

DES as another example of medical practice gone wrong for the sake of indus-

try (if not the profession), of medicine that turned risk or women’s biology into 

pathologies to be treated chemically, and of medicine leading to iatrogenic 

disorders. Agricultural DES comprises another context, which focused on the 

consumer rather than on the victim and the activist. Even though “radical” 

collectives like the Nader campaign exerted signifi cant infl uence on the crisis, 

their role has been to question agro-industrial practices in the name of quality 

and informed customers.

Th is latter developments highlight the links between this management of 

health with risk and new forms of governmentality. Debates on risk manage-

ment are very oft en framed in terms of “risk-benefi t” balancing, resource opti-

mization, and consumer choice, giving empowerment an individual meaning. 

Within this perspective, consumers need to organize in order to balance the 

power of industrial monopolies and gain infl uence in the regulatory arenas, 

but the focus of their action remains the consumer and his or her ability to 

make informed choices from the market. Fair trade is a key concept here, while 

practical investments are in tests, information campaigns, and judicial tort ac-

tions making claims for compensation. It would be misleading to consider this 

consumer regulation to be simply the outcome and refl ection of consumer or-

ganizations’ postwar developments. Th e DES controversy shows that other ac-

tors in the regulatory system, from administrative agencies to industrial fi rms, 

have adopted various aspects of this very same way of regulating, beginning 

with the emphasis on certifi ed quality, information, risk assessment protocols, 
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and cost-benefi t analysis. Th e latter proved a powerful instrument for bringing 

together heterogeneous social, economic, and professional interests under the 

umbrella of numerical reasoning. Th e consumer way of regulating is in this 

respect closely related to forms of political management that rely on the lobby-

ing capabilities and organized participation of stakeholders.

Th is peculiar way of regulating associated with risk assessment and risk 

management has strongly reinforced the role of public expertise (Table 3.1). 

Associated with open controversies, the assessment of the threats to health 

posed by agricultural and pharmaceutical chemicals has not been conducted 

in “closed” experimental settings, whether academic or depending on the ad-

ministration. As revealed by the dynamics of DES expertise, court hearings 

were even more important than directly political arenas (like congressional 

hearings) for the production of legitimate evidence regarding the nature of 

risks, their magnitude, and the measures necessary to control them. Th e fi -

nal ban of DES is accordingly less the result of social activism than the direct 

product of a judicial assessment that set both legal and scientifi c precedent.

Public expertise in general and the DES administrative trial in particular 

have legitimized a “precautionary” approach to cancer risks, which did not 

only call for attention to the eff ects of low doses, but constructed a reference 

package for further expertise. Th e DES model thus included a combination 

of ideas and modeling tools regarding: (1) the risk posed by chemicals used 

in both medicine and agriculture with a special emphasis on “iatrogenic risk” 

Table 3.1. Four Ways of Regulating Health-Th reatening Food and Drugs 

Way of 

regulating Professional Administrative Industrial Consumerist

Aims, 

values

Compliance, 

competency

Public health, 

effi  cacy, access

Productivity, 

profi t, quality

Individual 

choices, quality 

of life

Forms of 

evidence

Pharmacology,

animal models,

dosage, 

indications

Statistical, 

controlled trials

Animal testing, 

market research, 

cost-benefi t 

analysis

Observational 

epidemiology, 

risk-benefi t 

analysis

Main 

actors

Corporations, 

scientifi c 

associations

Agencies, 

governmental 

committees

Firms, business 

associations

Patient or 

consumer groups, 

the media

Regulatory 

tools

Pharmacopoeia, 

Codex 

Alimentarius, 

prescription 

guidelines

Marketing 

permits, public 

statements, 

labeling

Quality control, 

scientifi c publicity, 

package inserts

Postmarketing 

surveillance, court 

decisions
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and in that case originating in a form of medical intervention paradoxically 

targeting health-related risks; (2) the specifi city of these chemicals’ eff ects on 

reproduction with consequences appearing in the second generation only de-

cades aft er exposure in the mother’s womb, thus substantiating the notion of a 

peculiar “window of sensitivity” during early developmental phases with “life-

long” consequences; (3) the cumulative eff ects of “multiple exposures” associ-

ated with the variety of compounds released in the environment mimicking 

the eff ects of sex hormones, which may elicit cancer or aff ect human repro-

ductive life; and (4) the plausibility of low-dose carcinogenicity as exemplifi ed 

in the DES U-shaped curve obtained with cancer-prone mouse models. As 

argued in the last section of this paper, the main legacy of both this model and 

the practices of public expertise that grounded it was the rise of endocrine 

disruption as object of regulatory science in the 1990s.

Notes

 1. “Woman wins suit in DES case. Earlier suits dismissed.” New York Times, 17 July 

1979.

 2. “DES Livestock Implants Are Prohibited by FDA Because of Cancer Link.” Wall Street 

Journal, 26 April 1973.

 3. “Bill on Food Additives Gains.” New York Times, 14 August 1958; “An Act to Protect 

the Public Health by Amending the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to Prohibit 

the Use in Food of Additives Which Have Not Been Adequately Tested to Establish 

Th eir Safety.” US Statutes, 1958, 1784–89.

 4. On the amended clause, see Congressional Record, 87th Congress, II, 12713.

 5. FDA Archives, 76N002, 2 November 1977.

 6. FDA archives, 76N002, Minutes of hearings, 26 October 1977.

 7. See for instance National Women’s Health Network, DES Resource Guide, 1980.

 8. A good test of this hypothesis would be an analysis of the epidemiological and biosta-

tistics branches of the NCI between 1975 and 1995.

 9. Statement from the Work Session on Chemically-Induced Alterations in Sexual Devel-

opment: Th e Wildlife/Human Connection. Wingspread Conference Center, Racine, 

W.I. July 1991.

10. Slightly more than 3,200 references published during the period 1966–2004 were iden-

tifi ed in the Medline database using a reference including “endocrine disrupt” as the 

main term. Th is collection was screened manually for pertinence and cross-checked 

with the Web of Science database for information regarding citation patterns, leaving 

a reference set of 2,670 articles, which were analyzed with the Réseau-Lu soft ware for 

coauthorship, co-occurrence of keywords, author-keyword associations, and journal-

keyword associations. Th is work was conducted within the framework of a research 

project on the history of endocrine disruptors supported by the French Ministry of 

Ecology and Sustainable Development and coordinated by Nathalie Jas and me.

11. Endocrine Disruptors Screening and Testing Advisory Committee, Final report, EPA, 

August 1998.
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/ CHAPTER 4

Managing Scientifi c and 

Political Uncertainty

Environmental Risk Assessment in a Historical Perspective

Soraya Boudia

On the evening of Monday, 28 February 1983, a sumptuous and meticulously 

organized dinner took place in Washington, D.C., on the initiative of the Na-

tional Research Council (NRC). Th e list of 129 handpicked guests was drawn 

up with the collaboration of Edwin Behrens of the American Industrial Health 

Council. Th is list included twenty-seven key fi gures from the U.S. Congress, 

including several senators, and twenty-four industrial personalities, including 

Richard Leet, chairman of Amoco Chemicals Corporation; Barclay Morlay, 

chairman and executive director of Stauff er Chemical Company; and Hunter 

Henry, chairman of Dow Chemical Company.1 With this event, the NRC in-

augurated a new event-driven policy for the promotion of expert reports that 

are useful for science-related public policies. Th e report at the origin of this 

initial dinner was entitled “Committee on Institutional Means for Assessment 

of Risks to Public Health,” better known as the “Red Book” of risk assessment. 

It was one of the NRC’s most infl uential reports in the United States and at 

the international scale. It provided a general framework in the management 

and regulation of health and environmental hazards, including those of car-

cinogenic, mutagenic, and reprotoxic substances. Th e Red Book marked an 

important stage in the extension of environmental risk assessment. 

Th is chapter examines the origins of this Red Book and thereby establishes 

a genealogy of risk as a category of analysis and management of environmental 

pollutants and related health issues. For the last thirty years, risk has been per-

vasive in the management of scientifi c, technological, and medical innovation 

(Beck 1992; Giddens 1990 Lupton 1999; O’Malley 2004; Rothstein, Huber, and 

Gaskell 2006; Power 2007). As several researchers in governmentality studies 

have stressed, the eff ectiveness of the notion stems from the fact that it relates 

not to any particular category of events but to the way in which they are con-

sidered and to how one attempts to objectify, assess, and process them (Ewald 

1986; 1991).
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From the end of the 1960s on, there were increasing numbers of attempts 

to use risk tools to examine and process—on a transversal basis—a set of en-

vironmental issues, especially those dealing with hazards. In this article, I will 

attempt to identify and map the places, actors, issues, institutional framings, 

and dynamics that led to the identifi cation, in terms of risk, of a heterogeneous 

set of problems, and to the management of a large number of health-environ-

mental activities by risk assessment. Th e rapid development and proliferation 

of risk techniques is not simply a process of generalization; it goes hand in 

hand with the creation of new concepts, tools, and devices that are broadening 

the signifi cance of risk and changing the political rationality in play. By explor-

ing several avenues and following the debates in those areas, I will attempt to 

account for the eff ervescence found in various institutional spaces through the 

1970s and which, in the early 1980s, led to the publication of the “Red Book” 

for environmental risk assessment.

Elaborating and formalizing an environmental risk assessment was a major 

concern in several industries that produced, used, and managed substances 

and activities known to entail health and environmental hazards. Th e problem 

of toxic substances in the environment and their health eff ects had been grow-

ing in importance since the 1950s. Several specialists were becoming alarmed 

by the increasing number of cancer cases being attributed to environmental 

factors (WHO 1964), which reinforced the idea that humans had contributed 

to making their environment toxic for their own health (Hays 1989; Schef-

fer 1991). Aft er the wave of controversies on radioactive fallout eff ects in the 

1950s (Wittner 1993; 1997; Boyer 1994; Boudia 2007) and the publication of 

Rachel Carson’s book, Silent Spring (1962) on the eff ects of chemical pollutants, 

the number of health-environmental issues on the political agenda multiplied. 

DDT, water pollution, and low-dose radiation were some of the health and en-

vironmental hazards that became major public policy issues. During the 1970s, 

with the rapid increase in health and environmental concerns, carcinogens be-

came the subject of a twin intention: to defi ne a methodology with which to 

characterize these substances, and to construct a homogeneous framework for 

their management and regulation (Brickman et al. 1985; Proctor 1995; Cranor 

1997; Epstein 1998). Two international initiatives were determining factors in 

achieving this. Th e fi rst was the creation in 1967 of the carcinogen unit within 

the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), affi  liated with the 

World Health Organization, and the purpose of which was to produce scien-

tifi c monographs on carcinogen risk assessment. Responsibility for this unit 

was given to Laurenzo Tomatis, who had worked at the University of Chicago 

under Philipp Shubik, one of the leading international experts on carcinogen 

substances. Th e second initiative took place aft er the Stockholm conference in 

1972, with the creation of the International Programme on Chemical Safety, 

which was tasked with establishing the criteria for defi ning and testing toxic 
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substances. Th is program was fi nanced by the United Nations Environment 

Programme (UNEP) and supervised by the WHO, in partnership with several 

institutions such as the International Labour Organization (ILO) and the Or-

ganisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).

At the start of the 1970s, two regulatory strategies were set up to manage 

the dangers of these substances through their prohibition and the setting of 

exposure levels. Regulation through prohibition was promoted by several en-

vironmental activists. In the United States, it was only considered for food 

additives with the Delaney Clause in 1958. In other sectors the regulation of 

carcinogenic and mutagenic substances was largely dominated by the setting 

of exposure limits below which pathogenic eff ects were not supposed to be 

produced. Yet during the 1970s, several scientifi c studies converged to show 

that various chemical substances had a certain eff ect on cancers at low levels, 

well below what had been suggested by the more conservative estimates. Th e 

idea that numerous substances had mutagenic and carcinogenic eff ects with 

no thresholds was gaining ground in scientifi c circles. Th e issue of low-dose 

pollutants and their eff ects led to a major change in philosophy regarding pro-

tection against the toxicant hazards in the expert community and regulatory 

institutions (Boudia 2009). Th e idea that there was no safe level of exposure 

was born. Th is meant that whatever the dose, there was always a potential 

risk, and a probability of the occurrence of health injuries. Despite this, many 

scientists felt that the notion of banishing such substances from the market 

remained unthinkable and unrealistic.

Th is bias was strongly defended—either directly or through the intermedi-

ary of paid experts—by a powerful chemical industry that had never lacked 

energy or fi nancial resources when it came to promoting its image and defend-

ing its interests. Many scientists put forward two ideas: on the one hand the 

extent of uncertainty relating to the problem of low-dose exposure and the 

importance of cumulating more data using properly defi ned scientifi c meth-

odologies, and on the other hand the diffi  culties in basing all regulatory deci-

sions on scientifi c data alone. From their point of view, protection against toxic 

substances could not mean aiming for zero risk and banning a substance or 

an activity; it meant making a decision that took diff erent parameters into ac-

count. Gilbert Omenn, Professor of Medicine at the University of Washington 

and Associate Director at the Offi  ce of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) 

summarized the two regulatory options for toxicants as follows: “Th ere was 

quite a struggle between those who insisted on ‘zero risk’ and those who pro-

posed methods of risk assessment to identify what Lowrance (1976) called 

‘acceptable risk’ and most of the rest of us preferred to call ‘negligible risk’, 

realizing that this conclusion was in the eye of the beholder” (Omen 2003: 2). 

Several experts felt that it was a matter of urgency to defi ne some rules while 

taking into account the fact that “sound decisions require technical, economic 
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and sociological considerations of a complex nature” (Omen 2003: 2). Defi n-

ing a clear and accountable methodology in risk assessment and decision be-

came a matter of concern for several scientifi c and regulatory institutions.

How Safe Is Safe Enough? Th e Rise of Risk Assessment 
in the 1960s and 1970s

To tackle the big issue of risk evaluation and decision making under uncer-

tainty, collective refl ection was organized discreetly, within the confi nes of the 

National Academy of Sciences (NAS), the National Research Council (NRC), 

and the National Academy of Engineering (NAE). Th e NAE’s Committee on 

Public Engineering Policy (COPEP) established a work group called the Ben-

efi t-Risk Decision Making Subcommittee (COPEP 1972). Th e members of 

this committee were from a wide range of disciplines: engineering, psychiatry, 

economics, medicine, law, political science, and decision theory. Th eir work 

was to lead to the development of methods for comparing risks and benefi ts 

in decision-making processes with regard to public acceptance of potentially 

dangerous products and technologies. To that end, they defi ned priority do-

mains such as health, air transport, and nuclear energy, in which research 

would serve to develop and improve methods of analysis.

A key actor in the COPEP’s work was Chauncey Starr, now seen as a founder 

of risk as an approach to health and environmental problems. Starr was a nu-

clear engineer and dean of the School of Engineering and Applied Science at 

the University of California Los Angeles (UCLA). In the late 1960s, he was also 

working for the Electric Power Research Institute of Palo Alto in California, 

of which he was a founder. His article entitled “Social Benefi t versus Techno-

logical Risk,” published in Science in 1969 (Starr 1969), aroused considerable 

interest in several scientifi c domains and provided a general framework, which 

would channel debates on the issue. Starr argued that his approach was an 

empirical one and justifi ed it by the absence of any economic or sociological 

theory that might off er systematic assessment of risks and benefi ts. Two ele-

ments structured his approach. Th e fi rst was the systematic comparison of the 

diff erent types of risk, based on one central element: morbidity. Th e second 

element was an estimation of the risk acceptability or refusal, based on an 

examination of previous cases. On this basis he confi rmed that the public was 

far more prepared to accept voluntary risks than risks it had not chosen. Starr 

recognized the limits of his approach, mainly “the uncertainty inherent in the 

quantitative approach,” but in spite of that he was certain that its application 

“to other areas of public responsibility is self-evident” and that it provided a 

method with which to answer the question “how safe is safe enough?” (Starr 

1969: 1237). While Starr’s conceptual framework attracted many authors who 
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readily embarked on this type of research, others remained skeptical about the 

possibility of comparing risks of such varying natures. Some of them wanted 

to demonstrate how Starr’s ideas included many political and social values 

(Otway and Cohen 1975).

A second committee of the NAS-NRC, the Committee on Science and Pub-

lic Policy (COSPUP), was deeply involved in risk issues. Th e COSPUP was one 

of the most powerful committees of the NRC-NAS. Several of its reports had 

a strong infl uence on federal science and technology policy (Cochrane 1978) 

and it played an active role in the creation of the Offi  ce of Technology Assess-

ment in 1972, for example (Bimber 1996). Its chairman, Harvey Brooks, be-

lieved that one of the most interesting avenues for quantifying risk, costs, and 

benefi ts was that suggested by the group run by British economist Chris Free-

man.2 Freeman had founded and was in charge of the Science Policy Research 

Unit at the University of Sussex, and was developing a program backed by the 

Social Science Research Council in order to “try to identify and quantify both 

benefi ts and hazards of diff erent classes of industrial activities” (Sinclair 1969: 

120). Th e kingpin of this program was Craig Sinclair, whose previous work 

related to safety issues for nuclear reactors. Th e question behind the group’s 

work was “how much should we be prepared to pay for safety measures?” (Sin-

clair 1972; Sinclair et al. 1972). It therefore off ered an approach based on the 

assessment of the cost eff ectiveness of reducing risks compared to the various 

costs engendered by those risks. Sinclair thus assessed the cost of risk preven-

tion in various sectors of British industry, particularly in the steel and pharma-

ceutical industries. In order to establish these comparisons, he used diff erent 

values generally borrowed from the insurance sector: loss in productivity, cost 

of sick leave, cost of treatments, etc. His idea was to try to attribute an absolute 

value to life in order to carry out a cost eff ectiveness analysis. Brooks felt the 

idea to be “fairly primitive, but quite do-able.” Th e main results were used in a 

book that marked an important moment in thinking about risk issues, that of 

William Lowrance, who had taken part in the COSPUP works. His central is-

sue was that which was preoccupying the majority of decision makers: what is 

an acceptable risk? Lowrance put forward the notion that an acceptable risk is 

an accepted risk, which in turn led to his defi nition of “safety”: “A thing is safe 

if its risks are judged to be acceptable” (Lowrance 1976: 8).

In parallel to the work being done by the NAS and the NRC, these issues 

were also receiving attention at international level. Th is was particularly true 

within the new United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), which was 

created aft er the Stockholm summit in 1972. Refl ection within UNEP was run 

by the Scientifi c Committee on Problems of the Environment (SCOPE). As 

early as 1973, in partnership with the Electric Power Research Institute founded 

by Starr and funded by industrial electricity companies, SCOPE carried out a 

study on environmental risk assessment. Th e study was run by Robert Kates, 
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a geographer from Clark University who was a specialist in natural disasters 

and a participant in NAS-NRC refl ections on risk. Th e group’s work gave rise 

to a series of workshops on an international scale and led to the proposition 

for a methodology for risk assessment in several steps (Kates 1978; Whyte and 

Burton 1980). Another institution promoted several studies on risk: the In-

ternational Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA), founded in 1972 

with a view to developing partnerships between scientists from the West and 

scientists from the East. Based in Vienna and run by economist and statistician 

Howard Raiff a, IIASA was a driving force behind energy and ecology issues. 

Within this framework, several risk-related aspects were examined and regu-

lar reports were written.3

In these works from the fi rst half of the 1970s, it would appear that in the 

deployment of risk technologies, cost eff ectiveness, and risk-benefi t analyses 

were given a central position. Th is process is refl ected in a “monetization” of 

various activities in diff erent sectors. From an historical point of view (Por-

ter 1986; Espeland and Mitchell 1998) the long-term processes which tend 

to monetize various activities and aspects of social life continued into new 

fi elds such as the environment and health (Benamouzig 2005). Many experts 

maintain that the economic approach—translating health and environmental 

damage into fi nancial damages, especially the costs generated by risks or by 

improvements to protection—is the only operational methodology (Otway 

1975; Linnerooth 1975). One place in which this type of work fl ourished was 

the OECD. Its subcommittee of economists worked on preparing guidelines 

to provide a conceptual framework and a set of operative defi nitions for the 

development and use of fi nancial estimates (OECD 1972; Mäler and Wyzga 

1976).

But this type of approach was still not satisfactory. Numerous experts, in-

cluding certain economists, were quick to point out the limits of a purely in-

surance-based approach to health and environmental risks. Indeed, these risks 

posed a range of new problems for the experts tasked with defi ning an overall 

methodology. One of their characteristics was the expansion of the spatial and 

temporal scales on which these problems occurred. Pollution is not just lo-

cal, but can aff ect the entire planet; it does not aff ect just health, but also the 

entire ecosystem; its consequences are not just immediate, but can have an 

impact over several generations. One of the cruxes of criticism of a monetary 

approach is that some damage is irreversible. Th is irreversibility could be in-

cluded in the economic calculations but those calculations would correspond 

to the preferences of the present generation, whereas it is future generations 

who will suff er from the irreversibility. Because of the multiplicity and latency 

of the eff ects, to this must be added an extension in time of the causality, which 

requires one to imagine retroactive responsibility. Th ese dangers, which aff ect 

life’s capacity to reproduce and to exist are henceforth deployed from the infi -
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nitely small scale, with exposure to low doses of pollution that are responsible 

for tens of thousands of cancer victims, to the infi nitely large scale, with major 

technological risks such as the Seveso accident. Th ese risks, the full conse-

quences of which are unknown, and which are capable of endless proliferation, 

are a priori diffi  cult to defi ne and even harder to quantify. Th eir amplitude, 

irrevocable consequences, latency, and potential deployment over several gen-

erations make it diffi  cult to evaluate their impact and almost impossible to 

assess their insurance value as no institution has the fi nancial capacity to fully 

cover them over time and space.

In these debates there is another recurrent issue, that of risk acceptability 

(Douglas 1985). In the fi nal analysis, the idea is that the problem is not so 

much whether there is a potential danger as whether it is accepted by a given 

population. Th is supports the idea that for institutions, risk is created by the 

dispute that a given activity might provoke. With the question of no-threshold 

eff ects, a major shift  takes place: risk is no longer a random event that escapes 

human control, but is inherent to a given activity when functioning normally. 

Th e problem cannot therefore be approached in a binary manner, because the 

activity is no longer considered to be “dangerous” or “not dangerous,” “safe” 

or “unsafe.” For the community it becomes a question of “balance” between 

diff erent parameters, and of “judgment.” In such a confi guration, the central 

issue is ultimately the decision of whether or not to maintain an activity that 

may give rise to a given level of risk. Yet by its very political nature, such a 

situation will cause disagreement. Such risks divide opinions about what is 

in the community’s best interests, which means that the issue is no longer a 

matter of determining a threshold below which there is no danger, but rather 

of determining one that minimizes the level of public dispute. Risk technol-

ogy should help to defi ne and implement decision-making methods that allow 

decisions to be (or to seem to be) collective. In this way responsibility can be 

of a collective nature and no longer be borne solely by those involved in the 

activity or by policy makers. Th is would help to defuse the criticism to which 

they are subjected. While the avenue of research into collective decision-

making procedures has been marked out, it would appear to be diffi  cult to 

come up with an overall solution.

Despite this intense activity in expert committees and regulatory agencies 

around risk evaluation and cost-benefi t calculations, the results in terms of 

risk management were somewhat limited. Th e National Science Foundation 

(NSF) consequently launched a program devoted to the defi nition of a risk-

evaluation methodology. Its fi nancial and institutional support enhanced the 

professionalization of a body of experts specialized in risk analysis and laid 

the foundations for contemporary practices in this domain. In 1979 the House 

Committee on Science and Technology asked the NSF to come up with a sys-

tematic research strategy to improve risk methodologies, taking into account 
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a broad range of domains, such as energy, materials, environmental qual-

ity, foods, and drugs. Th e NSF’s arrival on the scene led to an increase in the 

amount of research on the issue and helped to structure a professional com-

munity dedicated to risk analysis and management (Golding 1992).

Starting in August 1979, aft er consulting the Academy of Sciences, the NSF 

set up a program entrusted to its Policy Research Analysis (PRA) division. 

A new group called Technology Assessment and Risk Analysis (TARA) was 

created under Joshua Menkes, who had headed the NSF’s technology assess-

ment activities until then. Vincent Covello, who had joined Menkes’s group 

in 1978, was appointed as program manager, responsible for various activi-

ties. TARA was assigned the mission of promoting research, outside the NSF, 

on risk analysis and its application to regulatory policy making. As its name 

suggests, the group was expected to highlight the complementarity between 

technology assessment and risk analysis. Its job was to develop research and to 

perform analyses that could be used to help decision makers in foreseeing and 

planning the risks and impacts associated with new technologies.

Th e various initiatives driven and funded by TARA helped to widen the 

circle of scientists and professionals concerned with environmental risk as-

sessment. At the end of the 1970s, they were in suffi  cient number to be able 

to envisage the foundation of a journal dedicated to risk analysis. Th is proj-

ect was managed by Robert B. Cumming, from the Biology Division of Oak 

Ridge Laboratory and member of the Environmental Mutagen Society (Frickel 

2004). Cumming went on a tour of Europe to discuss the issue with a few of 

his colleagues. During his stay in Stockholm, he had in-depth discussions with 

the biochemist and geneticist Lars Ehrenberg. Th ey agreed to promote the cre-

ation of a journal and to develop international collaboration. To achieve this, 

with the help of Robert Tardiff  from the Board on Toxicology and Environ-

mental Health Hazards at the NRC, Cumming brought together in October 

1979 a committee made up of Vincent Covello, Gary Flamm, Allen Newell, 

Tim O’Riordan, and Joseph Rodricks. Th ey decided to create a scientifi c soci-

ety, the Society for Risk Analysis, and a related journal, Risk Analysis, the fi rst 

issue of which appeared in March 1981. As its success has shown, this initiative 

met a need. As early as 1981 it had 300 members, climbing to 1,500 six years 

later (Golding 1992; Th ompson, Deisler, and Schwing 2005).

Despite the diffi  culties encountered by the various experts working on the 

issue, TARA did not abandon the idea of helping to develop a general de-

cision-making methodology for risk situations and controversies. It once 

again contacted the NAS in order to carry out a new study, which would this 

time be entrusted to the NAS-NRC’s Assembly of Behavioral and Social Sci-

ences (ABSS). Th e Committee on Risk and Decision-Making (CORADM) 

was created with, as chairman, Howard Raiff a, who was a specialist in deci-

sion-making theory, a professor at Harvard, and a former chairman of IIASA, 
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and, as secretary, William Ruckelshaus, the former Environmental Protection 

Agency’s fi rst administrator, currently Senior Vice-President of Legal Aff airs 

of Weyerhaeuser. Th is committee illustrated the shift s that had taken place 

within the fi eld, one of which was to cease focusing on the determination of 

benefi ts. Th e president of the Academy commented to David Goslin, executive 

director of the ABSS, that “what seems remarkable is the absence of the word 

‘benefi t’ in your brief write-up. Granting the validity of all that is said, risks are 

assumed only to secure stated ends. And it is the fact that the risks and benefi ts 

are incommensurable and assigned to diff erent population groups that makes 

government so diffi  cult at this time.”4 In this committee, there were several 

people who believed in the theory of rational choice and whose works had been 

carried out in part at RAND—people such as Raiff a, the sociologist James Cole-

man, and the psychologist Amos Tversky. At a later date, Raiff a was to clearly 

consider this work to be a failure: “I found my task daunting and in the end 

completely frustrating, although along the way the experience was absolutely 

fascinating. Besides my disappointment with the discontinuance of the Ph.D. 

program in the decision sciences at Harvard, my CORADM experience was my 

only other major disappointment in my professional life” (Raiff a 2002).

Aft er a decade of collective refl ection and abundant production, the elabo-

ration of a cross-cutting methodology for risk analysis was still no more than 

a project. In several sectors, however, including health environmental hazards, 

concepts and approaches developed within the diff erent expert committees 

started to be adopted at the end of the 1970s.

Working Toward the Red Book 
of Environmental Risk Assessment

Th e issue of risk assessment of toxic substances was highly political and quite 

controversial in the public arena in the 1970s (Patterson 1987; Jasanoff  1990; 

Proctor 1995). One of the major actors involved in the debates was the chemi-

cal industry, in particular through the American Industrial Health Council, 

an advocacy group created by several major chemical companies in 1977. Th is 

group brought together 130 chemical corporations, headed by Shell, Proctor 

and Gamble, and Monsanto, which combined produced a wide range of basic 

chemical and metallic substances, drugs, and consumer goods. Offi  cially, this 

council was formed with the aim of studying occupational exposure and draw-

ing up a list of proposals for the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

(OSHA) in charge of occupational health policy in the United States, and for 

improving federal policy on the identifi cation and regulation of carcinogens.5 

Th e AIHC argued that it was necessary to fi nd the means for clearly separat-

ing scientifi c aspects—identifi cation and quantifi cation of risk—from political 
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aspects, whose regulation took into account social and economic judgments. 

It had the support of the chairman of the Offi  ce of Science and Technology 

Policy (OSTP)6 and engaged in actively lobbying members of the U.S. House 

of Representatives and the Senate to promote their project.7 Th e council sug-

gested to the senator from Missouri, Th omas Eagleton—who presided over 

the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, and the related Agen-

cies, that Congress devote $500,000 to a study by the Academy of Sciences on 

alternative means to elaborate scientifi c judgments on the quantitative aspects 

of human risk, especially in the case of chronic diseases.8

Th e AIHC also had many discussions with the NAS-NRC. Two fi gures 

played an important part in the interaction between the two institutions: Paul 

Sitton, chairperson of the Assembly of Life Sciences, and Edwin Behrens of 

Proctor and Gamble. On 29 November 1979 they organized a meeting be-

tween Philip Handler, chairperson of the Academy of Sciences, Miner Joe 

Sloan, in charge of “regulatory aff airs, health, safety and environment” at Shell, 

and William J. McCarville, director of environmental aff airs at Monsanto. Th e 

main objective of the meeting was to discuss AIHC proposals for the use of 

science in regulatory policy making.9 Th is fi rst meeting was followed by regu-

lar contact. On 13 March 1980 a new meeting was devoted to in-depth discus-

sions on the basis of a document produced by the AIHC. Handler proposed 

several amendments to a new version of the document. Th e AIHC set up two 

task forces. Th e fi rst, headed by Paul F. Deisler, had the mission of clarifying 

the concept of a “science panel,” while the second, headed by Monte Th rodahl 

from Monsanto, was to refl ect on its implementation.10

On 24 November 1980, the U.S. Senate approved the allocation of $500,000 

for the risk assessment study, to examine “alternative programs and institu-

tional means to insure that federal regulatory policies with respect to carcino-

gens and other public health hazards of particular national signifi cance are 

developed on the basis of reliable scientifi c assessments.”11 Th e required ob-

jectives of the study were to assess the merits of an institutional separation of 

scientifi c, political, and social functions, of considering the feasibility of uni-

fying the diff erent aspects of risk analysis, and of looking at the possibilities 

of developing a coherent methodology for risk analysis to be taken up by all 

regulatory agencies. Given the origin of the funding (agriculture), it was the 

FDA that contacted the NAS-NRC to make the order.

Before the FDA had initiated anything at all, internal tensions appeared 

within the NAS and the NRC with regard to the localization of the study. At 

the time, the expert committee chaired by Raiff a was still working on the pro-

duction of a report on risk and decision processes for the NSF. As soon as 

the Senate granted $500,000 to the new study, David Goslin, chairman of the 

ABSS, with which Raiff a’s group was affi  liated, proposed that this commit-

tee be entrusted with drawing up the new report. He deemed it necessary to 
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complete the expert committee with specialists in biomedical science and to 

undertake the study in collaboration with the Assembly of Life Sciences. Sit-

ton, one of the people to whom the letter was addressed, reacted immediately, 

pointing out his role and therefore that of the Assembly of Life Sciences in the 

adoption of the idea and the fi nancing of such a study. He wrote to the director 

of the Academy: “You will recall that a number of meetings and other contacts 

between the American Industrial Health Council and our staff  (including a 

meeting which you attended) was the basic driving force behind the legislative 

action on this study. Al Lazen, on behalf of ALS, worked closely with me on the 

formulation of the language and in carrying out other parts of the staff  work” 

(Mirer 2003: 1136).

Sitton affi  rmed that the study ought to be focused on health issues, justifying 

his point of view to the chairman of the Academy who agreed that “a precise 

subject limited to risk assessment of health hazards probably is manageable 

from the viewpoint of looking at institutional considerations. If it is broader 

we may not be able to accomplish much.”12 He furthermore noted that such a 

choice would make it possible to carry out the study relatively quickly. Handler 

also wanted a study that could be undertaken without delay. He granted great 

importance to the results of this work, pointing out that the aim was to deter-

mine how the United States could regulate the problem of chemical substances 

in the environment—a vast issue concerning several agencies. He also affi  rmed 

that the proposals that emerged should serve as a model for other countries.

As the perimeter of the study was limited, in early May 1981 discussions 

were engaged on the composition of the expert committee to which the study 

would be entrusted. In the end, the committee, called the Committee on Insti-

tutional Means for Assessment of Risks to Public Health, consisted of experts 

from various disciplines. It was chaired by an epidemiologist specializing in 

cardiovascular risk factors, Reuel A. Stallones, dean of the School of Public 

Health, University of Texas, and member of the Board on Toxicology and En-

vironmental Health Hazards at the NAS-NRC. Its fourteen members looked 

at the state of the art of risk analysis for chemical and physical substances in 

order to feed refl ection on the advantages and disadvantages of a uniform ap-

proach to risk analysis.

First, the members of the Committee on Institutional Means for Assess-

ment of Risks ruled on the proposal from the AIHC’s science panel. Th e mem-

bers of the committee told Frank Press, the president of the NAS, that: “We 

believe strongly that it would be inappropriate to remove such an essential and 

growing analytical function from the responsible agencies or to duplicate the 

agency activities. Th erefore, we recommend that this Board make its contri-

butions through open discussion of contending scientifi c positions, through 

guidelines, and through advancement of the fi eld.”13 Another argument that 

had been put forward related to the illusion of using science to end the contro-
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versies. Th e committee highlighted the fact that the regulations for the twenty 

carcinogenic substances suggested by OSHA were based on the scientifi c works 

of the WHO’s IARC, which was similar to the science panel. Yet this had in no 

way reduced the controversies or the attacks on OSHA policy.

Second, the Committee on Institutional Means for Assessment of Risks 

mainly worked on the formalization of risk analysis. Its kingpin was Gil-

bert Omenn, who had worked on the question when he was with the OSTP 

(Omenn and Ball 1979). Th e committee used what had been learned from nu-

merous other studies in the fi eld of carcinogens by attempting to generalize a 

staggered approach to risk management. It suggested, within the framework 

of public health issues, that a risk analysis be carried out in four stages: (1) 

hazard identifi cation, (2) dose response assessment, (3) exposure assessment, 

and (4) risk characterization. Th is report, even with amendments, marked a 

clear distinction between “facts” and “values,” between “science” and “politics.” 

It proposed a two-step approach: fi rst the implementation of an initial process 

of objective scientifi c analysis of risks, and then a second process in which 

economic, ethical, and other considerations would be taken into account for 

policy-making purposes.

Th e heads of the National Academy of Sciences and the National Research 

Council were particularly attentive to the process of publicizing the report. In 

addition to the traditional press communiqué, they devised several initiatives, 

including the dinner symposium organized by Sitton and Lazen on 28 Febru-

ary 1983.

Th e report was very well received. Even the AIHC, whose suggestion had 

not been accepted, stated that it “is comprehensive and off ers constructive sug-

gestions for improving the risk assessment processes of government regulatory 

agencies. In many respects it agrees with the position expressed by AIHC that 

we have supported, but diff ers on the role of a central board of scientists. Th e 

NAS approach appears more practical and off ers a better fi t with current pro-

cedures of the regulatory agencies.”14 During the following years, even though 

the debates continued, the report became the real “Red Book” for the risk as-

sessment of health and environmental hazards. It led to the development of 

several guidelines for the diff erent agencies in charge of assessing and regulat-

ing health and environmental problems on an international scale. Th e propos-

als set out in the report were not fundamentally new. Th ey were the fruit of the 

convergence and synthesis of a set of ideas. Th e Red Book was thus one step 

in the synthesis and closure of a certain number of debates that took place in 

an attempt to reach a consensus. Its success was also due to the important in-

stitutional and political work developed aft er its publication by the Society of 

Risk Analysis (SRA), NAS, EPA, OSTP, and UNEP. It made it possible to adapt 

and transfer its recommendations to other fi elds. Th is was possible because the 

Red Book provided decision makers with at least two sets of advantages.



Managing Scientifi c and Political Uncertainty 107

First, this work of assessment helped to make risk analysis both more so-

phisticated and more understandable and operational. It provided precise 

elements with which to construct procedure, while at the same time setting 

out a framework, a way of working that was suffi  ciently general to allow it to 

be adapted to diff erent situations. One of the central ideas that it helped to 

promote was that the analytical and decision-making methodology must go 

through diff erent stages. In this sense the Red Book borrowed from the intel-

lectual logics of decision sciences and systems that promoted the importance 

of a formal analysis that used scientifi c knowledge and statistics, in particular. 

Th ere are at least two advantages to such a bias. First of all, it reinforces the 

“impersonal” and “abstract” nature of the forthcoming decision. Th e method-

ology proposed by the Red Book also targets the implementation of a process, 

the temporality of which is lengthy and concerted. With problems relating to 

technoscientifi c dangers, time is an important element. Giving oneself time 

allows one to examine the diff erent aspects of the problem. Yet this is prob-

ably not its prime objective. One of the criticisms of the Red Book was ex-

pressed later by one of the members of the committee who had helped write it, 

Franklin E. Mirer, director of the Health and Safety Department of the United 

Automobile, Aerospace & Agricultural Implement Workers of America Inter-

national Union (UAW). He saw the Red Book as an instrument of paralysis, a 

stalling mechanism that separates the time at which a regulation is developed 

from that of its implementation: “Th e primary purpose of the study was to 

judge early proposals for adding ‘procedural botox’ to paralysis-by-analysis 

then slowing public health intervention against chemicals.” He also pointed 

out that “since 1983, evidence for carcinogenicity of many exposures in the oc-

cupational environment has greatly proliferated, but public health protection 

has stagnated” (Mirer 2003: 1136). And indeed, since then and despite decades 

of programs and thousands of meetings and scientifi c and political actions, the 

issue of toxic substances has still not been resolved. Th eir growing numbers 

and their large-scale circulation, in oft en poorly controlled proportions, have 

merely increased the range of their eff ects. Th e problems caused by their tox-

icity are not the only ones not to have been solved by the Red Book. Political 

issues also remained very open, as their regular return to the public arena and 

the large amount of scientifi c work and public policy relating to them show.

Conclusion: Risk and Government Paradigms

Th e “Red Book” general framework is still the dominant paradigm, even if it 

has been facing several critics and questions concerning its limits in the as-

sessment and regulation of health and environmental hazards (NRC 1994). Its 

success story means in fact the expansion of risk technology and its establish-
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ment as a central category in the conception, formulation, and management 

of a set of issues. Indeed, risk would appear to be a polysemic concept and 

tool, capable of comprising diff erent expectations and challenges. If we were to 

retain just one of its functions, I would highlight the fact that it comes across 

as a central strategy for managing technical and scientifi c (of course) but also 

social and political uncertainty. Th e question of uncertainty appeared in the 

specifi cations set down by the committee of experts behind the Red Book. It 

was expressed as follows: “Th e Committee will perform an in-depth study of 

the nature and the extent of the uncertainties that result from defi ciencies in 

scientifi c knowledge concerning health risk assessment [and] describe how 

and the extent to which these uncertainties are accommodated by current 

practices in regulatory agencies.”15

Uncertainty covers several aspects. Behind this term we fi nd a number of 

questions which from a scientifi c standpoint are formidable: the multifacto-

rial nature of pathologies—cancers in particular, their latency period, their 

causality, the status and nature of proof in these pathologies, individual vari-

ability, and the type of link between clinical research and laboratory research. 

Th ese diff erent aspects are clearly set out, discussed, and analyzed within the 

framework of formalizing risk assessment. On the other hand, what is far less 

clearly expressed but nevertheless very present is the question of political 

uncertainties. First and foremost, these concern the behaviors of the various 

players within the “public” category, including environmental and activist as-

sociations. Th ey also concern—and this is related—institutional and political 

players, the results of whose actions during periods of crisis can never be fully 

controlled. Ultimately, the challenge is to gain robustness. Th is does not mean 

the end of uncertainty, but rather an increase in the capacities of administra-

tive and political institutions to better resist public disputes and critics.

Th e successes of risk and of a conception like a “risk society” contribute to 

the idea of a world where antagonisms must be set aside in order for people 

to think together about common solutions. Th ey convey the notion of a world 

that is pacifi ed and reconciled through the absorption of confl ict and the erad-

ication of insurmountable antagonisms. Yet while risk has contributed to the 

construction of the scientifi c and political robustness of various technoscien-

tifi c options, it has not succeeded in fully containing criticism. In certain cases 

it has even become a lever for dispute. Th is means that governing through risk 

has proved to be insuffi  cient. It was therefore adapted and changed throughout 

the 1990s and 2000s. One of the main changes was a broadening of the deci-

sion-making base, with the inclusion of diff erent groups of actors and stake-

holders, including industrial companies and NGOs. As early as the 1970s there 

was a call for public participation in the decision-making process, with institu-

tional refl ection taking place within both the Offi  ce of Technology Assessment 

in the United States and the OECD at the international level. Since then, the 
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idea of including stakeholders at various stages of the decision-making process 

has been developed and theorized within the framework of participative gov-

ernance. Th e result is a superposition of governmental technologies that policy 

makers can mobilize and adapt to diff erent situations. However, the health-en-

vironmental issues related to toxic substances are far from being resolved.
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Work, Bodies, Militancy

Th e “Class Ecology” Debate in 1970s Italy

Stefania Barca

During the two and a half centuries since the industrial revolution, health 

risks in the factory have not been eliminated, or even radically reduced, com-

pared to the nineteenth century: they have simply changed.1 Older pathologies 

have been replaced by newer ones mostly derived from the large-scale spread 

of organic chemistry, especially in the petrochemical sector, and the marketing 

of an impressive quantity of products with high content of CMR substances. 

Workers’ bodies have thus become sites of social struggles that have, on oc-

casion, led to legislative reform in the broader fi eld of environmental policy 

(Elling 1986; Rosner and Markowitz 1986; Berlinguer 1991; Sellers 1997; Car-

nevale and Baldasseroni 1999; Johnston and McIvor 2000; Bartrip 2001; Mar-

kowitz and Rosner 2002).

Diseases induced by the petrochemical industry, however, were less easily 

recognizable as occupational diseases because the number of synthetic sub-

stances produced in chemical laboratories increased at very high rate every 

year, and it was hence virtually impossible for medical science to keep track 

of them and ascertain their dangerousness preventively. Th us workers oft en 

found themselves playing the role of human guinea pigs until the environmen-

tal toxicity of some widely used material or substance was clearly identifi ed.2

Although much ecological criticism of contemporary society is founded on 

the exposing of the environmental damage caused by modern industry (Mas-

sard-Guilbaud and Scott 2002; Allen 2004; Platt 2005; Santiago 2006), envi-

ronmental history has not yet dealt with this subject systematically. It seems 

that environmental historians so far have had trouble seeing the factory as 

something lying within their sphere of interest (McEvoy 1995; Meisner Rosen 

and Sellers 1999). Th e story told in this chapter, however, shows how the work-

place and workers’ bodies lay at the core of the new environmental conscious-

ness of the 1970s.
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Italy’s Labor Environmentalism (1961–1978)

In Italy, scientifi c expertise and political regulation on CMR substances have 

been forged out of the experience of what I call “labor environmentalism,” i.e., 

the coalition between workers’ organizations and “militant” scientists in the 

struggle for the recognition and regulation of industrial hazards, eventually 

producing important social reforms such as the Labour Statute (1970) and the 

Public Health System (1978) (Barca 2006; Barca 2012). Focusing on the work 

environment, that peculiar type of environmentalism was based on the recog-

nition of the centrality of the industrial manipulation of nature in determining 

the deterioration of both occupational and public health (von Hardenberg and 

Pelizzari 2008). Such new ecological consciousness arose from the totally new 

conditions of production and reproduction that were formed in the country’s 

tumultuous economic boom of the late 1950s, during which Italians experi-

enced such a rapid and massive industrialization that all aspects of social life 

were revolutionized. From 1951 to 1971 the agriculture sector expelled almost 

fi ve million people, 2.3 million of whom entered the factory gates; in the same 

period, industrial employment in diff erent sectors grew from 40 to 55 per-

cent of the total workforce. Th e core of this cycle of expansion was the crucial 

fi ve-year period of 1958–1963, the “economic miracle” during which the GNP 

doubled and industry surpassed agriculture as a source of income for the fi rst 

time in the Italian history (Signorelli 1995; Crepas 1998; Musso 1998).

In the aft ermath of economic boom, the country experienced the epidemio-

logical shift  typical of advanced industrial economies, namely, from infectious 

to degenerative diseases. Yet, a clear vision of the new risk factors was hardly 

produced within medical science and public health institutions. Among the 

occupational diseases recognized by the Workers’ Compensation Authority 

(INAIL) there was a gradual shift  from silicosis and lead poisoning to pa-

thologies related to the manipulation of mercury and benzene hydrocarbons. 

Nevertheless, national statistics severely underestimated cases because oft en 

workers did not disclose their illnesses for fear of being fi red. Compensation, 

however, was the very obstacle to the prevention of hazards: the law, in fact, 

still sanctioned the total non-liability of employers in the matter of industrial 

accidents and health hazards (Berlinguer 1991; Calavita 1986; Carnevale and 

Baldasseroni 2009: 138–39).

Spurring from the “economic miracle,” the Italian experience of “labor en-

vironmentalism” was generated in the cultural context of the 1960s and 1970s, 

marked by a strong cultural hegemony of the left  parties and the labor move-

ment, but also by student protests and new political movements pressing for 

radical changes in the organization of social life. Th is new Italian environ-

mentalism was also crucially infl uenced by the spread of a new international 

environmental movement (Luzzi 2009: 95–114), much less devoted to con-
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servation than in the past and more concerned with the toxicity of industrial 

production, especially of petrochemicals (Gottlieb 1993; Rome 2003). What 

marked the Italian experience, however, was the much stricter link existing be-

tween the new environmentalists and the labor movement, unions in particu-

lar, which makes it appropriate to speak of a very “labor environmentalism.” 

Th is had begun to take shape in the early 1960s, when a group of sociologists at 

the University of Turin formulated what was to become the new methodology 

of research on occupational health. Soon renamed the “environmental club,” 

this group categorized the four main factors of work-related risk: unspecifi c 

risk (noise, microclimate, radiations, vibrations, etc.), risk specifi c to the work 

environment (exposure to toxic or explosive substances), risk related to fatigue 

(physical eff ort and posture), and psychological risk (linked to labor relations 

within the workplace). In addition, the group theorized a new methodology of 

research, based on the direct production of knowledge on the part of workers. 

Having been successfully tested in 1961 at the plant of Farmitalia, a consoci-

ate of the powerful petrochemical group Montedison, those theories were ac-

cepted by the Italian labor movement and became the core principles of labor 

environmentalism. Courses and lectures on the ecology of the work environ-

ment were organized throughout the country by the Trade Union Confed-

eration. In 1970, with the passing of the new Labour Statute, the principle of 

workers’ direct control over the work environment became law. A golden age 

for labor environmentalism had started (Calavita 1986; Tonelli 2006; Tonelli 

2007).

Th e Italian experience was also connected to that of other affl  uent societies 

in the same period, especially from a cultural point of view. Th e translations 

of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring (1962) and of Barry Commoner’s Th e Closing 

Circle (1971) were instrumental in the making of a new cultural scenario, de-

manding more attentive consideration of the social costs of economic growth, 

and especially of oil-related production.3 In this context, the relationships 

among industrial pollution, ecology, public health, and politics were concep-

tualized by the Italian Left  for the fi rst time in the country’s history. Th e debate 

involved individual scientists and politicians, but it also required some eff ort 

in reorienting the strategy of well-structured organizations such as the Com-

munist Party, the confederation of unions, a number of university labor clin-

ics, and the Association of Industrial Hygiene.

Due to the rapid industrialization experienced in the preceding decade, the 

1970s were also a time of signifi cantly increased CMR risk in Italy, aff ecting 

not only the workforce, but the Italian population at large, through widespread 

and largely uncontrolled pollution. Given the favorable trend for Italian or-

ganic chemistry and oil-related productions, petrochemicals—and the Monte-

dison company in particular—came to occupy a top position among the new 

polluting industries. Th e Bormida river valley in Lombardy, the Tyrrhenian 
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coast near Scarlino in Tuscany, Porto Marghera in the Venice lagoon, the Sicil-

ian coast in the area of Gela, the area of Sarroch in Sardinia, and the area of 

Manfredonia in Apulia were only some of the places where Italians started to 

become familiar with petrochemical contamination during the 1970s. A pub-

lic health disaster was openly recognized in 1972 in Cirié, Piedmont, where 

forty-one workers of a dye factory were stricken by cancer of the bladder 

and the river Stura got seriously contaminated with sulphuric acid and other 

chemical residues. In contrast, no such recognition was granted to the area of 

Manfredonia, Apulia, when an accident occurred at the ANIC petrochemical 

plant causing some 32 tons of arsenious dioxide to fall upon a population of 

fi ft y thousand, also seriously compromising local agriculture and fi sheries (Di 

Luzio 2003; Tomaiuolo 2006; Luzzi 2009: 152–55; Barca 2012).

In the rising awareness of chemical risk as the dark side of economic growth, 

falling upon both workers and the environment, a turning point was the ac-

cident that occurred at the ICMESA chemical plant near Seveso, in Lombardy. 

On 10 July 1976, the explosion of a chemical reactor caused a cloud of dioxin 

to rise over the town and its rural hinterland, directly aff ecting a population 

of ten thousand (Centemeri 2010). Among all industrial disasters, the one oc-

curring in Seveso no doubt spurred the greatest attention on the part of the 

Italian government and the media, national and international. Urging collabo-

ration among labor physicians, professional ecologists, public health agencies, 

and elected representatives from the local to the national level, the ICMESA 

disaster turned out to be a remarkable experiment in the interaction of sci-

ence and politics in the country. It also played a crucial role in the birth of a 

new ecological consciousness in the Italian Left  (Centemeri 2006; Luzzi: 2009: 

140–55).

Laura Conti: A Working-Class Ecologist in Seveso

In the convulsive post-disaster scenario that fell upon Seveso between July 

1976 and April 1977, a scientist and regional councilor for the Communist 

Party, Laura Conti, found herself at the forefront of the battle for citizens’ right 

to know and participative science that characterized the political relevance of 

the accident. As a participant observant with a dual identity of scientist and 

politician, Conti clearly exposed government’s pro-corporate policies, system-

atically excluding citizens from participation in knowledge formation and the 

management of risk. Th e whole point of Conti’s political activity, in Seveso 

and beyond, was exactly that of struggling against “deceit and denial” poli-

tics (Markowitz and Rosner 2002) played by corporate as well as government 

agencies. Th is was not an easy task, considering that Conti was a communist 

representative in an area of solid Catholic traditions and politically dominated 
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by the Christian Democrats, also the strongest government party in the coun-

try (Ziglioli 2010).4

More than anything, however, it was the “politics of low doses and limit 

values”—as defi ned by Soraya Boudia and Nathalie Jas—clearly appearing in 

the public arena for the fi rst time in the country’s history, that became a central 

concern for the communist councilor. Dioxin, Conti observed, seemed to have 

“all the characteristics of the most terrible poisons that modern chemistry 

spreads over the planet”: stability, the tendency to accumulate in organisms, 

extreme toxicity (such that no micro quantity can be considered innocuous), 

embryo-toxicity, mutagenicity on bacteria (implying the possibility that it be 

mutagenic and carcinogenic in humans), and immuno-depressivity. More-

over, its eff ects can manifest over long time periods. “Th ese aspects, outlined 

before my eyes in the fi rst few days, made up to the most typical ecological 

catastrophe that can be imagined,” Conti (1977a: 20–21) wrote in her journal. 

Uncertainty, which the government claimed as the single most important rea-

son for underplaying the risks, was not a case in point: what was uncertain, 

Conti remarked, was not the dangerousness of dioxin, but the extent to which 

the environment and the people of Seveso had been contaminated.5

Measuring the presence of tetrachlorodibenzodioxin (TCDD) in the soil 

and the vegetation of the aff ected area and, on the other hand, establishing a 

Maximum Allowable Concentration (MAC) for dioxin became, in fact, the 

most important political tasks in the following weeks. How local and national 

authorities arrived at establishing such limit values, aff ecting the defi nition of 

diff erent zones of dangerousness, and consequently the lives of thousands of 

people and future generations, is the topic of the fascinating story that Conti 

narrates in the book she published roughly a year later, reporting on the deci-

sion-making process at the local and regional level. Here I choose to concen-

trate on one particular aspect of that story, which exemplifi es the crucial link 

existing between working-class history and the history of the environment: 

the fact that, in explaining how the MAC of dioxin in Seveso had been decided, 

government offi  cials claimed to have relied on “US standards for farm work” 

(Conti 1977a: 56).

As a labor physician by training, and as a communist representative, Laura 

Conti could not help but develop an immediate interest in getting as much 

information as she could concerning the MAC of dioxin in American farm-

ing, and she insistently pressed the regional council to reveal the source of 

their knowledge on the matter. Answers were vague and elusive, referring to 

a book on which someone had orally reported, but whose title and author(s) 

never materialized. To complicate things, Conti heard from Barry Commoner, 

who was in Seveso in September following the disaster, that no such standards 

existed in the United States. In any case, and whatever the source, the scien-

tifi c information to which government offi  cials referred appeared reasonably 
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dubious to Conti. First, she observed, why the need to establish a maximum 

concentration of dioxin in the soil—a volatile standard, diffi  cult to measure, 

and subject to local variations—being much easier to do it for the pesticide? 

Second, a document released by NATO offi  cials in Italy advised a MAC of 50 

micrograms per acre, that is, a much lower dose than that established by the 

Lombardia regional government on the basis of “US farm-work standards.” 

Why should the American military authorities suggest standards so diff erent 

from those accepted for farm workers in their own homeland? Conti asked. It 

soon became clear that the “standards” were nothing more than a pseudosci-

entifi c justifi cation for decisions made in obedience to political considerations 

and organizational issues: in particular, the decision to circumscribe a “zone 

B,” from which evacuation was not necessary.

Th e American farm-work standard, however, was soon appropriated by 

Italian labor physicians, who reinterpreted it as a starting point for further 

negotiations: having known that the techniques for measuring dioxin in the 

soil had improved up to the point of being able to detect 1 part per 70 billion, 

they obtained that the MAC within workplaces be lowered to 0.75 ppm for 

the ground and to 0.01 micrograms per square meter for indoor walls and 

equipment. “Good job!” Conti (1977a: 61) commented, “Now, we must extend 

that to the whole population…” She took on the work of the Medicine and 

Epidemiology Commission of the Lombardia regional council to advance the 

idea that, on the day on which cleanup of the area would start, workers’ MACs 

become the general accepted standard for backyards, roads, public parks, play-

grounds, and all open spaces, especially those frequented by children, as well 

as for indoor spaces, public and private.

Conti’s connections with Italian “militant” medicine were instrumental for 

her understanding of dioxin contamination and for her political activity. Col-

leagues of the “communist cell” within the Istituto Superiore di Sanità—the 

country’s higher scientifi c authority for public health—informed Conti that 

the offi  cial MACs adopted by the regional government, advised by two aca-

demic toxicologists, were based on incorrect calculations. From the scientist 

Nora Frontali, who directed the industrial hygiene lab of the same institute, 

Conti obtained precious information about the MAC of dioxin in humans. 

Th ose values were incomparably lower that those accepted in Seveso: in fact, 

they were counted in picograms, a measurement that is one-millionth of a 

microgram. However, “militant,” and woman-led, science was not granted the 

authority of offi  cial medicine: the report that Dr. Frontali and her team had 

sent to the Lombardia regional government in March of 1977 had been ig-

nored, with the pretext that it was not an offi  cial document and it only repre-

sented the opinion of one group of scientists.

In relying on occupational medicine to establish a safety standard for the 

whole population, Laura Conti was applying an approach quite common to 
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environmental health science, which had developed internationally since the 

times of Alice Hamilton (Sellers 1997). But she was doing it with a particular 

emphasis: that of a “militant” scientist, committed to the working-class politi-

cal cause and to the articulation of a working-class ecology. In other words, 

she was also applying a Gramscian vision of the hegemony of the working 

class over Italian society and following the Communist Party’s strategic view 

of “progressive democracy,” that is, the coincidence between working-class 

interests and needs and those of the nation. Conti’s crucial contribution to 

the development of a new environmental consciousness in Italy was the clear 

perception of how working-class needs and interests crucially included envi-

ronmental health.6

Born in Udine in 1921, Laura Conti had actively participated in the anti-

Nazis resistance and, at age 23, was interned in a camp near Bolzano. Th at 

experience inspired her fi rst novel, La condizione sperimentale (Conti 1965), 

and alimented a writing vocation that she cultivated throughout her life.7 Aft er 

the war she graduated in medicine and started working as a traumatologist at 

the Workers’ Compensation Authority and as children orthopedist in the pub-

lic schools of the Milan district. At the same time, she enrolled in the Italian 

communist party (PCI), where she started her long political career. She was 

an elected councilor of the Milan district between 1960 and 1970, then of the 

Lombardia regional government between 1970 and 1980, and a deputy in the 

national parliament from 1987 to 1992, where she worked at the Agriculture 

Commission.

During all her public life, Conti was, at the same time, a politician and an 

engaged scientist. Not having a family, she devoted most of her uncommon 

energy endowment to her two main interests: (1) the popularization of ecol-

ogy as a science of political and social relevance and (2) the inclusion of citi-

zens and ordinary people in scientifi c decision making, especially as regarded 

public and environmental health. Probably the most signifi cant example of her 

commitment to social inclusion is her direct involvement into the post-crisis 

management of the Seveso disaster. Conti’s action/research investigation into 

the politics of industrial hazard in Seveso was a result of the refl ections and 

experimentations conducted within the Italian labor environmentalism in the 

previous decade; nevertheless, her own refl ections also constituted the begin-

ning of a new ecological consciousness, reaching out from the factory into 

the larger web of the country’s ecological relationships and political-economy 

scenario.

In the very same year of the accident, Conti was completing her fi rst ecology 

book, which was to become a seminal reading in Italian environmentalism: 

with the title Che cos’é l’ecologia. Capitale, lavoro e ambiente (Conti 1977b), the 

book represented a fi rst comprehensive account of relationships between ecol-

ogy and politics in Italy. From the fi rst page, the author posits organic chemistry 
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and CMR risk at the center stage of her clear, vivid explanation of what ecology 

is. Th e book started with the image of a petrochemical plant, which—during 

the production of artifi cial fi bers—released polluting substances that damaged 

the health of workers fi rst, then of nearby residents. Th is fi rst level of ecologi-

cal relations, from the factory to the body through work, was then intrinsically 

connected to a broader level, that of bio-geo-chemical cycles: from the factory 

to the living and nonliving world, and eventually to humans, through water 

and the food chain. She continued: “As living organisms have similar physiol-

ogy and biochemistry features the polluting substances produced in the mak-

ing of artifi cial fi bers enter the watercourses which irrigate pastures, damaging 

livestock that feeds on those pastures; when gathering into a river they damage 

fi sh, and in so doing they eventually damage a source of proteins indispensable 

to man” (Conti 1977b: 7). Th e third level of Conti’s vision of ecology was the 

one concerning the limitedness of resources and the non-renewability of min-

eral matter—the entropy vision. Once consumed in the production of petro-

chemicals, oil was not available anymore for other human needs; furthermore, 

the increasing replacement of cotton, linen, fl ax, and mulberry with artifi cial 

fi bers would eventually lead to a signifi cant reduction of biodiversity and the 

loss of age-old human abilities to cultivate and process natural fi bers.

Aft er this brief introduction, the author structured her explanation of ecol-

ogy into four chapters: (1) water, (2) the cycle of matter and the fl ow of en-

ergy, (3) agriculture, food, and population, and 4) ecology and politics. CMR 

substances and organic chemistry were core topics throughout the chapters. 

Organic chemistry was vividly described as the science that—like nature itself 

(which Conti called “life”)—could link carbon, hydrogen, and oxygen into an 

infi nite variety of diff erent structures. Unlike nature, the author pointed out, 

organic chemistry produces totally new molecules without producing enzymes 

that can degrade them; thus, these new molecules can be unnaturally stable. 

Conti insisted this was a fundamental break with the laws of evolution: if only 

one molecule existed that could escape degradation, the world today would 

be full of it; similarly, the human body functions on the equilibrium between 

hormones and enzymes. Organic chemistry, in sum, acted as an endocrine dis-

ruptor in the environment just as in the human body (Conti 1977b: 32–39).

Th e major successes of organic chemistry, Conti remarked, were also its 

greatest hazards. Among those, chlorinated hydrocarbons took the lead: PCB, 

PVC, and DDT were all highly toxic for humans. One of them, trichlorophenol, 

when brought to high temperatures released another chlorinated hydrocar-

bon, dioxin. Toxic substances, Conti explained, acted on the organism accord-

ing to quantities, and their eff ect varied from molecule to molecule and also 

according to the age and general health condition of the organism. Muta genic 

substances were a diff erent matter, for there was no threshold under which 

contact may be innocuous.
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Th at said, the point in Conti’s book was to understand by which political 

system CMR substances were allowed to make their way into human and envi-

ronmental health. To do so, she chose DDT to exemplify “how the mechanism 

of profi t exploits the mechanisms of nature” (Conti 1977b: 39). Th e paradoxical 

aspect of DDT, Conti explained, was how, by killing birds who ate great quan-

tities of poisoned insects, it had indirectly caused the increase of the number 

of insects themselves. In the meanwhile, insects easily developed resistance 

to DDT (but not birds, which were far more complex organisms). While eco-

logical reasoning would suggest stopping this vicious circle and restore that of 

natural predation, the existing structure of political-economic opportunities 

in capitalist countries encouraged chemical industries to invest in the mar-

keting of newer and newer poisons. In short, by eliminating birds, industry 

created a virtually endless market for insecticides. In this way capitalism made 

profi ts out of the manipulation/destruction of life.

Th ings being this way, chemical industry had already completely pervaded 

agriculture, a problem dramatically felt in Italy, where DDT content in hu-

man tissues, Conti reported, was 20 ppm, the highest among industrialized 

countries (Conti 1977b: 38).8 Th e result, was that “Water is poisoned, fi sh die, 

frogs have almost disappeared, birds are disappearing, man gets intoxicated, 

children get mercury in the womb and suck DDT with breast milk. Insects, 

instead, are thriving, and so is chemical industry” (Conti 1977b: 42). In 1976, 

to limit the poisoning of Italy’s rivers by organophosphates, the parliament had 

passed a “clean water” bill—the so-called legge Merli. Conti was highly disap-

pointed with it, as the law clearly exemplifi ed the paradoxes of the political 

economy of low doses: while it established a table of maximum concentrations 

of pollutants in industrial effl  uents, it did not pose any limit to the quantity 

of total discharge from each plant. In practice, pollutants had to be diluted, 

but they could be released into the environment in any amount by an ever-

increasing number of plants. Moreover, in order to comply with the limits im-

posed by the law, industrialists diluted not only the non-fi lterable pollutants, 

but also those that were fi lterable, mixing all effl  uents in the same drainage. 

As a consequence, fi ltering and purifi cation processes would become more 

costly. A chemical plant near Milan, for example, released yearly 120 kg of 

mercury mixed with other pollutants, making the purifi cation of its effl  uents 

very diffi  cult. Th e European Community was aware of such paradoxes, Conti 

observed, and in fact it had adopted the criterion of “quantity of pollutant per 

unit of product,” albeit equally unsatisfactory—for, if industry can produce 

as much as it wishes, then it can also pollute as much—at least this “polluter 

payer” principle spurred industrialists to invest in cleaner technologies (Conti 

1977b: 43–44).

Th e legge Merli treated the environment as the ultimate, unlimited sink 

where Italian industry fl ushed away its poisons. However, Conti remarked, 



124 Stefania Barca

the environment (the sea in this case), did not have its own “environment”: it 

couldn’t get rid of toxins. It would become fi lled with them. By passing a bill 

on industrial effl  uents based on the concentration principle, the Italian legisla-

tor had acted like a physician who instructs her patient to dilute a bit of salt 

in each glass of water, without considering that the patient has diabetes—thus 

drinks a lot—and does not have kidneys (Conti 1977b: 44–45).

Eventually, by the very functioning of natural cycles, poisons would return 

to society in the form of mercury accumulated in fi sh, or eutrophication—

which caused tourists and swimmers to avoid popular recreational sites along 

the Adriatic Coast in the summers of 1975 and 1976. An eff ect of discharging 

the excess of human and animal waste into surface water, eutrophication was of 

course exponentially increased by the discharge into runoff  waters of chemical 

fertilizers used in agriculture. As such, Conti considered it an indirect eff ect 

of organic chemistry. Moreover, since chemical fertilizers had replaced animal 

excrement in agriculture, the latter had become “waste” to be discharged into 

the sea. When agriculture and raising livestock are organically connected and 

use the same soil, no water pollution occurs, she emphasized; once separated, 

each becomes a polluting activity (Conti 1977b: 96–101).

Such a complex web of interrelationships between natural and social mech-

anisms needed a good dose of environmental planning. Th e book’s fi nal chap-

ter, “Ecology and Politics,” contained Conti’s proposed measures to counteract 

the environmental crisis that was occurring in the country. Taken as a whole, 

her proposals made no eco-technocracy; rather, they were based on a philo-

sophical-Marxist view of social relationships as intrinsically and organically 

ecological. Th e struggle against those who damage nature, “the life of our and 

other species,” Conti wrote in the conclusion, must have society as a protago-

nist, and specifi cally one social class: the one that opposes capital, that is, the 

working class. In defending not only its own interests, but those of human-

ity itself as belonging to the sphere of nature, the working class would fi nd 

substantial solidarities and coalitions in society—or at least so Laura Conti 

believed.

As this overview of the book reveals, Conti’s ecology was profoundly hu-

man-centered. At the core of all ecological relations lay the manipulation of 

nature by human work and the human body. Th e human body was also a re-

current metaphor through which the author—a medical doctor by training—

evoked and explained the environment itself in physiological terms. Focusing 

on CMR risk, but also enlarging the view to society, Conti’s ecology was very 

similar to that of another woman scientist who had convincingly argued that 

petrochemicals posed a terrible menace to all living creatures including hu-

mans: the American biologist Rachel Carson. Unlike Carson, however, Conti 

was also a politician. Her idea of ecology must be linked to her political mili-

tancy as a communist. As her numerous publications testify, her engagement 
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on environmental issues was never disentangled from her political engage-

ment, the two linked in a unique vision of the relationships between society 

and nature that might be described as radical, or political, ecology (Merchant 

2005). In fact, Conti explained, the science of ecology was much broader than 

the three levels laid out in her fi rst chapter. It was the science of interrelation-

ships among all living and nonliving matter, independent of human interac-

tions. Only part of this vast science was relevant to economic activities, and 

thus to political choices. Preserving environmental and human health from 

toxic contamination, saving water not only for industry and agriculture, but 

for recreation and enjoyment as well, and conserving nature for future genera-

tions were matters concerning the sphere of political action. Politics was, to 

Conti, the realm of “will,” counterbalancing the impersonal “mechanism” of 

economic laws. “A blind mechanism is all is needed to degrade the environ-

ment,” she concluded. “In order to rebuild it, will is needed. A will based on 

science and fi nding expression into well coordinated political action” (Conti 

1977b: 10).

As Laura Centemeri (2006: 120) remarks, the Seveso experience added to 

Conti’s vision of ecology a sense of the role of culture and symbolic meaning 

into the shaping of human-nature relationships: places and people’s connec-

tion to them must fi nd their way into the science of ecology. Such a vision was 

probably what led Conti to join the eff ort that others were making in those 

same years to build a new environmental movement in Italy. In 1979 she par-

ticipated in the creation of the Lega per l’Ambiente, today a highly established 

environmental organization; born as a subsection of the Communist Party’s 

cultural/recreational activities, the organization was mainly concerned with 

the problems originating from industrialization—from energy to pollution 

and food contamination, from the impact of automobiles to waste manage-

ment (Della Seta 2000: 46). Th e novelty of this organization, in respect to other 

preceding experiences of Italian conservationism, was its being a “popular” 

environmentalism, initially much connected to the politics of the Left . Conti 

was not the only militant scientist to participate in the making of this new 

organization: she was joined by the chemist and communist deputy Gior-

gio Nebbia, the urban ecologist Virginio Bettini and the public prosecutor 

Gianfranco Amendola (both of whom later become Green deputies), and the 

American biologist Barry Commoner, who played a key role in the formation 

of an environmental consciousness in the Italian Left . Probably the most au-

thoritative among the founders of Legambiente (also for generational reasons), 

Laura Conti was also the “organic” intellectual of the movement. Her numer-

ous publications, and especially Il dominio della materia (Conti 1973) and 

Questo planeta (Conti 1983), were the basic readings of a generation of Italian 

environmentalists. With a series of articles published in l’Unitá and Rinascita 

(respectively, the newspaper and cultural magazine of the Communist Party), 
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Conti articulated the environmentalist reasons against nuclear energy and for 

a stricter regulation of game hunting, as well as those for sexual education in 

schools, for public health reform, for the pro-abortion law. Various prizes, a 

number of Legambiente’s territorial sections, a laboratory of environmental 

education of the University of Milan, and a school of environmental journal-

ism are now dedicated to her. Her personal papers are conserved at the Fon-

dazione Micheletti in Brescia.

“Class” vs. “Power”: A Tale of Two Ecologies

In delineating her political ecology vision, Conti’s sources of inspiration were 

Marx and Engels themselves, but also a few seminal works published in those 

same years.9 In fact, Conti was not alone in her search for ecological Marxism: 

in the fall of 1971, at its yearly cadres’ school in Frattocchie, the Italian Com-

munist Party had held its fi rst national meeting on the theme “Man, nature, 

society.” Opening the conference, physician and party executive Giovanni Ber-

linguer admitted the need to update Marxist orthodoxy in order to take into 

account the concept of natural limits; he also highlighted how toxicity had 

become the existential condition of global capital. Berlinguer, along with other 

top-ranking cadres and “organic intellectuals,” compared ecology to socialist 

planning and emphasized the need for the party to consider the environment 

a working-class priority (Luzzi 2009: 100–01; von Hardenberg and Pelizzari 

2008). A landmark in the making of an ecological consciousness among a gen-

eration of militants, the conference had an enormous symbolic meaning—cer-

tainly greater than the sum of its speeches—for it implied the possibility of 

developing a totally new line of critique of capitalist society, and a new kind of 

environmentalism. In a sense, the whole experience of labor environmentalism 

in Italy can be considered a product of that meeting, which had encouraged 

communist activists to link ecology and class struggle. In 1972, one year aft er 

Frattocchie, a national conference of the confederation of unions was held in 

Rimini on the theme “Industry and Health.” Many other signals throughout 

the 1970s testify to both intellectual and activist ferment in linking Marxism 

and ecology. Th e publisher Gian Giacomo Feltrinelli, for example (he also be-

ing one of the most prominent left ist intellectuals of the period) initiated a 

book series dedicated to “Medicine and Power,” collecting books on health 

risks in industrial societies. Even more radical was the position of another 

left ist intellectual, the journalist Dario Paccino, author of L’imbroglio ecologico 

(Paccino 1972) which exposed nature conservation as an elitist concern and 

put workers’ bodies fi rmly at the center stage of a true environmentalism.

Among Conti’s references, there was a collective volume in the philosophy 

of science called L’ape e l’archietto. Paradigmi scientifi ci e materialismo storico, 
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published by Feltrinelli; edited by the physicist Marcello Cini, and destined 

to become a landmark contribution to the dialogue between the social and 

the natural sciences in Italy, the book posited the Marxist critique of science 

as a search for the imprint of class relationships within the very methods and 

contents of scientifi c practice (Cini 1976). Conti commented that a thorough 

contestation of capitalism’s use of science could only come “from that global 

outlook over the world which is ecology.” In fact, political ecology, that is, “the 

study of how social relationships within the human species infl uence the natu-

ral world and other species,” seemed to Conti even more relevant as a critique 

of capitalism itself (Conti 1977b: 135–36).

Th e most relevant novelties in the fi eld of occupational/environmental 

health consciousness in Italy, however, had taken place in the couple of years 

immediately before the Seveso disaster (1974–1976), with the birth of the grass-

roots organization Medicina Democratica (MD), whose founder and inspirer, 

Giulio Maccacaro, was also directing the major Italian scientifi c magazine Sa-

pere.10 MD was destined to have a key role in several judicial inquiries con-

cerning Italian industrial plants in the following decades, including that in 

Porto Marghera, the biggest petrochemical area in Italy, located in the Ven-

ice lagoon. Th e articles published in Sapere during the 1970s—some of which 

were written by Barry Commoner—testify to the remarkable level of politi-

cal-ecological consciousness within the country’s new generation of militant 

scientists, and also to the hegemonic capacity that the Italian Left  exercised in 

the realm of scientifi c culture (if not at the governmental level).11

Th e Seveso experience also inspired another seminal book of the Italian 

radical ecology, signifi cantly entitled Ecologia e lotte sociali. Ambiente, popo-

lazione, unquinamento, also published by Feltrinelli in 1976.12 Coauthored by 

Virginio Bettini and Barry Commoner, the book linked environmental haz-

ard to a Marxist analysis of the capitalist economy, highlighting the toxicity 

of most industrial productions and the need to democratize the management 

of risk. In his introduction, Bettini theorized a distinction between “power” 

and “class” ecology: the fi rst was represented by company experts and govern-

ment agencies, the second by the “popular scientifi c committees” organized in 

Seveso by the Communist Party, coalescing working-class people and militant 

scientists. Th ese committees were an advanced experiment in working-class 

ecology in the sense that they practiced a participated and emancipatory form 

of knowledge production (Terracini 1977). Th eir point of reference was the 

methodology practiced in those same years by the Servizi di Medicina per 

gli Ambienti di Lavoro (SMALs), the Medical Services for the Work Environ-

ment, where material evidence and bodily experience of toxicity were actively 

recorded by the workforce and elaborated with the help of militant experts 

into offi  cially recognized “science,” of practical relevance in the public arena 

(CGIL-CISL-UIL Federazione Provinciale di Milano 1976, Calavita 1986, 
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Barca 2012). In Bettini’s view of ecology, industrial pollution represented the 

most compelling and politically relevant aspect—in contrast to those who ap-

proached problems of environmental contamination as if these were not borne 

and paid primarily by subaltern social groups. In his view, “the debt towards 

nature is a debt towards the working class” (Bettini and Commoner 1976: 6).

It is not clear, however, how much the working class, and even the work-

ers of the ICMESA plant, actively participated in Seveso’s “popular scientifi c 

committee,” or whether this only comprised a number of “militant experts,” 

including university researchers, SMAL personnel, and organic intellectuals.13 

Despite their generous eff orts at helping local people to struggle for their rights 

(and not only for monetary compensation), communist activists in Seveso met 

with diffi  dence and even open resistance, which was also signifi cantly related 

to their pro-abortion stance. A political battle of great signifi cance, the passage 

of women’s right to abortion was being fought over at the national level during 

those very years by the government and the left  oppositions. Seveso became 

one crucial terrain of that battle, a place of enormous symbolic power—and 

local people did not like that. Furthermore, there was the issue of evacuation: 

accepting safer MACs, like those proposed by the Left , would imply that the 

authorities would revise the zoning, and that the thousands of residents of 

zone B must leave their homes forever, a price that Sevesians were not willing 

to pay (Centemeri 2006).

Th e problem with the strategy of working-class ecology was that, however 

ideally correct, it met with a dual challenge: it had to overcome political-eco-

nomic constraints, corporate/governmental resistance, and power-science co-

alitions, but it also met the inevitable noncompliance of real working-class 

people, who struggled for things diff erent, and also thought diff erently, from 

what was expected. As Laura Conti wrote in an illuminating passage of her 

Visto da Seveso: “People had never been put in the condition to understand 

that, to have a healthy environment, it is necessary to sacrifi ce something: ev-

erything has always been done to get more salary, more cars, more highways, 

even—in the best cases—more hospitals and schools, but almost nothing to 

get cleaner air, cleaner water, safer food. At this point, why expect that all of 

a sudden the Brianzoli recognize that living in a healthy land is worth a mass 

exodus?”14 (Conti 1977a: 54).

On this point—an issue of enormous relevance such as the formation of 

ecological consciousness, and, implicitly, its relationship with class conscious-

ness—Conti’s critique was directed against her own party, which had never 

taken a real stance toward the protection of nature. She found it outraging that 

only the people of Seveso were stigmatized as “immature” or “stubborn,” and 

concluded, “none of us has the right to criticize the Brianzoli” (Conti 1977a: 

54).
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Conclusions

Th e chapter has shown the existence of a working-class ecology in the making 

in 1970s Italy. Th is radical political ecology was an intellectual project that 

heavily rested on the organizational support of the Communist Party and was 

also partially constrained by ideology. It nevertheless introduced into the Ital-

ian environmental debate and political scenario a perception of ecology as 

something having to do with the human body and its situatedness within the 

confi guration of power relationships, both inside the factory and in the local 

space. Consciousness of the political link between occupational, environmen-

tal, and public health was not a philosophical speculation for a few militant 

scientists; in fact, it was largely shared throughout the Left  and in the confed-

eration of unions, and led to a period of intense struggle for the recognition of 

workers’ control over the work environment, eventually leading to the creation 

of the National Public Health System in 1978.

Th e conceptual and political link between anti-capitalist struggles on the 

shop-fl oor and outside the factory gates also led many to think in terms of 

working-class ecology: a political project that did not survive the harsh eco-

nomic recession of the late seventies, nor the contemporary recrudescence of 

political confl ict in the country, including terrorism. Moreover, by the end of 

the decade, the political-economy scenario began to change: factory work, es-

pecially that employed in big high-tech industry, represented less and less of 

the Italian workforce, while the political and symbolic power of blue-collar 

workers started to erode and entered an irreversible crisis by the end of the 

1980s.

All considered, however, the radical ecology project did have a durable 

legacy. Numerous anti-toxic struggles, involving more or less grassroots or-

ganizations especially at the local level, have concerned petrochemical sites 

throughout the country in the last fi ft y years. Th e time has come perhaps to tell 

the story of these struggles, tracing their material and ideal connections with 

each other and with the story of class ecology in Italy.

Notes

 1. According to the International Labor Organization (data from 2010), “every year more 

than 2 million people die from occupational accidents or work-related diseases. By 

conservative estimates, there are 270 million occupational accidents and 160 million 

cases of occupational disease.” See http://www.ilo.org/global/Th emes/Safety_and_

Health_at_Work/lang—en/index.htm.

 2. Th is problem was already highlighted by Barry Commoner in his seminal Th e Clos-

ing Circle (Commoner 1971), and has increased exponentially since, as most of these 

chapters clearly show.
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 3. Commoner visited Italy frequently between 1975 and 1976, giving talks and publish-

ing articles, and established a direct and durable relationship with Italian environmen-

talists (Commoner 1975).

 4. Th e battle for citizens’ right to know remained a constant in Conti’s environmentalist 

activity: in 1979, for example, commenting on the Public Health Reform approved by 

the Italian parliament, she opposed article 20 of the law, establishing that industries be 

compelled to disclose to local authorities the list of substances they manipulated, for 

the article still granted the “protection of industrial secrets” against public disclosure 

(Conti 1979).

 5. Conti’s experience in Seveso also inspired her to write the novel Una lepre con la faccia 

da bambina (A Hare With the Face of a Girl, 1978). For an eco-critical reading of that 

novel, see Iovino, forthcoming. A series of annotations of a more technical and legis-

lative nature are now conserved at the Fondazione Micheletti, Brescia: Fondo Laura 

Conti. See http://www.fondazionemicheletti.it/public/Scheda_Fondo_Conti.pdf.

 6. Such perception was also present in the experience of U.S. environmentalism of the 

1960s and 1970s (Gottlieb 1993; Rome 2003; Montrie 2008: 106–12).

 7. See: http://scienzaa2voci.unibo.it/scheda.asp?scheda_id=914. 

 8. Th at was an average value: in some areas of intensive monocrop cultivation, like the 

highly mechanized Po Plain, values reached 40 ppm. Th e average was 11 ppm in the 

United States, 10 in Israel, and only 2 in the United Kingdom; by contrast, it was 31 

ppm in India. Th is pattern seems to follow the relevance of agriculture in each national 

context. It is not clear what Conti’s source was for these data, but likely enough it was 

Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring (New York 1962); thus, they may have been fi ft een years 

old. 

 9. She quoted Marx’s passage in Capital on capitalist production as a fundamental break 

in social metabolism, and Engels’s remarks on nature’s revenge on human domination 

in the Dialectics of Nature. But she also abundantly relied on Barry Commoner’s work 

and on a collective volume on socialism and the environment published by Feltrinelli 

a couple of years before.

10. Maccacaro, who died prematurely in January 1977, is considered a father of biometrics 

in Italy, and was a founder of Epidemiologia e Prevenzione, the most important Italian 

epidemiology journal. 

11. Th e list of articles published by the magazine on the topic of industrial hazards would 

be long: some examples are articles on the Minamata disaster (K. Myamoto, “Il pro-

gresso avvelenato,” April 1976, 2–12), on titanium dioxide and the contamination of 

the Tuscan coast with “red mud” (Gruppo Prevenzione Montedison di Castellanza, 

“Eliminazione dei fanghi rossi,” July–August 1978, 45–46); on air pollution in the pet-

rochemical site of Porto Marghera (G. Mastrangelo and G. Moriani, “Porto Marghera: 

per la salute contro l’inquinamento,” July 1976, 14–17); on asbestos hazard in Trieste 

(P.M. Biava et al., “Cancro da lavoro a Trieste: il mesotelioma della pleura,” August 

1976, 41–45); on industrial pollution in the Po Plain (S. Bernardi, F. Mandelli, and 

L. Mussio, “Inversione termica e nocività ambientale,” August 1976, 36–40); and on 

PCBs (A. Fraser, “I PCB, un’altra Seveso?” December 1977, 29–34). A special issue 

was entirely devoted to the accident in Seveso (“Seveso, un crimine di pace,” Novem-

ber–December 1976), plus various other articles in the following years (for example, 

the forum “Seveso due anni dopo,” July–August 1978, 2–27).
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12. Th e book also included the text of a number of lectures that Commoner had given at 

the Istituto Superiore di Sanità in 1976 (Bettini and Commoner 1976: 5–6).

13. Th is is the impression given by the list of members reported by Bettini on page 8 (Bet-

tini and Commoner 1976: 8).

14. See Conti (1977a: 54). Brianzoli is the term defi ning the people of Brianza, a sub-area 

of Lombardy of which Seveso is part.
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/ CHAPTER 6

What Kind of Knowledge is Needed 

about Toxicant-Related Health Issues?

Some Lessons Drawn from the Seveso Dioxin Case

Laura Centemeri

Dioxins, a class of chemical contaminants produced in both natural and in-

dustrial processes, were discovered in the late 1950s and have been extensively 

studied since the early 1970s. Th e majority of studies have focused on the most 

toxic congener, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, simply called dioxin,1 with much toxicology, 

biochemistry, and epidemiology research having been aimed at determining 

its eff ects on humans, in particular its carcinogenic eff ects. Nevertheless, de-

spite thirty years of intensive research, exactly how dangerous dioxin is re-

mains a controversial issue. In 1997 the International Agency for Research on 

Cancer (IARC) classifi ed TCDD as a group 1 carcinogen based on limited evi-

dence on humans, suffi  cient evidence on animals, and extensive mechanistic 

information. Th is classifi cation has stirred controversy, in particular concern-

ing the use of mechanistic data to interpret cancer risk in humans (Cole et al. 

2003; Steenland et al. 2004). In 2009, IARC confi rmed the inclusion of TCDD 

in group 1, citing suffi  cient epidemiological evidence for all cancers combined 

(Baan et al. 2009). 

All the direct evidence on acute dioxin eff ects on human health comes 

from epidemiological studies of human populations exposed accidentally or 

occupationally to elevated dioxin levels. One of the cases most studied in the 

dioxin carcinogenicity literature concerns the population living in the area of 

Seveso, Italy. In 1976 an industrial accident in the chemical factory ICMESA 

(owned by the Swiss multinational corporation Roche) exposed the residents 

of the surrounding area—in particular the inhabitants of Seveso, Meda, Ce-

sano Maderno, and Desio—to the highest exposure to TCDD known to have 

occurred in humans (Eskenazi et al. 2001). To quote an epidemiologist in-

volved in the follow-up studies investigating the health consequences for the 

population aff ected: “Th e accident was a tragedy, for sure, but for us scientists, 

I must admit, it has been a rare chance to have a sort of laboratory situation, so 
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to explore how dioxin works on human beings.”2 Th is chapter focuses on the 

paradox of this “laboratory population” that is playing such a crucial role in 

the controversy concerning dioxin carcinogenicity. 

Th e paradox is as follows: the vast scientifi c output concerning dioxin ef-

fects in Seveso is having no impact in terms of public health measures imple-

mented in the area aff ected, in particular as far as prevention is concerned. 

Th is scientifi c output is oriented exclusively around the problems and discus-

sions that have emerged over the uncertainties surrounding dioxin toxicity 

and the problem of its regulation. 

At the same time, the population aff ected has not engaged in collective ac-

tion to seek full disclosure of the impact of dioxin contamination or of epide-

miological studies concerned with local environmental health and prevention. 

In the ICMESA disaster area, environmental health—and most specifi cally 

long-term dioxin health eff ects—are not questions of public concern and mo-

bilization, but they are rather the source mostly of “rumors” circulating in the 

community, or of the personal troubles of those directly touched by diseases 

that might be linked to dioxin exposure. Using a dichotomy introduced by 

Charles Wright Mills (1959), dioxin in Seveso is not a public “issue” but a mat-

ter of personal “troubles.”3 

In this paper, I discuss how this double framing of dioxin’s long-term health 

eff ects—either as a pure scientifi c problem or as purely personal troubles—has 

emerged. Th e hypothesis I advance is that this double framing has aff ected the 

kind of scientifi c knowledge produced on local eff ects of dioxin contamina-

tion. Moreover, the Seveso case shows how the global regulation of toxicants 

relies on a very specifi c kind of knowledge, focused on the issue of carcinoge-

nicity and employing a mono-causal explicative model of the onset of cancers. 

Th ere is a gap between this kind of knowledge output meant for regulation and 

the knowledge relevant for the implementation of local prevention policies to 

assure environmental health. 

In order to develop this argument, I will fi rst analyze the responses to the 

Seveso disaster, in particular the choices made by the public authorities (at the 

regional and national levels) to manage the crisis. Th e role of the public au-

thorities in responding to the dioxin contamination emerges as crucial when 

trying to give an account of the specifi c way in which dioxin was interpreted 

as a collective threat by the population aff ected. I will then focus on the local 

pressure groups and the confl icting interpretations of dioxin risk they sup-

ported. Th rough investigating the dynamics of these organizations and their 

interplay with the public authorities’ crisis management approach, I show how 

the dioxin risk was never framed as a problem of public health in the area af-

fected. I also show how an interpretation of dioxin as a cultural threat came to 

prevail among the population exposed to the contamination. Th is prevailing 

interpretation of dioxin seems to have acted as an obstacle against any popular 
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movement toward asking the public authorities to respond to environmental 

health problems in the contaminated area. Th ese problems are related not only 

to the dioxin contamination but also more generally to the chronic chemical 

pollution caused by chemical factories located in the area since the 1950s. 

In the fi nal section, I discuss the lessons from the Seveso case about the con-

struction of environmental risks as public problems, and in particular the role 

played by participation, which is to be understood here as meaning dialogue 

among scientists, citizens, activists, and public authorities. Th is dialogue seems 

to be necessary to prompt scientifi c research to address health issues not in 

terms of individual problems but as part of the condition of local populations. 

Th is dialogue is also necessary to ensure that issues of uncertainty, which are 

ubiquitous in the study of toxicants, are not dealt with only within restricted 

circles of scientists but in public arenas in which priorities—for research and 

action—can be defi ned in a more democratic way, that is, in a more inclusive 

plural way. When this dialogue fails, research on environmental health issues 

becomes more easily detachable from its geographical dimension, and tends 

to focus exclusively on a laboratory approach that only partially responds to 

public health concerns. Moreover, this approach obscures under a veil of ob-

jectivity the political dimensions of making regulatory choices in situations 

involving uncertain scientifi c knowledge.

Seveso: Th e Disaster and the Response of the Public Authorities 

It is always diffi  cult to give a concise description of a disaster and its conse-

quences when addressing the problem from a sociological point of view. Th e 

offi  cial “toll of the tragedy” is oft en the object of endless controversy and, more-

over, it tells nothing of the long-term impact of an event on the community 

aff ected. A variety of sociopolitical processes, including framing processes, 

shape disasters, making them generative of social change. Th ese processes take 

place at diff erent times and in diff erent, but intertwined, public arenas: local 

and global political arenas, and expert arenas, in particular legal and scientifi c 

ones (Jasanoff  1994).

Th e main feature of the Seveso disaster is that it was the fi rst major accident 

in the chemical industry at the European level. It contributed to the defi nition 

of the European directive (Directive 82/501/EEC, the “Seveso Directive”) on 

the major-accident hazards of certain industrial activities (De Marchi, Funto-

wicz, and Ravetz 1996; De Marchi 1997; De Marchi, Funtowicz, and Guimares 

Pereira 2001). Another important feature is that “there were no fatalities fol-

lowing the accident,” as Stavros Dimas, European Commissioner for the En-

vironment, stated when commemorating its thirtieth anniversary in 2006.4 In 

fact, at the European level, the Seveso disaster is considered an “information 
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disaster” (van Eijndhoven 1994). It helped to highlight the fact that a lack of 

information about hazardous industrial processes is a major source of vulner-

ability in our highly industrialized societies. 

To quote Dimas again: “Th e reason for this particular accident becoming 

such a symbol is because it exposed the serious fl aws in the response to indus-

trial accidents.” Th e absence of “fatalities,” connected to the recovery of the 

contaminated area (Ramondetta and Repossi 1998), also explains why eco-

skeptic books oft en cite the case of Seveso as an example of “unjustifi ed alarm-

ism” (Kohler 2002).

Th is emphasis on the event itself and its consequences has completely con-

cealed the reality of a community exposed to chemical pollution since 1945. 

Th is reality has never been seriously investigated in terms of its human and 

environmental costs. Th e harmfulness of ICMESA, even though known to the 

local community, became a public concern only with the accident of July 1976 

and merely in terms of the specifi c consequences of dioxin contamination. 

Moreover, although there has not been the health catastrophe expected by 

some back in 1976, dioxin contamination has aff ected people’s health with var-

ious degrees of gravity. A 25-year follow-up study of mortality in the popula-

tion exposed shows excesses of lymphatic and hematopoietic tissue neoplasms, 

diabetes mellitus, and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (Consonni et 

al. 2008). A more recent study examining the relation of serum TCDD with 

cancer incidence in 981 women from the most contaminated areas—and part 

of the wider project Seveso Women’s Health Study run by researchers of the 

School of Public Health, University of California, Berkeley—shows a signifi -

cantly positive all-cancer incidence in this cohort, thirty years aft er the acci-

dent (Werner et al. 2011).

In spite of the disaster, its direct eff ects, and the reality of previous chronic 

pollution that it brought to light, the issue of environmental health has never 

been a cause for public concern or activism in the communities aff ected, thus 

contributing to the absence of this issue in local public debate. At the same 

time, the Seveso case has been extensively studied by epidemiologists within 

the frame of research on the toxic eff ects of dioxin on human beings. Th is 

scientifi c output has had no impact on the area directly concerned, either in 

terms of local public health policies or victims’ mobilization. How can this 

paradox be explained?

In order to develop our analysis, we fi rst need to introduce some context. 

Seveso is a town of twenty thousand inhabitants, located 15 km north of 

Milan, the regional capital of Lombardy, in the geographical area known as 

Brianza Milanese. Brianza is a “district area” (Bagnasco 1977) with a strong 

Catholic cultural tradition, specializing in furniture production and design by 

small, family-owned fi rms. Aft er World War II, chemical companies began 

to install plants in the area because of the rich water resources and the good 
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transport infrastructure. Th us, two diff erent models of production organiza-

tion and integration came to coexist in the area. Th e accident at the origin of 

the Seveso disaster occurred in the ICMESA chemical plant (located at Meda, 

near Seveso), which had 170 workers and had been owned since 1963 by the 

Swiss multinational corporation Roche through its subsidiary Givaudan. It 

produced intermediate compounds for the cosmetics and pharmaceutical in-

dustry among which, since 1969 and more intensively in the 1970s, was 2,4,5-

trichlorophenol (TCP), an infl ammable toxic compound used for the chemical 

synthesis of herbicides.5

On Saturday, 10 July 1976 at around 12:30 a.m., the reactor where trichlo-

rophenol was produced released a toxic cloud of dioxin and other pollutants 

because of a sudden exothermic reaction caused by the breakdown of a safety 

valve.6 Th e hazardous gas produced by the twenty-minute emission settled 

on a large area of about 1,810 hectares in the municipalities of Seveso, Meda, 

Desio, Cesano Maderno, and, although to a less serious extent, seven other 

municipalities in the province of Milan.

Th e 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD), simply called dioxin 

that was released by the ICMESA reactor7 is an extremely dangerous molecule 

due to its very high toxicity, persistence, and stability. Nevertheless, dioxin was 

little known at the time of the accident. 

In 1976, knowledge of the extremely harmful eff ects of dioxin on human 

health was mostly based on suppositions resulting from toxicological evi-

dence. Th ere had been few epidemiological studies and they had been lim-

ited to following up on cohorts of industrial workers. Dioxin environmental 

contamination aff ecting an entire population was without precedent. Scien-

tists were unable to anticipate the damage to be expected (to the environment, 

animals, or human beings of varying sex and age) and neither were they able 

to provide decontamination methods. Besides, there were no technical instru-

ments to measure human blood dioxin levels (Mocarelli 2001). Th e result was 

a “radical uncertainty” (Callon, Lascoumes, and Barthe 2001) surrounding 

the consequences of the contamination to be expected for human health and 

the environment, and their extent in both space and time. Th ere was just one 

certainty: the extreme toxicity of dioxin proven in laboratory tests. Th is led to 

fears of catastrophic scenarios.

Th ese catastrophic scenarios, however, did not materialize immediately af-

ter the accident. Th e toxic cloud passed largely unnoticed, with the Seveso 

and Meda people considering it just a “usual” nuisance, one in a long series. A 

“week of silence” (Fratter 2006) passed, but in the meantime various alarming 

phenomena were noticed in the area near ICMESA: a sudden fall of leaves; 

the deaths of small animals (birds and cats); and a “mysterious” skin disease 

(chloracne) aff ecting children. Anxiety grew among the population. On 19 

July, Roche experts informed the Italian public authorities that the accident at 
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the ICMESA plant had caused widespread dioxin contamination and highly 

recommended the evacuation of part of Seveso’s and Meda’s populations as a 

precautionary measure. 

On 24 July the evacuation began: 736 inhabitants of Seveso and Meda were 

forced to leave their houses with all their personal belongings inside. Two hun-

dred people never returned to their houses, which were demolished during the 

decontamination. “Risk zones”8 were created, offi  cially on the basis of the esti-

mated trajectory of the toxic cloud and of random dioxin concentration tests 

on the ground. In fact, the criteria adopted to delimit risk zones also included 

practical feasibility and the reduction of the negative social side eff ects that 

were to be expected in the case of massive displacements. 

Th e design of the risk zones implied a delimitation of the area offi  cially 

considered “at risk.” Faced with widespread contamination probably aff ect-

ing a large and diffi  cult-to-defi ne area, the public authorities tried to reduce 

the “risk” area to the minimum. Th is reduction of the crisis area had the ef-

fect of producing an overlap between the district of Seveso—and its popula-

tion—and the area at risk. Of the municipalities aff ected, it was Seveso that 

became the only one constantly associated with the crisis, particularly in the 

media. Th e association of the name Seveso with dioxin was considered a form 

of injustice by its citizens. It appeared to them that the regional and national 

authorities had decided to sacrifi ce them in order to reduce the extent of the 

crisis. 

Th is clear-cut defi nition of the area at risk was just one of the measures 

adopted to reduce the uncertainty that the public authorities were confronted 

with. In fact, the authorities further decided to reduce uncertainty by deny-

ing it, by acting “as if ” there were none. Another measure was the creation of 

Technical-Scientifi c Committees of experts in charge of deciding on the steps 

to be taken to manage the dioxin health risk, decontamination, and the so-

cioeconomic implications of the crisis. Th e defi nition of the problems at stake 

was delegated entirely to the experts. Th ese committees were in fact taking 

decisions of a political nature and were therefore not just advisory committees 

(Centemeri 2006: 87–96).

With the public authorities embracing a “paternalistic stance” (Conti 1977), 

the citizens—and their political representatives at the municipal level—were 

not allowed to participate in decision making. Nevertheless, decisions were 

made that greatly aff ected them, as persons and as a community. In particular, 

given the suspected teratogenic eff ects of dioxin, pregnant women from the 

contaminated area (within the third month of pregnancy) were “left  free” to 

ask for a medical abortion. Abortion was still illegal in Italy, and in fact the 

Italian social movements’ fi ght for its depenalization was at its peak.9 About 

thirty women from the contaminated area—although the precise number is 

not known—decided to interrupt their pregnancies (Ferrara 1977).
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From Scientifi c Controversy to Cultural Confl ict: 
Rival Local Interpretations of the Dioxin Crisis

Given the radical uncertainty surrounding the eff ects of dioxin, it was clear 

to the citizens that public decisions could not rely on any kind of scientifi c 

“truth.” In fact, the scientifi c controversies over dioxin risk were widely dis-

cussed in the media. 

Th e scientifi c uncertainty surrounding the eff ects of dioxin implied that the 

decisions taken in response to the crisis were not just technical, but political. 

Nevertheless, the public authorities insisted on denying uncertainty. No public 

debate involving the communities aff ected took place to defi ne the problems to 

address in response to the contamination or how to address them. Neverthe-

less, confl icting defi nitions of the problems involved in responding to the crisis 

emerged. Th is happened through the mobilization of the people aff ected and 

of national social movements, resulting in contentious public controversies. 

In particular, one controversy was centered on the question of whether 

potential malformation of embryos caused by dioxin should be prevented 

through abortion. In fact, abortion rapidly became the central issue in the na-

tional public debate concerning the dioxin eff ects in Seveso. In this debate, the 

Catholic Church, whose infl uence was very strong locally, opposed left -wing 

movements. Other controversies concerning the uncertainty of long-term di-

oxin health eff ects slipped into the background. Th e centrality gained by the 

abortion controversy largely explains the shift  of the dioxin risk from being a 

public health problem to a moral-cultural problem. 

Another controversy contributing to this same shift  was related to the issue 

of what should be considered “safe.” Th e public authorities defi ned safety by 

starting from the detached standpoint of experts and laboratory science. In 

this view, safety is the condition of not being exposed to risk and so displace-

ment from the contaminated area was considered the solution guaranteeing 

the highest level of safety. Local committees of Seveso citizens supported a 

diff erent defi nition of safety. Th ey argued for the relevance of a specifi c risk: 

that of the Seveso community disappearing as a result of the way the public 

authorities were responding to the contamination. Th is response sought to 

preserve not only individual safety but also the “attachment to the territory” 

that was shared by the population aff ected in terms of being a community. Th is 

attaccamento al territorio (attachment to the territory) refers to the feelings of 

familiarity with people and spaces held both individually and collectively by 

the inhabitants. Th is familiarity is acquired over time, through the everyday 

experience of living together in a specifi c place, and is transmitted from one 

generation to the next. 

Attachment to the territory also refers to the fact that place is considered a 

constituent of the collective and individual identity, at the same time bearing 



Toxicant-Related Health Issues 141

the traces of a specifi c way of organizing individual and collective life. It thus 

refers to both active participation by the territory in shaping social life and at 

the same time the shaping of the territory by the activities of the community 

inhabiting it (Berque 2000; Breviglieri 2002; Th évenot 2006). 

Arguing for the relevance of attachment to the territory as a public good to 

be preserved while responding to the dioxin crisis, the local Seveso commit-

tees found themselves opposing not only the public authorities but also the 

national social movements mobilized in Seveso to support the victims.

Social movements already active in the Italian political scene on the issue 

of environmental health, together with left -wing political parties, mobilized 

in Seveso. Th ey organized a Scientifi c Technical Popular Committee (STPC) 

to help those they considered “victims” obtain justice for their suff ering. One 

of the most important actors in this movement was Medicina Democratica 

(MD).10 For MD, the Seveso disaster required a large coalition of citizens and 

workers to impose the issue of environmental health on the political agenda. 

Th e concept of environmental health involved health damage caused by indus-

trial production both inside and outside plants. Underlying this, there was a 

discourse of social criticism of capitalist exploitation (Boltanski and Chiapello 

1999). Capitalist exploitation entailed “hidden costs”—“hidden” because of 

the control exerted over scientifi c knowledge production by hegemonic forces. 

MD’s struggle was oriented toward democratizing the production of knowl-

edge to make those responsible for the negative consequences of industrial 

society socially accountable. 

Th e call for widespread mobilization of the people aff ected by the contami-

nation and their participation in the production of knowledge about dioxin 

damage found little response from Seveso’s population, thus reducing the criti-

cal force of MD’s public arguments. 

Th is lack of support from the aff ected people can be explained if we con-

sider that MD interpreted the dioxin contamination in Seveso and its eff ects 

in terms of criticizing capitalism. Th e Seveso disaster was considered a typi-

cal “capitalist crime” (Maccacaro 1976). What was happening in Seveso was a 

clear example of capitalist injustice, which needed to be denounced. Th e Seveso 

people were being asked to join the preexistent cause of the workers and their 

class struggle. Th ere was no place for more local or even personal defi nitions 

of the issues at stake in the disaster situation. In this respect, the activists were 

as incapable as the public authorities of understanding what mattered to the 

Seveso people in responding to the dioxin crisis. 

For a large majority of these people, the priority in responding to the crisis 

was to maintain their previous way of life, to preserve the specifi city of the 

relationship between their community and their territory—but neither the 

public authorities nor the left -wing activists were able to take this dimension 

of attachment to the territory into account. 
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Th e scientifi c uncertainty about dioxin risk implied that no clear evidence was 

available to support the public authorities’ and social movements’ interpreta-

tion of the dioxin risk. Appealing to this uncertainty, a grassroots mobilization 

of strong Catholic background took shape and urged the public authorities to 

consider not only the seriousness of the health risk but also the fear that Seveso 

as a community might disappear. Th e collective damage caused by dioxin was 

thus interpreted as damage to the community. However, the public authorities 

opened no arenas for public discussion of these issues, and neither did they 

propose any mediation. Th is caused the grassroots movement to radicalize its 

protest. Th is radical turn became visible in the central role assumed within it 

by the militants of the Catholic movement Comunione e Liberazione (CL). 

For CL, the disaster was not a “crime,” but a “test” of the community’s ability to 

stick together, and to its values, in responding to the crisis. CL asked the public 

authorities to recognize a right of the local community to self-organization in 

its response.11

Th is interpretation of the dioxin damage as a cultural threat to the com-

munity and its values contributed to obscure the controversial implications of 

the contamination: those jeopardizing community cohesion and in particu-

lar the long-term health eff ects. Moreover, the way the Swiss multinational 

corporation Roche managed compensation to the victims in the immediate 

aft ermath of the disaster also contributed to downgrading the public health 

consequences to the level of personal problems. Th e compensation issue was 

dealt with through instruments of private settlement in the form of individual 

contracts agreed on between victims having suff ered material losses and the 

multinational corporation. No public discussion took place on how to com-

pensate for the negative consequences of the disaster that were to be expected 

in the future.12 

Long-Term Dioxin Health Eff ects in Seveso: 
A Scientifi c Problem, an Invisible Public Health Issue 

Th e interpretation of dioxin as a threat to the community instead of a public 

health problem led to a situation in which scientists alone were left  in charge of 

exploring and assessing the health consequences of the contamination. 

Th e design of the research on dioxin health eff ects was heavily infl uenced by 

laboratory science and by the controversies surrounding the carcinogenic ef-

fects of dioxin. Th ere was no involvement of the population aff ected in terms of 

participation in the production of knowledge. Furthermore, the people aff ected 

never asked to be directly involved in the design of this scientifi c research.

As Wynne (1996: 52) remarks, an absence of criticism of expert knowledge 

does not automatically equal trust. Th e relationship between lay people and 
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experts is in fact ambivalent: dependency and lack of agency might both ex-

plain lack of voice. In the case of Seveso, the dioxin damage was interpreted 

by the population aff ected as a cultural threat aff ecting a community. Th is is 

an important dimension that should be taken into account to understand why 

dioxin never became a public health issue in the area aff ected. At the same 

time, the case of Seveso tells us much about the specifi c kind of knowledge 

that is assumed to be relevant in the debate over toxicants and carcinogenesis, 

and is consequently funded and supported by research institutions and public 

agencies that are looking for solid evidence to guide regulation. 

Today, research on dioxin eff ects has partially assessed the damage from 

the contamination in Seveso, revealing that it is not limited to cancers but also 

includes transgenerational eff ects, in particular, thyroid dysfunction linked to 

maternal exposure (Baccarelli et al. 2008). Nevertheless, the scientifi c contro-

versies remain acute because the Seveso data are insuffi  cient to establish clear-

cut cause-eff ect relations. 

For science, dioxin is still an incomplete jigsaw puzzle because of the com-

plexity of the mechanisms of its interaction with the human body. As Douglas 

(2004) notes, dioxin challenges current models for assessing the carcinogenic-

ity of toxicants and shows how regulating toxicants, relying on carcinogenic 

eff ects, cannot be just a matter of uncontroversial scientifi c evidence. Th is un-

controversial scientifi c evidence is a chimera and conceals decisions made by 

scientists (in terms of research priorities, or of data excluded as irrelevant) in 

order to reduce uncertainty (Latour 1987). Uncertainties about toxicant carci-

nogenicity abound, and they are related to the complexity of the interactions 

involved when investigating carcinogenesis. Nevertheless, the dominant para-

digm, which explains carcinogenesis on the basis of one single factor account-

ing for its insurgence, is still the reference point for defi ning what knowledge 

should count for regulation.

Despite being widely mentioned in the literature concerned with dioxin car-

cinogenicity, the Seveso population shows no interest at all in knowing more 

about how this knowledge is produced and what it means in terms of the con-

sequences for public health. It sees scientists as “people who made their careers 

exploiting our misfortune and using us as guinea-pigs.”13 To quote Massimo 

Donati, a family physician in Seveso who personally spent ten years trying to 

organize dioxin victims to start a legal action against Roche:

You cannot speak about all the scientifi c results concerning dioxin eff ects 

here in Seveso. It is a taboo: public administrators and citizens don’t want to 

speak about it. I’m in contact with Seveso people on an everyday basis, be-

cause of my activity as a physician, and I can tell you that people are divided 

in two categories. You have people, the large majority, who don’t care about 

dioxin, because they are fi ne or because they were not exposed. Th en you 
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have people who were exposed to the dioxin contamination and who are now 

sick: immediately they ask if dioxin could be a possible cause of their dis-

ease. It would be necessary to organize an epidemiological study in parallel 

to those already in place with the data collected by family physicians, with a 

geographical representation of the distribution of pathologies. Th is is neces-

sary to see if there are localized concentrations of pathologies.14

What Donati complains about is the fact that the scientifi c output on the 

dioxin eff ects in Seveso focuses exclusively on issues and questions defi ned 

within the generalized detached frame of understanding how dioxin (in gen-

eral) interacts with the human body (in general). Th is is the kind of research 

promoted and funded by public and private actors, “because then you can 

publish your article in a scientifi c journal. But I need knowledge on dioxin 

eff ects that allows me to act for public health in this area, and this kind of 

knowledge is lacking.”15 

Th ere is no link between the scientifi c work on dioxin eff ects based on the 

Seveso case and the territory of Seveso. First of all, no epidemiological re-

search has been done starting from health concerns defi ned as such within 

the area, such as for example the perceived presence of possible anomalies 

in the concentrations of pathologies reported by isolated actors (physicians, 

ordinary citizens). Second, there is no link between the epidemiological stud-

ies on dioxin in Seveso and the implementation of preventive action in terms 

of public health in the area aff ected by the disaster. Donati’s idea of starting 

an epidemiological study using the geographical area as the central reference 

point (rather than the individuals exposed according to risk zones) has not 

found support, either from the regional authorities or from the population. 

In fact, the epidemiological studies on the eff ects of the dioxin contami-

nation in Seveso are mainly focused on using the Seveso case to explore the 

biochemical mechanisms through which dioxin can aff ect human health. It is 

not by chance that these studies have focused progressively on the populations 

of the three risk zones. Th is population is in fact of particular scientifi c interest 

because it was exposed to high concentrations of pure dioxin with no other 

relevant forms of exposure to toxic sources. Data concerning the ICMESA 

workers and the workers employed in the decontamination activity were only 

collected until 1985. In this case, other kinds of exposure might severely inter-

fere with the dioxin exposure, making this cohort scientifi cally less interesting. 

Th is fact reveals the specifi c logic that underlies the epidemiological research 

on dioxin exposure in Seveso: to identify the specifi c way in which dioxin 

interacts with the human body by trying to “purify” this eff ect from possible 

interferences related to situations of multiexposure. We can defi ne this logic 

as a laboratory logic. It is detached from the territory and it is focused on the 

interaction of the toxicant with a partially decontextualized human being. It 
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is considered fundamental to defi ning the forms of regulation that should be 

applied across diff erent contexts. 

Th e aim here is not to say that a “health disaster” went unnoticed in Seveso 

because of the incapacity of the laboratory logic dominant in epidemiological 

studies to detect it, but rather to highlight how the knowledge produced on the 

dioxin eff ects in Seveso is based on a very specifi c model of the production of 

epidemiological data. Th e issue to be discussed is the consequences of this lack 

of pluralism in the epidemiological investigation into dioxin eff ects in Seveso. 

In fact, a problem of environmental health such as the dioxin contamina-

tion caused by ICMESA can be explored by starting with at least four diff erent 

and complementary epidemiological approaches: a molecular approach, an 

individual approach, an approach in terms of population, and an approach in 

terms of ecosystem (Pekkanen and Pearce 2001). In the case of Seveso, the epi-

demiological studies were fi rst driven by an individual approach, studying the 

individuals living in the risk zones. Th ey then evolved toward investigations 

exploring the molecular mechanisms involved in dioxin toxicity. As previously 

stressed, there has been no epidemiological study defi ned in terms of studying 

the present state of the area aff ected by the disaster, looking at the pathologies 

observed, rather than exclusively following the individuals living in the risk 

zones defi ned in 1976.16 Th e problem involved in relying exclusively on epide-

miological studies interested in exploring environmental risks at the individ-

ual and molecular levels is that of disconnecting epidemiological studies from 

a public health goal, from the production of knowledge useful for prevention 

on the territory in a locality (Pekkanen and Pearce 2001). Th e rules prevailing 

in the scientifi c community thus create a space for debate that is autonomous 

in a way, that is, it is guided by hypotheses, methods, and investigation proce-

dures defi ned as such within a specifi c paradigm of knowledge in which the 

individual (with her genes, her behaviors) is considered the reference point.17 

Th e Seveso case shows how the prevailing model in the debate concerning 

the eff ects of toxicants on human health and regulating them is that of look-

ing for a direct cause-eff ect relationship in terms of carcinogenicity, assuming 

the individual as the reference. In doing this, by limiting itself to the pursuit 

of knowledge relevant to global regulation and legal norms for compensation 

(both dominated by the logic of univocal cause-eff ect), epidemiology seems to 

abdicate the role of also providing knowledge relevant to acting to guarantee 

public health in the areas at risk.18 

Final Remarks

Th e dioxin contamination caused by the ICMESA accident has never emerged 

in the area aff ected as an issue of environmental health. Th is can explain the 
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specifi c direction taken by the epidemiological research on long-term dioxin 

eff ects in Seveso, which was mainly guided by a laboratory logic (focused on 

carcinogenesis) but not connected with a prevention logic. Although this lab-

oratory logic may be crucial for setting regulation standards, as the Seveso 

case shows, ongoing controversies can lead research to be monopolized by the 

internal logic of these issues and to reduce to marginality, to the point of com-

plete obscurity, any perspective oriented toward the production of knowledge 

of use in implementing actions benefi cial to local environmental and public 

health. 

Th e absence of involvement by the citizens aff ected in the production of 

knowledge about dioxin eff ects is crucial for explaining how research on the 

dioxin eff ects in the Seveso area developed and progressively detached itself 

from the territory. 

We have tried to explain this lack of citizen involvement by linking it to the 

interpretation given to dioxin risk by the grassroots groups mobilized follow-

ing the ICMESA disaster. In particular, dioxin was seen as a threat to the very 

existence of the community. Th e fact that the public authorities opted for an 

authoritarian approach to managing the crisis increased this fear. At the same 

time, the movement for environmental health active in Italy in the 1970s took 

a highly ideological approach to the disaster situation. Th is created diffi  culty 

in integrating into its agenda the point of view of the victims and their fears 

concerning the disappearance of Seveso as a community. Th e centrality ac-

quired by the issue of therapeutic abortions highlights the confl icting values 

that became an obstacle to the dialogue between the population aff ected and 

the activists. Moreover, we should not overlook the contribution by Roche to 

the individualization of the dioxin damage in reducing its attention to the di-

mension of material losses.

No “uneasy alchemy” (Allen 2003) among citizens, activists, public authori-

ties, and scientists took place in the aft ermath of the disaster, thus causing the 

issue of dioxin as a problem of public health to become progressively invisible 

in the public space.19 Dialogue among these groups seems in fact to be a neces-

sary condition for the production of knowledge about environmental health 

problems that can help the design and implementation of prevention policies 

at a local level. 

Th e dioxin disaster was a moment of high visibility of the hidden costs of 

industrial production in terms of environmental and human health. Never-

theless, in the area aff ected, environmental health never became an issue. Th e 

Seveso disaster turned out to be, paradoxically, an event that contributed to 

the invisibility of the issue of environmental health in the heavily industrial-

ized Brianza Milanese area. Th is should make us aware of the diffi  culties that 

are always present in the construction of environmental health issues as public 

problems.
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 A lesson we can learn from the Seveso case is the central role of public 

participation in decisions concerning how to respond to environmental risks 

arising from toxicants. When public authorities rely exclusively on experts to 

defi ne what a risk is, and what the priorities should be in responding to it, 

they fail in their role to aid the collective construction of the specifi c risk as 

a public problem. Th ey fail to take into account the existence of the diff erent 

concerns the risk raises at the local level and the diff erent kinds of knowledge 

that should be considered legitimate in shaping the orientation of research. An 

absence of participation results in turning the risk into an external object that 

communities are not able to appropriate and turn into an actual concern. Th is 

risk “externalization,” in turn, heavily aff ects the kind of knowledge produced 

about the risk itself, promoting a vicious circle of separation between knowl-

edge for global regulation and that relevant to local situations. 

Joint involvement of citizens, activists, scientists, and public authorities is 

necessary in order to promote the production of knowledge about environ-

mental risks related to toxicants that is not exclusively guided by laboratory 

logics but that seriously takes into account the local dimension of environ-

mental health. In this process, the role of public authorities of guaranteeing the 

conditions for participation is crucial. Power inequalities have a key eff ect on 

the process of making things visible. Th ese inequalities have to be addressed 

in order to create the conditions for collectively dealing with the harmful con-

sequences of industrial activities.

Notes

 1. Th e compound 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) is produced as an un-

wanted by-product in various chemical reactions and combustion processes, includ-

ing the manufacture of chlorinated phenols and derivatives. 

 2. Milena Sant, speaking about her experience in Seveso at the public event organized 

by the feminist group Maistat@zitt@, “Topo Seveso. Produzioni di morte, nocività e 

difesa ipocrita della vita.” 14 April 2007, Milan.

 3. Th e analysis I develop in this contribution is based on my Ph.D. research on the col-

lective responses to the Seveso disaster (Centemeri 2006). Th e research was designed 

to investigate the legacy of the ICMESA accident in the community aff ected through 

historical analysis of the 1976 event and an ethnographic study concerning the ongo-

ing construction of a collective memory of the disaster, namely, the project “Bridge 

of Memory” run by a group of local activists. Th e data discussed here were collected 

through the analysis of documents, interviews with people aff ected by the disaster, lo-

cal activists, representatives of public institutions, scientists, and participative observa-

tion of events related to the legacy of the disaster. 

 4. Stavros Dimas, Member of the European Commission, Responsible for Environment, 

“Seveso: Th e Lessons from the Last 30 Years,” European Parliament, Brussels, 11 Octo-

ber 2006, SPEECH/06/588.
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 5. A question that remains open is the doubt concerning the true destination of the TCP 

produced by ICMESA in the early 1970s. According to journalist Daniele Biacchessi 

(1997), it was transported to the United States and used in the production of chemical 

weapons for the Vietnam War. 

 6. Th e air emission originated from a TBC (1,2,3,4-tetrachlorobenzene) alkaline hydro-

lysis reaction vessel of sodium 2,4,5-trichlorophenate, an intermediate compound in 

the preparation of trichlorophenol. Th e direct cause of the emission was excessive 

pressure induced by an exothermic reaction in the TCP vessel, which occurred a few 

hours aft er suspending operations and caused the disk of a safety valve to break down: 

the disk broke when the pressure reached 4 atmospheres at 250°C, and TCDD—to-

gether with the above-mentioned products, and with ethylenic glycol and soda—burst 

out of the roof and spread directly in the air due to the lack of an expansion chamber 

(Ramondetta and Repossi 1998). 

 7. Th e mixture inside the vessel at the moment operations were suspended was probably 

composed of about 2,030 kg of sodium 2,4,5-trichlorophenate (or other TCB hydro-

lysis products), 540 kg of sodium chloride, and over 2,000 kg of organic products. In 

recovering the vessel, 2,171 kg of material, mainly sodium chloride (1,560 kg) were 

found. It can therefore be concluded that the air emission, composed of a mixture of 

several diff erent pollutants including dioxin, was about 3,000 kg. As for the dioxin 

content in the toxic cloud, technical literature reports diff erent evaluations, ranging 

from 300 g to 130 kg (Ramondetta and Repossi 1998).

 8. In zone A (108 hectares, 736 inhabitants), the authorities decided on the evacuation 

of the whole population; in Zone B (269 hectares, 4,600 inhabitants) there was no 

evacuation, but the inhabitants were forced to follow strict rules of conduct; in the 

Prevention Zone (1,430 hectares, 31,800 inhabitants) there was no evacuation but in-

habitants were forced to follow some precautionary rules of conduct, less constraining 

than those in zone B.

 9. Voluntary pregnancy terminations were fi nally permitted in Italy by law 194 in 1978.

10. Medicina Democratica (Democratic Medicine) was an Italian social movement born 

in the 1970s on the initiative of industrial workers, scientists, and intellectuals. MD 

argued for the importance of developing participative forms of knowledge production 

on health problems related to industrial activities.

11. Comunione e Liberazione is a Catholic movement born in Italy in the 1950s and par-

ticularly active in Lombardy. Its main trait is the charismatic dimension that goes with 

the promotion of what are called opere, that is, the supply of social services through as-

sociative organizations. Th e relationship between CL and the state has always involved 

a measure of confl ict. In the opinion of CL, the state cannot and ought not take part 

in social organization: “Th e welfare State must limit its intrusion into people lives” 

(Abruzzese 1991: 171). On the “fundamentalism” of CL, see Zadra (1994).

12. Th e compensation issue remained open in Seveso until 2007, when the two proceed-

ings instituted against Roche on the initiative of two groups of dioxin victims were 

declared invalid as a result of the statute of limitations. Th e two groups of victims never 

succeeded in gaining local support for their initiative (Centemeri 2006: 135–58). It is 

important to note that Roche has never admitted its responsibility for the disaster in 

any court of law.

13. Interview with L.S., resident of Seveso (April 2004).
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14. Interview with Massimo Donati (June 2004).

15. Ibid.

16. As Barbara Allen remarks in her study on the mobilization of citizens for environ-

mental health in the Louisiana “chemical corridor”: “by placing the specifi c resident 

or community at the centre of an investigation, science is constructed around what 

is happening to the people, rather than people being constructed to fi t mathematical 

scientifi c models” (Allen 2003: 148).

17. For a critique of this approach in the fi eld of job-related cancers, see Th ébaud-Mony 

(2007).

18. On this point see also the chapters of Barbara L. Allen and of Paul Jobin and Yu-Hwei 

Tseng in this volume. 

19. Another case of this virtuous alchemy is discussed by Paul Jobin (2006) in his study of 

the Minamata disease. 
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/ CHAPTER 7

From Suspicious Illness to Policy Change 

in Petrochemical Regions

Popular Epidemiology, Science, and the Law 
in the United States and Italy

Barbara L. Allen

Louisiana’s chemical corridor (United States) and northern Italy’s Porto 

Marghera chemical region are both sites of long-term, highly visible citizen 

struggles. In both locations the debates about, and the shaping of, environ-

mental health knowledge related to toxicants was key to the emergence of the 

controversy as well as its outcome. Th is chapter examines these dynamics, par-

ticularly those of citizen-expert alliances, to develop an understanding of the 

construction of policy-relevant or “actionable” science.

Specifi cally, my research focuses on the intersection of citizen activism, en-

vironmental health science, the public use of science, industrial regulation, and 

policy change related to toxicants in petrochemical regions primarily through 

the lens of legal controversies. One reason for using court cases is that it al-

lows a view inside the construction and use of science within environmental 

controversies. I am interested in how social structures and networks, legal sys-

tems, professional and nonprofessional cultures, NGOs, and labor unions im-

pact the making of policy-relevant environmental knowledge directed toward 

determining regulatory action and eff ecting positive environmental change.

Th is comparative work on shaping environmental health regulation coun-

ters the oft en totalizing globalization discourse regarding technology. However, 

comparative research does not mean to suggest the application of successful 

strategies of citizens, experts, and governmental institutions cross-nationally, 

ignoring the social and cultural situatedness of local dynamics. Knowledge 

making leading to policy change should be contextualized, understanding 

the interaction of knowledge and power from the ground up, with clear ac-

knowledgement of both similarities and diff erences within dynamic social and 

cultural milieus. Any cross-national extrapolation or even nation-state com-
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parisons are performed with caution such that diff erences are not lost in the 

move to level arguments and approaches.

Th e Italian and U.S. case studies reinforce this claim: while the technolo-

gies, hazards, and pollution are the same, the social and cultural landscape of 

the struggles and their outcomes are quite diff erent. Th e physical similarities 

of these two places are striking. Th ey both: (1) are industrial regions that have 

between 85 and 130 chemical plants and petro-processors, (2) produce a large 

quantity of particularly noxious chloro-chemicals, (3) are located adjacent to 

important historic and cultural tourism locations and on important waterways 

used for fi shing as well as other commercial and recreational activities, and 

(4) were home to plants operated by one or more of the same multinational 

chemical corporations. Th ere are also some notable diff erences that emerged 

in the case narratives. Th e national and regional context of the struggles over 

toxics conditioned both the process and result. A discussion of these variances 

follows the presentation of the two case studies.

Th eoretically, my project is situated within the interdisciplinary fi eld of 

Science and Technology Studies (STS), particularly the Public Use of Science 

(PUS) (Irwin and Wynne 1996). One of the trajectories of this analytic lens is 

to understand how public and civic cultures shape the formation of scientifi c 

knowledge. I also draw on approaches from the New Political Sociology of 

Science (NPSS) as a way to examine, comparatively, case studies as well as to 

understand the political and institutional dynamic that has shaped environ-

mental health knowledge (Frickel and Moore 2005). Comparative studies can 

illuminate how social arrangements and institutional networks can infl uence 

the production of policy-relevant knowledge and better reveal the eff ects of 

power relationships inherent in knowledge production systems. And fi nally, I 

engage with Sheila Jasanoff ’s work on U.S.-Europe science policy; specifi cally, 

her notion of civic epistemologies, or “how democratic polities acquire com-

munal knowledge for purposes of collective action” (Jasanoff  2005: 9). Th is 

research expands Jasanoff ’s research by beginning at the local level and, using 

ethnographic methods, attempts to fully understand the local formation of sci-

entifi c and technical knowledge that eventually counts as policy-relevant at the 

national level. Furthermore localism and the particularities of place oft en su-

persede national concerns in the coproduction of politics and knowledge for-

mation (Fischer 2000; Agnew 2002; Jasanoff  and Martello 2004; Jasanoff  2005; 

Hess 2009). Th is “epistemology from the bottom” has great implications for 

just distributions of power as its eff ects counter-percolate at times reinforcing 

and/or calling into question the ability of regulators and legal systems to meet 

the needs of citizens (Jasanoff  2005: 14). I track the fl ow of this construction 

through meso- and macro-level institutions to more fully understand the pro-

cess from emergence through codifi cation. By tracking science in this manner, 
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the power implications of knowledge are revealed through a lens wide enough 

to glimpse possibilities for social justice and participatory democracy.

Th e Grand Bois Case (Louisiana, United States)

Beginning of the Controversy

Grand Bois is a small town of about 300 residents, 50 percent of whom are 

Native American and most of the remaining of whom have Cajun French an-

cestry. Th e town is in the petroleum and chemical parishes of south Louisiana, 

in what is sometimes referred to as “Cancer Alley.”1 In the 1980s the oil com-

panies, having a very powerful industry lobby, were successful in having the 

waste from oil and natural gas exploration, production, and refi ning exempted 

from environmental regulation by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA). Oilfi eld waste was automatically classifi ed as nonhazardous waste ac-

cording to EPA regulations even though this type of waste can contain large 

concentrations of toxins such as heavy metals, benzene, and hydrogen sulfi de. 

Regulation was, and still is, left  entirely up to the individual states.

In 1982 the Campbell Wells site in Grand Bois was granted a state permit to 

accept oil and gas processing waste. Th e facility was a kind of landfi ll consist-

ing of a series of cells or large rectangular pits dug out of the ground into which 

liquids and semisolid sludge were dumped. Th e cells were located adjacent to 

the St. Louis canal portion of the Intracoastal Waterway in a region home to 

some of the most productive fi shing areas in the United States. Th e dumpsite 

was separated from the town by a chain link fence, the closest cell being 300 

feet (100 meters) away from the nearest residence.

Th e local citizens were told that the waste was primarily salt water, and 

though there were occasional complaints of bad odors and headaches, the 

townspeople lived with the facility until things got very bad in March 1994. 

Th at month, the facility accepted eighty-one tanker-truck loads of production-

pit sludge from Exxon’s natural gas plant operation in Alabama. Alabama had 

classifi ed the sludge as hazardous waste due to its high content of hydrogen 

sulfi de, benzene, arsenic, and other heavy metals and demanded that Exxon 

properly dispose of the waste. Exxon’s choices appeared to be to process the 

5,600 barrels of hazardous waste in Alabama at a cost of over $100 a barrel 

or to ship the waste to Louisiana at a cost of $8 a barrel, thus saving $500,000 

(Dunne 1998).

Th e tanker trucks rolled into the community during a ten-day period in 

the spring of 1994 bearing “hazardous material” labels. Th e townspeople said 

that the odor was overwhelming throughout the entire community and com-

plained to Louisiana’s Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) that they 
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smelled strong “chemical” odors such as the pungent odor of rotten eggs, a 

sign of deadly hydrogen sulfi de gas. While the DEQ did show up and take 

air samples during the Exxon waste disposal, the inspectors were specifi cally 

instructed not to test for hydrogen sulfi de (Roberts and Toff olon-Weiss 2001). 

Th e DEQ also did not sample the hazardous sludge that was later found to 

contain benzene and heavy metals. Almost immediately following this large 

disposal of Exxon waste, the town began complaining not only of the awful, 

lingering stench but, eventually, of headaches, sinus problems, fatigue, dizzi-

ness, and an array of other nervous system disorders. Within a month aft er 

the last tanker of oilfi eld waste was dumped, all three hundred residents of the 

town joined in fi ling a lawsuit against Exxon and Campbell Wells.2 Th e citizens 

needed help and they were eventually directed to two local scientists.

Two Local Scientists, Two Approaches to Science

Wilma Subra is a biochemist and toxicologist who, in 1999, won a prestigious 

MacArthur award for her work on behalf of environmental and environmen-

tal justice groups. Subra began her career in the late 1960s at the Gulf South 

Research Institute in south Louisiana and eventually became head of the en-

vironmental science and analytical chemistry sections of the institute. When 

the citizen disputes arose around the eff ects of hazardous waste at Love Canal, 

New York, Subra was the scientist in charge of the on-site lab studies. Once 

the lab results were recorded, none of the residents were ever allowed to know 

their own toxicity or the toxicity of their family members. Th is bothered Subra 

and she quit the fi rm aft er her Love Canal experience.

Patricia Williams was, at the time, the director of the Louisiana State Uni-

versity (LSU) medical school Occupational Toxicology Outreach program, 

as well as the laboratory director of their in-house medical surveillance lab 

that focuses on the eff ects of chemical exposure. She is also a biochemist with 

postdoc work in epidemiology. Williams had worked within the institutional 

framework of the LSU medical school for almost thirty-fi ve years. Her studies 

follow published research protocol and typically took a long time, even years, 

to complete. In the past, she had conducted tests on exposed populations and 

had testifi ed in court as an expert witness on behalf of a number of Louisiana 

communities facing toxic threats.

While both scientists work on local pollution issues with the community’s 

best interests at heart, their diff ering approaches to doing science have some-

times clashed. What counts as science in both women’s eyes is dramatically 

diff erent and would have unfortunate consequences to the community at risk, 

Grand Bois.
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Wilma Subra’s Heterogeneous Public Science Network

Th e community immediately asked for Subra’s help, and she began collecting 

all the information she could on the waste dump and holding meetings with the 

community to help them understand the issues and the regulatory rules. Her 

method of working as a scientist also involved connecting with a wide network 

of state and federal agencies to do the sampling and studies, because oft en the 

communities aff ected have no funding for this type of background work. But 

even with technical assistance from state and federal agencies, the citizens still 

needed a scientist such as Subra working on their side to help them properly 

utilize the outside expertise. She explains: “Th ey [the outside agency–funded 

scientists] go into a community and they want the community to engage them. 

Th e community doesn’t know the questions and what to ask them to do. Th ey 

[outside agencies] do a piece of something but they can’t be advocates.”3 Subra’s 

goal, following the community’s wishes, is typically to get the site cleaned up, 

shut down, or to stop the siting of a new hazardous facility. She does not strive 

for defi nitive scientifi c proof of causation for the residents’ illnesses as this kind 

of science is lengthy, expensive, and tends to put industry on the off ensive. She 

explains that “you need the health part in the equation to drive it [the commu-

nity push to clean up the site], but it’s not the main driver.”4

Media publicity is an important tool, according to Subra, as media expo-

sure is typically good for the victims’ causes. She submitted the Grand Bois 

controversy story to the popular television show 60 Minutes, and they agreed 

to produce a special hour-long program on the community hosted by the late 

Ed Bradley. “It was their story, so I made a point of never appearing on cam-

era … just doing all the legwork,”5 Subra said. So in Subra’s “public participa-

tion” approach to science, the more actors in the network the better; the more 

media exposure and the more agencies doing sampling, the more likely it is 

that the state will properly regulate industry or that industry will improve its 

practices.

Subra, because of her position outside of institutional science and her pro-

community work on behalf of exposed populations, has a confl icted status 

within her scientifi c community. While her training in science has an elevated 

status that provides her authoritative cultural capital, her involvement in con-

troversial issues makes her position within the ranks of scientists insecure 

(Downey 1988). But Subra is unmoved by the issue of status among her peers. 

She has a vision of environmental science as a public-based heterogeneous 

enterprise consisting of many actors, both inside and outside of what is tradi-

tionally termed “science.” She sees her work as both developing a “relationship 

between local people as agents and [using] scientifi c understanding as a force 

for change” (Irwin et al. 1996: 59). Her version of public science includes ac-

tively constructing networks and alliances that intentionally blur the boundar-
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ies between local and cosmopolitan knowledge as well as between science and 

politics (Irwin 1995; Irwin and Wynne 1996; Fischer 2000).

Patricia Williams’s Institutional “Science for the People”

In 1997, a few years aft er Subra had begun working in Grand Bois, Williams 

was contacted by Dr. Mike Robichaux, a local physician and state senator for 

the region. In his professional practice he had seen many health problems in 

the citizens from Grand Bois fi rsthand. He was particularly concerned about 

the various nervous system disorders that seemed exceedingly high for such a 

small community. He did propose several bills on the fl oor of the senate, fi rst 

to close the oilfi eld waste disposal loophole statewide, and later to provide an 

exemption for Grand Bois: both were fi rmly defeated because of concerns that 

such a bill would harm the oil industry in Louisiana. Dr. Robichaux did secure 

state funds for a formal study of the community and Williams was chosen to 

do the study.

Th e fi rst stage of her project was a community self-study asking the com-

munity members questions regarding their health, occupation, lifestyle, and 

behavior. Williams also did a self-study of a control community for compar-

ison purposes. Th e self-study results showed that Grand Bois residents had 

statistically signifi cant higher rates of gastrointestinal disorders, neurological 

symptoms, muscle and joint pain, as well as increased fatigue (Williams 1997). 

Lead and other heavy metal exposure can produce all of these symptoms. Th is 

prompted Williams to gather the past medical records for children participat-

ing in the study. Th ese records were from the state Offi  ce of Public Health 

(OPH), the Women Infants and Children (WIC) program, and the local hos-

pital. Out of about 24 children, 4 had elevated blood lead levels and another 6 

had blood indicators that warranted further testing and/or monitoring.

With questions regarding heavy metal exposure in at least 37 percent of 

the town’s children, Dr. Robichaux went to the state senate and asked for ad-

ditional funding for laboratory testing. Th e study called for pregnant women 

and children in the Grand Bois area to be tested for exposure to twenty-six 

diff erent chemicals once a month for twelve months. Th e fi rst blood samples 

were to be drawn on 7 April 1998; the case was set to go to trial three months 

later on 13 July.

Science Under Litigation Pressure

Williams and her team of physicians and experts continued to track the prob-

lem and do studies in the community with the full cooperation of the residents. 

When asked, however, Williams declined to testify in the Grand Bois lawsuit, 

saying it would have been a violation of her Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
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confi dentiality agreement to do so. Litigants were individually given copies of 

their children’s blood work and their own medical test results that they could 

use as they saw fi t. She told the litigants of both sides that they would have to 

wait until the complete scientifi c study was fi nished before receiving a copy of 

her fi nal report. Williams’s attorney, defending her position to have her raw 

data remain confi dential, stated that, “Dr Williams does not want her objective 

science to be tainted by the appearance of bias” (McMillan 1998).

By April 1998, the second phase of Williams’s study was in progress—she 

needed one more year to complete her study that followed careful scientifi c 

protocol and procedures for proving causation and eff ects of toxic exposure. 

Having a complete study that met currently acceptable scientifi c standards 

would provide evidence of exposure, not only for the Grand Bois community, 

but also for other communities with similar hazardous waste exposures. Th e 

lawsuit, however, was moving much faster than the scientifi c study.

Th ere was already some tension between the two scientists, as according 

to Subra, Williams discouraged residents from participating in some of the 

state-sponsored public health research other than her own. Williams did not 

trust the Louisiana OPH due to many past interactions with the state agency 

and said that her survey team would not work with representatives of the OPH 

(Daugherty 1997). Th e fear was that they would design a study to show that 

nothing was wrong in an attempt to negate Williams’s careful medical surveil-

lance study.6

All parties tried to force Williams to produce the raw data of her study-in-

progress. She refused and fought back. At this point the media attention was 

so great, the Louisiana state legislature passed a law mandating state-funded 

researchers (i.e., LSU employees) provide their in-progress experimental data 

when asked. Unfortunately, in the end, the residents of Grand Bois had to settle 

for far less than they had hoped for. Th ey received only a small cash payment 

instead of the medical monitoring, treatment for life, and the closure of the 

waste facility, which is what they had asked for. Williams’ partially fi nished 

study was incomplete and was used by Exxon to show that there was not clear 

evidence of exposure and damage caused by the chemicals Exxon dumped at 

the site. Incomplete was equated with inconclusive in the context of the lawsuit. 

Eventually, Williams’ fi nal study, which came out too late to help the citizens of 

Grand Bois, did show exposure and health issues related to the oilfi eld site. Th e 

study was used to, at least partially, close the state loophole on oilfi eld waste in 

places other than Grand Bois where such facilities were still operating.

Th e Case of Porto Marghera (Venice, Italy)

Marghera, a small town on the Venice Lagoon, housed one of the largest 

chemical complexes in Italy, and in the 1990s provided about half of the poly-
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vinyl chloride (PVC) produced in the country (Bortolozzo 1994a: 42–45). Th e 

regulatory plan that industry submitted to the government, the Piano Regala-

tore Generale di Venezia 1962–1990, described the kinds and amounts of haz-

ardous pollution that would be produced and emitted in the air, water, and 

soil—and won government approval (Bettin 1998). Th e concentration limits 

were set by industry, unrelated to research on human health or environmen-

tal protection. No provision was made for progressive concentration or toxic 

buildup over time in either the human body or the lagoon.

In the 1970s chemical workers, and subsequently residents, expressed sus-

picions about the dangers posed by the petrochemical plants. In 1971 the Insti-

tute of Medicine in Padova conducted a pediatric study in Marghera, fi nding 

90 percent of children between the ages of six and eleven had respiratory ail-

ments and other illnesses (Bettin 1998). Th is occurred at a time when the local 

environmental movement dedicated to cleaning up the Venice Lagoon, the 

Fronte per la difesa di Venezia e della sua Laguna, was also at its height. Citizen 

protest attributed blame for the polluted state of the local waterways to Porto 

Marghera and to chemical industry practices (Mencini 2005). Th e movement 

gained greater visibility by adopting Greenpeace-style tactics such as blocking 

oil tankers and waste disposal ships with small boats. Th is citizen-led move-

ment was successful in stopping the building of the fi nal, and largest, phase of 

the Porto Marghera chemical complex.

Th e Production and Publication of Health Science

Th e years from the mid 1960s to the early 1970s was a fertile period for Italian 

environmental health research on the eff ects of PVC and VCM (vinyl chloride 

monomer) on human and animal health. Initially, the research was carried 

out by company doctors employed by industry. Th eir fi ndings were so alarm-

ing that in 1966 a private meeting of U.S. and European chemical companies 

was held to discuss health problems related to the production and use of PVC 

and VCM. Such problems included skin thickening, bone disease, and some 

liver pathologies. Soon aft er this meeting the major cancer research institute 

in Italy, Regina Elena Institute, began studies of exposure to VCM, subjecting 

rats to VCM gas at the approved limits of 500 ppm. Its research was presented 

at an international cancer congress in Houston in 1970 and published the fol-

lowing year in Cancer Research; it revealed cancer in rats with exposures as 

low as 50 ppm.7

Next, the European vinyl chloride producers commissioned their own re-

search by Cesare Maltoni of the Bologna Center for the Prevention and Detec-

tion of Tumors and Oncological Research. In 1972 Maltoni also found cancer 

from VCM occurring in rats at very low exposures and in various sites on their 

bodies, including the liver. Th e European and American PVC manufacturers, 

concerned about these fi ndings, made a pact of secrecy during the early 1970s 
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regarding all research about the toxicity and carcinogenicity of the PVC/VCM 

chemical processes (Markowitz and Rosner 2002: 183). By early 1973, Maltoni 

was sure that there was a relationship between angiosarcoma of the liver and 

low-level VCM exposure. In the spring of 1974, Maltoni’s work on the carcino-

genicity of PVC and VCM appeared in print. He claimed that epidemiological 

proof only aft er deaths have occurred was insuffi  cient to address the issue of 

safe levels of human exposure to substances. He further asserted that animal 

studies such as his were a preferable mechanism to predict eff ect and set safe 

exposure levels before damage was done (Markowitz and Rosner 2002: 201).

Industry disagreed, claiming that human disease, not animal studies, must 

be the proof of harm. However, on discovering the deadly eff ects of their chem-

icals, the industry had made some adjustments to production. Th e growing 

environmental awareness and consumer vigilance threatened to make VCM’s 

use as a propellant in aerosol sprays (hairspray, room deodorants, insecticides, 

paint) a public liability nightmare. As a consequence they voluntarily discon-

tinued the use of VCM in spray products and in the packaging of alcohol with-

out notifying any public authorities of their concerns (Markowitz and Rosner 

2002: 185).

At the beginning of 1974, VCM was suspected in the deaths of four workers 

at a plant in the United States—they died of angiosarcoma of the liver, a rare 

cancer linked to heavy metal poisoning and identical to the cancer reported in 

Maltoni’s rat studies. Th e National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 

(NIOSH) was quickly informed of the potential link between PVC/VCM ex-

posure and cancer and they sided with Maltoni’s conclusions. In publicizing 

their concerns, they went further and suggested that epidemiology was not an 

adequate measure of the induction of cancer, only of death, and a poor measure 

at that, because of the potential for underestimation of eff ect due to the post hoc 

nature of exposure and disease (Markowitz and Rosner 2002: 191–92, 202–3).

One consequence of Maltoni’s published research was a radical reduction 

in the industry standard for worker exposure to VCM over an eight-hour pe-

riod from 500 ppm to 50 ppm in 1974, then to 1 ppm by 1976 (Bortolozzo 

1994b: 46–56). Th e response of Montedison—the largest PVC/VCM producer 

in Marghera—to the sharp lowering of exposure limits was creative. Accord-

ing to one technical expert, Montedison changed the monitoring system in 

1975 and dramatic drops in ambient VCM concentrations in the workplace 

occurred overnight (Rabitti 1998). Th e new system averaged concentrations 

across diff erent spaces and did not give point source readings at the locations 

of maximum exposure. Th e new monitors had a maximum reading of only 25 

ppm and were incapable of measuring spikes in chemical releases. Most im-

portantly, they also neglected to monitor the exposure of individual workers’ 

bodies on either a daily or cumulative basis.
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Th e late 1970s and 1980s was a period of production effi  ciency and work-

force decline in Marghera’s chemical industry due largely to plant automa-

tion. Communities were left  with fewer jobs and accumulating pollution. Th e 

scarcity of work and fear of plant closures reduced the inclination of many 

workers, unions, and even townspeople to criticize industry (Bettin 1998). 

Extreme exposures were also concentrated in certain parts of the plant, PVC/

VCM being produced in perhaps fi ft een of the eighty-fi ve facilities. Th e chemi-

cal worker’s union, Federazione Unitaria Lavoratori Chimici (FULC), inves-

tigated the claims once it became clear that PVC/VCM was harmful. But it 

appeared satisfi ed with industry’s claim that levels were immediately reduced 

to meet new standards.

From Worker to Activist to Expert

One person who remained unsatisfi ed with Montedison’s response to the 

known hazards of vinyl chloride production was Gabriele Bortolozzo, a laborer 

at Montedison since 1956. He had worked in the PVC/VCM unit for some 

years with fi ve other men cleaning the vats where the chemical was mixed 

at exposures reaching 32,000 ppm or more: all were dead, four of them from 

a rare liver cancer. In 1979 Bortolozzo discussed his complaints with others, 

keeping a log of deaths and illnesses at the plant. Perceived by management as 

a “problem,” he was moved and isolated from other workers.

Bortolozzo continued his campaign even aft er retirement in 1990, obtaining 

information from public health offi  cials as well as the Montedison company 

(Rabitti 1998). He made the study, collection, and assimilation of informa-

tion regarding pollution and health problems in Porto Marghera his retire-

ment passion. In the spring of 1994, Bortolozzo wrote nine short articles for 

a thematic issue of Medicina Democratica, a “red-green” professional journal 

dedicated to topics of health and environmental safety as well as the rights of 

workers.8 Wide-ranging in their scope and meticulously detailed with charts 

and statistics, Bortolozzo’s contributions explained the vinyl chloride produc-

tion process and the history of VCM production in Italy, as well as mortality 

rates for Marghera’s VCM workers and the wider environmental impacts of 

pollution. In the years following his tireless inquiries and the eventual publica-

tion of his concerns in Medicina Democratica, Bortolozzo was acknowledged 

as an expert and authority on PVC/CVM exposure among workers in Porto 

Marghera.9 In August 1994, armed with his volume of Medicina Democratica, 

he fi nally succeeded in meeting Felice Casson, the attorney general of Venice, 

who would eventually become the government prosecutor in the Montedison 

case. Casson quickly assembled his own group of experts to investigate health 

and pollution claims. In September 1995, Bortolozzo, an avid naturalist and 
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bicyclist, was struck and killed by a truck while biking near Marghera. It was 

deemed an accident by local offi  cials.

Th e momentum in favor of a prosecution was sustained aft er his death. 

In 1997 the Venice attorney general’s offi  ce moved to preliminary trial, in-

dicting twenty-eight executives and managers of petrochemical companies on 

charges ranging from manslaughter to environmental pollution. Th e next year, 

the case went to trial having about 550 plaintiff s including: state government, 

local government, several environmental organizations, trade unions, 103 sick 

workers, and the families of 156 dead workers. Before the court reached a de-

cision, the chemical companies settled with the state, agreeing to pay to clean 

up the Venice Lagoon. Th ey also settled with many of the worker plaintiff s, 

eff ectively clearing the courtroom.10

Th e trial ended in 2001; the chemical plant managers and executives were 

found “not guilty.” Th e court’s siding with the defendants in the most heinous 

allegation, manslaughter, hinged on “who knew what when” with respect to 

the eff ect of certain levels of PVC/VCM on human health.

Casson fi led an appeal in court. Th e facts, including those relating to worker 

protection regulations, were re-presented and reanalyzed. In 2004 a verdict was 

reached—fi ve chief executive offi  cers and former managers were convicted on 

many counts including 156 counts of manslaughter.

In the Italian legal system, defendants may avoid punishment if too much 

time has passed or if they are elderly, as judges have considerable discretion in 

sentencing. Th e fi ve convicted executives never served a day in prison. How-

ever, the judgment did allow for additional civil suits for damages, both by 

individuals and by the government for environmental harm. It also served to 

verify and legally reinforce the health eff ects of vinyl chloride production (na-

tionally and internationally) as well as serve as a deterrent to future negligent 

behavior.

Th e catalyst for the lawsuit brought by the attorney general of Venice might 

have been attributed to the tenacity one worker, Gabriele Bortolozzo. How-

ever, the history of the activism, legal action, and results in Porto Marghera are 

not that straightforward. Bortolozzo did not act alone, either in the acquisition 

of information or as the solo plaintiff  in the lawsuit. Initially, his allies were the 

medical institutions that off ered their research to enable him to write a series 

of articles he published in a union-affi  liated medical journal. Additionally, he 

joined in the eff orts of national environmental groups that were concerned 

about pollution in the Venice Lagoon, both a World Heritage Site and major 

international tourist destination. Aft er enlisting the Venice attorney general 

in his cause, other international environmental groups, such as Greenpeace, 

joined the legal actions, as did unions, governmental agencies, and many indi-

viduals. Th e lawsuit gained wide attention and became a public media circus 

with all three national newspapers and many smaller local and regional papers 
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regularly reporting on its progress. Both scientists and journalists wrote books 

in the time leading up to the various stages of the lawsuit. It was no longer the 

cause of Bortolozzo alone, but had grown to a large heterogeneous “move-

ment” with an accompanying media entourage. Many actors, such as scien-

tists and citizens, workers and residents, environmentalists and union offi  cials, 

all held a stake in fi nding the chemical companies and their offi  cials guilty. 

Th e boundaries had been blurred between local and cosmopolitan knowledge 

and well as between science and politics. Th e overall impact of this unwieldy 

network and their alliances was positive for both environmental knowledge 

and policy action regarding PVC/CVM production on the Venice Lagoon and 

beyond.

Comparing and Contrasting Citizen-Expert Alliances and 
Environmental Knowledge Formation in the U.S. and Italian Cases

Th ese two cases reveal the problems and possibilities of making of policy-rel-

evant environmental health science about toxic chemical exposure. In particu-

lar, they make apparent the social construction of credible knowledge and the 

role that citizens have in this process. Civic epistemology, or “culturally spe-

cifi c, historically and politically grounded, public knowledge-ways” evidence 

the diverse dynamics of how science is “articulated, defended and represented” 

in Italy and the United States (Jasanoff  2005: 249). Citizen relationships with 

state institutions and civil society organizations, including the forms of their 

social networks, are contributors to regional and national diff erences. From 

these examples, faced with a similar industry producing similar hazards, the 

process, choices, and outcomes of the people were divergent.

First, the time frame of the two cases was diff erent. Th e trajectory of the 

Italian controversy took place over several decades, growing out of the labor 

activism of the late 1960s and early 1970s and culminating in the legal action 

that began in 1997 and ended in 2004. Th e Louisiana (U.S.) dispute trajectory 

was signifi cantly more condensed; while low-level citizen dissatisfaction be-

gan in 1982, the heated controversy began in 1994, followed by a more rapid 

lawsuit that was fi nally settled in 1998. But even larger was the diff erence be-

tween the legal cultures of the two countries and regions.

Th e state judges in Louisiana (as in many states) are elected, thus, lobby-

ing and campaign funding could potentially bias judicial decision making. 

Furthermore, the political-legal climate was particularly infl amed when the 

Grand Bois case went to trial. Only a year before, a huge controversy in the 

same region over the siting of a new PVC chemical plant had pitted university 

law clinic students, representing poor citizens, against a legion of corporate 

attorneys. Th e state supreme court, pressured by industry lobbyists, ruled on 
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July 1998—just as the Grad Bois trial was beginning—that student law clinics 

would be severely restricted in the support they could off er citizens (Allen 

2003: 101–5). Th e climate for environmental justice cases in the state had be-

come decidedly anti-plaintiff .

Th e judiciary in Italy, also far from being apolitical, has more autonomy 

than that in any other democratic nation (Koff  and Koff  2000: 165). As a back-

lash against the conservative judges inherited from the fascist era in postwar 

Italy, the 1960s and 1970s brought a new wave of radicalized professionals 

(Koff  and Koff  2000: 177). Judicial activism for political change emerged at the 

same time as other left  social labor movements such as Potere Operaio and the 

growth of the unions, as well as the Communist Party.11 Th e power of the ju-

diciary was openly demonstrated in the early 1990s when a number of Italian 

magistrates tried to end rampant corruption among political leaders, leading 

to the fall of the government (Koff  and Koff  2000: 175–78; Ginsborg 2003b: 

267–69). In the mid 1990s, a new, more conservative government emerged 

from the confl icts; however, the power of a strong judiciary branch had been 

solidifi ed. Another element of diff erence from the United States is that the 

public prosecutor in Italy is similar to a judge and is a member of the judiciary. 

She is both the accuser and investigator in a legal case and this has implica-

tions for science in the courts.

Another legal diff erence between the two cases was the ability to link civil 

and criminal cases in the Italian court. Besides the scientifi c evidence intro-

duced by both defendants and plaintiff s, the judges in the case also hired tech-

nical experts to provide research, analysis, and opinions. Th e chemical fi rms 

were found guilty, not only of worker safety violations that led to many deaths, 

but also of damage to the air, land, and water of the Venice Lagoon ecosystem. 

Notably, corporate executives were found guilty and convicted for their negli-

gent behavior. Tying the criminal and civil cases together was a productive way 

to bracket corporations as an amalgam of responsible persons and company 

policies/practices.

In the United States, Exxon and other oil companies managed to use their 

lobbying clout to omit their waste from governmental scrutiny. Th us, it was 

diffi  cult to accuse them of any wrongdoing as they were within their legal 

rights. But even given the same case in a state with stricter regulations, like 

Alabama, there would be no possibility of trying both civil and criminal cases 

together. A civil case could have been pursued, but the possibility of actually 

holding a company executive personally and criminally liable would be highly 

unlikely. While the Italian executives never served prison time, the court sent 

a strong message that, I believe, has served as a deterrent. Th e fact that a sig-

nifi cant number of the chemical plants in the Porto Marghera have downsized 

or closed in the following years might indicate how serious companies and 

their CEOs took the threat of punishment by the Italian state. While the U.S. 
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practice of fi ning companies and awarding damages is an appropriate action, 

this can oft en be off set by the profi ts made during years of illegal and/or irre-

sponsible corporate practices (Allen 2003). Placing the legal responsibility on 

persons, the actual decision makers in corporations, will increase the eff ort 

that companies and their employees make to obey the law and avoid damaging 

human health.

Th e corporate constitution of the chemical industry was also very diff erent 

at the time of the case studies. In the United States, Exxon was (and still is) a 

wholly private corporation that is regulated by both state and federal agencies. 

Th e relationship between the regulations, regulators, and chemical companies 

in Louisiana is fraught with confl icts of interest among the parties and suff ers 

from lax enforcement, low penalties, and a culture of corporate hiring of for-

mer regulators and vice versa (Allen 2003). In Italy, during the last half of the 

twentieth century, the government-owned sector of business was the largest 

of any noncommunist state (Bull and Newell 2005: 172). Ente Nazionale Idro-

carburi (ENI), or National Hydrocarbons Corporation, established in 1953, 

was the umbrella state holding company under which ENIChem (formerly 

Montedison) operated. Th e 1990s and the emergence of the Second Republic 

(aft er the fall of the government under the weight of excessive corruption) also 

came with the abolition of the Ministry of State Holdings (Bull and Newell 

2005: 181). During the early 1990s, the government privatized ENI and the 

other large state-owned corporate conglomerates. Th is opened a new “negoti-

ating space” between government and industry that provided opportunity for 

directing blame and responsibility in a more transparent way.

But the most important diff erence was that in the Italian case there was 

an acceptance of a more participatory citizen science. Th e boundary between 

what was considered science and nonscience for both court and regulatory 

purposes was more permeable. Medical workers from the university were will-

ing to share information on citizen exposure with the town as well as research 

on exposure limits for workers. Former corporate scientists were willing to 

form nonprofi ts (i.e., Istituto Ramazzini) to further exploration of exposure 

science and publish results openly. Traditional scientifi c results could travel 

across a variety of venues to hybrid publications such as the union-sponsored 

health journal Medicina Democratica. Citizens performing popular epidemi-

ology studies could be published alongside traditional medical research and 

thus be recognized as expert knowledge in both court and policy arenas.

In the U.S. case, the boundaries between traditional science and public/par-

ticipatory science were fi rmly drawn. Th is was due, in part, to one scientist’s 

desire to legitimate her research both within her profession and within the 

court. Sharing or hybridization of any kind would mark her work as less sci-

entifi c and open it to denial of admissibility in the trial (or future exposure 

lawsuits).12 Additionally, strict medical privacy laws in the United States fur-
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ther hindered the collection of public health data.13 Exxon was able to win by 

strategically using the court’s heavily weighted reliance on traditional science 

to argue: (1) the universal problem of scientifi c uncertainty, and (2) the par-

ticular problem of incomplete research.

Conclusion

Today there are striking diff erences in the development of the two regions. In 

Porto Marghera, many of the plants have been shut down. While this, along 

with stricter regulations and fi nes, has led to a cleaner environment, it has also 

led to fewer high-paying industrial jobs in the chemical industry. Th e state did 

have the foresight to found a new “green chemistry” research institute (INCA) 

in Marghera, but it has had little impact on actually changing chemical produc-

tion processes, as companies have chosen to move rather than retool at some 

expense.14 Th e environmental social movement that pressured to plants to take 

responsibility for worker and lagoon health, did not also use its momentum to 

pressure/enable industry (via government incentives and regulation) to take 

a new “green” path. Now, the momentum is lost, and the collective memory 

of the greater Marghera area is of jobs lost, fueling an animosity among many 

residents toward environmentalists.

In “Cancer Alley,” the region along the Mississippi River that includes 

Grand Bois, industry, particularly noxious chloro-chemical production, has 

grown. Citizen groups, particularly poor and minority residents, organized to 

enable industry to get permits and further expand. Th e reason for this was the 

promise of jobs. Some of these groups have actively asked that citizen-oriented 

scientists, such as Wilma Subra and others, not attend their meetings or give 

them information and advice.15 Th ey consider Subra’s work to be political and 

even incendiary and prefer to consider the economic health (i.e., employment) 

of their community fi rst and foremost. Th e new, post-Katrina, more conser-

vative governor and regulators in the state are pleased with this new alliance: 

the poor/minority citizens, industry, and the state have all come together to 

further petrochemical expansion in the region.

Cross-national comparative case studies about regulating toxicants and 

understanding their eff ects are instructive. Th ey are less about developing 

“best practices” that can be uncritically extrapolated to other locations and 

cultures and more about, in a Tocquevillian fashion, understanding one’s own. 

As Sheila Jasanoff  eloquently states: “Th e aim of comparison is to reveal, with 

critical detachment but epistemic charity, what gives signifi cance to another 

culture’s distinctions and diff erences, not forgetting in the process to refl ect 

on the commitments encoded in one’s own. It is not the divine prerogative of 

producing universally valid principles of knowledge or governance that com-
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parison should strive for. It is to make visible the normative implications of 

diff erent forms of contemporary scientifi c and political life, and show what is 

at stake” (2005: 291).

Notes

 1. Th is region is commonly defi ned as the communities that lie along the east-west stretch 

of the Mississippi River between New Orleans and Baton Rouge and are surrounded 

by over 130 chemical- and petroleum-processing plants.

 2. Th e fact that every citizen of Grand Bois joined in the lawsuit is unusual and goes 

somewhat against the research of Couch and Kroll-Smith (1994) showing that ex-

posure controversies tend to divide communities. In this case the community was a 

multigenerational, long stable community united through both intermarriage and re-

ligion. Th ey had also witnessed a similar exposure fi ght in an adjacent parish (county) 

where one of the problems was a rise in childhood leukemia cases. And lastly, the fi ght 

was to close the site and locate it elsewhere, so the dispute was not only an “exposure” 

dispute. Th ese factors likely led to community unity in fi ghting the waste site in their 

town.

 3. From the online interview entitled “Wilma Subra.” http://www.commonweal.org/

wilmasubra.html (last accessed 3 November 2010).

 4. Interview by author (16 May 2003).

 5. Ibid.

 6. Louisiana state agencies had been complicit a number of times in designing studies that 

showed nothing was wrong. For example, in the 1980s the state Department of Health 

and Hospitals commissioned a study that was designed in such a way that it disproved 

popular epidemiological evidence of a high miscarriage rate around chemical plants. 

Similarly, the Louisiana Tumor Registry has produced data that could be interpreted 

to mean that it is actually healthier for some populations to live near chemical plants 

(Allen 2003).

 7. For a complete history of what the corporations knew regarding the health eff ects of 

PVC/VCM and their pact of secrecy, see Markowitz and Rosner (2002: 168–94).

 8. Th is journal is also discussed in some detail in Stefania Barca’s chapter in this volume.

 9. For an excellent discussion of the “expertifi cation” of the layperson in an activist move-

ment see Epstein (1996).

10. From an interview by the author with Felice Casson, now a senator in the Italian legis-

lature, conducted 13 November 2006 in Venice, Italy.

11. Potere Operaio (Workers’ Power) was a radical social movement based in Porto Mar-

ghera, consisting of both workers and academics, such as Antonio Negri, one of the 

leaders. Porto Marghera—Th e Last Firebrands is an excellent documentary fi lm of the 

movement available on DVD distributed by Wildcat (Germany).

12. In the 1990s there were several U.S. Supreme Court decisions limiting the admissibility 

of scientifi c evidence in the courts, the fi rst being Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceu-

ticals, Inc. See Solomon and Hackett (1996) for an STS analysis of Daubert and Carl 

Cranor (2006) for a legal-philosophical analysis of relevant cases and their implica-

tions for toxic torts.



168 Barbara L. Allen

13. For more on the problem of the right to privacy hindering the collection of public 

health data see Allen (2008).

14. From an interview by the author (1 February 2008) with Pietro Tundo, professor of 

organic chemistry, University of Venice, and researcher at INCA.

15. From an interview by author with Wilma Subra (25 January 2006).

Bibliography

Agnew, John A. 2002. Place and Politics in Modern Italy. Chicago, I.L.: University of Chicago 

Press.

Allen, Barbara L. 2003. Uneasy Alchemy: Citizens and Experts in Louisiana’s Chemical Cor-

ridor Disputes. Cambridge, M.A.: MIT Press.

———. 2008. “Environmental Health and Missing Data.” Environmental History 13(4): 

659–66.

Benatelli, Nicoletta, Gianni Favarato and Elisio Trevisan, eds. 2002. Processo a Marghera. 

L’inchesta sul Petrolchimico. Il CVM e le morti degli operai. Storia di una tragedia umana 

e ambientale. Venice, Italy: Nuova Dimensione.

Bettin, Gianfranco. 1998. Petrolkimiko: Le voci e le storie di un crimine di pace. Milan, Italy: 

Baldini & Castoldi.

Bortolozzo, Gabriele. 1994a. “La produzione di CVM e PVC al Petrolchimico di Porto Mar-

ghera.” Medicina Democratica 92/93(January–April): 42–45.

———. 1994b. “La cancerogenesi da CVM.” Medicina Democratica 92/93(January–April): 

46–56.

Bull, Martin J., and James L. Newell. 2005. Italian Politics: Adjustment Under Duress. Cam-

bridge, U.K.: Polity Press.

Couch, Stephen R., and Steve Kroll-Smith. 1994. “Environmental Controversies, Interac-

tional Resources, and Rural Communities.” Rural Sociology 59(1): 25–44.

Cranor, Carl F. 2006. Toxic Torts: Science, Law, and the Possibility of Justice. New York: Cam-

bridge University Press.

Daugherty, Christi. 1997. “Legal Poison? Grand Bois Residents Want the State to Shut Down 

the Oil Pit Next Door.” New Orleans Gambit Weekly, 25 November.

Downey, Gary Lee. 1988. “Structure and Practice in the Cultural Identities of Scientists: 

Negotiating Nuclear Waste in New Mexico.” Anthropological Quarterly 61(1): 26–83.

Dunne, Mike. 1998. “Exxon Engineer Testifi es in Lawsuit.” Baton Rouge Advocate, 22 July.

Epstein, Steven. 1996. Impure Science. Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press.

Ferstel, Vicki. 1998. “Tests Reveal Abnormal Levels of Lead in Grand Bois Residents.” Baton 

Rouge Advocate, 22 December.

Fischer, Frank. 2000. Citizens, Experts, and the Environment. Durham, N.C.: Duke Univer-

sity Press.

Frickel, Scott, and Kelly Moore, eds. 2005. Th e New Political Sociology of Science: Institu-

tions, Networks, and Power. Madison, W.I.: University of Wisconsin Press.

Ginsborg, Paul. 2003a. A History of Contemporary Italy: Society and Politics, 1943-1988. 

New York: Palgrave MacMillan Press.

———. 2003b. Italy and Its Discontents: Family, Civil Society, and State: 1980-2001. New 

York: Palgrave MacMillan Press.



From Suspicious Illness to Policy Change 169

Harding, Sandra G. 1991. Whose Knowledge? Whose Science? Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Univer-

sity Press.

———. 2008. Sciences From Below: Feminisms, Postcolonialities, and Modernities. Durham, 

N.C.: Duke University Press.

Hess, David J. 2009. Localist Movements in a Global Economy: Sustainability, Justice, and 

Urban Development in the United States. Cambridge, M.A.: MIT Press.

Irwin, Alan. 1995. Citizen Science. New York: Routledge.

Irwin, Alan, Alison Dale, and Denis Smith. 1996. “Science and Hell’s Kitchen: Th e Local 

Understanding of Hazard Issues.” In Misunderstanding Science?, eds. Alan Irwin and 

Brian Wynne, 47–64. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Irwin, Alan, and Brian Wynne, eds. 1996. Misunderstanding Science? New York: Cambridge 

University Press.

Jasanoff , Sheila. 2005. Designs of Nature: Science and Democracy in Europe and the United 

States. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Jasanoff , Sheila, and Marybeth Long Martello, eds. 2004. Earthly Politics: Local and Global 

in Environmental Governance. Cambrigde, M.A.: MIT Press.

Koff , Sondra Z., and Stephen P. Koff . 2000. Italy: From the First to the Second Republic. 

London: Routledge.

McMillan, John. 1997a. “Records: Exxon Told to Clean Up Act, then Used La. as a Dump 

Site for Waste.” Baton Rouge Advocate, 3 November.

———. 1997b. “Toxicologist Grilled about Study Results.” Baton Rouge Advocate, 5 

November.

———. 1998. “EPA Heeds Request on Grand Bois.” Baton Rouge Advocate, 29 April.

Markowitz, Gerald, and David Rosner. 2002. Deceit and Denial: Th e Deadly Politics of Indus-

trial Pollution. Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press.

Mencini, Giannandrea. 2005. Il Fronte per la difesa di Venezia e della Laguna: e le denunce 

di Indro Montanelli. Venice, Italy: Supernova.

Rabitti, Paolo. 1998. Cronache dalla Chimica: Marghera e le altre. Naples, Italy: Cuen.

Roberts, J. Timmos, and Melissa M. Toff olon-Weiss. 2001. Chronicles for the Environmental 

Justice Frontline. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Robichaux, Michael R. 1999. “Th e Story of Grand Bois.” http://senate.legis.state.la.us/

Senators/Archives/1999/Robichaux/topics/grandbois.htm (last accessed 3 November 

2010).

Solomon, Shana M., and Edward J. Hackett. 1996. “Setting Boundaries between Science and 

Law: Lessons from Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc.” Science, Technology 

& Human Values 21(2): 131–56.

Williams, Patricia. 1997. Grand Bois: Community Health Assessment, Volume 1. Baton 

Rouge, L.A.: Occupational Toxicology Outreach Offi  ce.



/ CHAPTER 8

Guinea Pigs Go to Court

Epidemiology and Class Actions in Taiwan

Paul Jobin and Yu-Hwei Tseng

This chapter describes the fi rst two major cases of industrial diseases brought 

to justice in Taiwan, with the support of an original citizen mobilization and a 

network of lawyers. Th e fi rst case was brought in the north of the island near 

Taipei. Th e 450 plaintiff s had been exposed to a wide range of organic solvents 

like trichloroethylene and other toxins while they were working for the Radio 

Corporation of America (RCA), a U.S. manufacturer of television sets. More 

than a thousand people identifi ed with this case have developed various sorts 

of cancer. Th e second case was brought near Tainan, in the south of the island, 

where tremendous concentrations of dioxin were left  by a former chemical 

plant. In both cases, the plaintiff s complained that they were used as guinea 

pigs for the sake of science. Th e court hearings and the interviews of the vari-

ous actors involved suggest that the scientifi c uncertainty inevitably generates 

various forms of compromises, between “perhaps” and “probable,” epidemiol-

ogy and toxicology, humans and animals, and thus, generates all sorts of pos-

sibilities for a legal decision or a policy.

In the United States, many critics of epidemiology as usual in the case of 

industrial diseases have emerged, both from within the discipline and outside 

of it. Epidemiologist Carl Shy (1997) reproduced the proceedings of an imagi-

nary court of law, where epidemiology is charged with “failure to serve as the 

basic science of public health”; no decision is rendered, but this somewhat 

humorous article points out the discontent with the fi eld’s limited perspective. 

Outside the discipline, as early as the mid 1980s and with much more consis-

tency, the sociologist Phil Brown (1987) brought the public back into public 

health, through his conceptualization of “popular epidemiology,” in which 

non-experts initiate the search for scientifi c evidence of the causes and eff ects 

of toxic issues. Brown would later identify “critical epidemiologists” as scien-

tists not only eager to cooperate with the public, but also ready to challenge 

the methodological blind angles of their discipline (Brown 1997). Finally, he 

synthesized the various forms and levels of cooperation between laypeople 
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and scientists (Brown 2007: 14–39). Incidentally, Brown’s seminal fi eldwork 

on popular epidemiology was on the case of Woburn, Massachusetts1 and also 

dealt with trichloroethylene, the major contaminant at issue in the RCA case 

in Taiwan. But in contrast with Woburn, where the victims were residents’ 

children aff ected by leukemia, the RCA case mainly concerns former work-

ers of the plant—predominantly female—aff ected by all sorts of cancers and 

mutagenic or reproductive disorders. Moreover, the two cases that we present 

here highlight the tensions between classical epidemiologists, who neverthe-

less share some of the insights of popular epidemiology, and their more hard-

core peers. Many of them were trained in the world’s top universities, like the 

Harvard School of Public Health, which eased their path to success in their re-

spective fi elds and helped them to accumulate impressive lists of publications 

in the best scientifi c journals. However classical these epidemiologists may 

be, they have played a decisive role in constructing the scientifi c truth used to 

determine the impact of the chemical toxins used or generated by the indus-

trial process on residents and former workers of the plant. But the translation 

of this epidemiological truth into a judicial decision—eagerly awaited by the 

victims of the contamination—is yet to come and does not depend only on the 

will of these epidemiologists.

Th e Toxicant between “Possible” and “Probable”

RCA was founded in 1919 in Camden, New Jersey, with the backing of Gen-

eral Electric (GE). Th e history of RCA has been described as a “70-year quest 

for cheap labor” (Cowie 1999). In 1939, aft er the company succeeded in devel-

oping the United States’ fi rst all-electronic television system, it opened a new 

plant in Bloomington, Indiana, a more rural area with less unionized labor, 

and then in Memphis in 1965, where African-Americans made up the core of 

the labor pool. As U.S. environmental regulation was becoming more strin-

gent, RCA was among the fi rst big American corporations to move abroad, 

initially to Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, in 1964. In 1970, RCA founded two facto-

ries in Taiwan for the production of television sets, both to the south of Taipei, 

one in Taoyuan and the other one in Chupei. A third factory would later be 

built in Ilan county, northeast of Taipei. But Taoyuan would remain the big-

gest plant and the future center of mobilization concerning the hazards issue. 

Th e company easily recruited thousands of workers, mostly young women 

who had just fi nished junior high school. Th e prestige of the company and 

the fascination with its output (brand-new models of TV sets) made it very 

attractive for the rural populace. RCA was a nice “family,” providing workers 

with social activities, dormitories, etc. Th e pliable workforces in Taiwan and 

Mexico would eventually be used as a sort of blackmail to prevent American 



172 Paul Jobin and Yu-Hwei Tseng

workers from striking. In 1986, RCA was acquired by General Electric, which, 

two years later, sold its consumer-electronics branch to the French corpora-

tion Th omson. In 1992, however, aft er examination of the groundwater and 

soil, Th omson sold the Taiwanese plants to local companies, then moved its 

own production to China and Singapore.

Fift een Years of Investigation to Measure RCA’s Hazards Legacy

Before it became an emblematic case of occupational hazards, the RCA issue 

started as a matter of ex post facto environmental concern around the vicinity 

of the former factory. In June 1994, a legislator and former director of the En-

vironmental Protection Administration (EPA) pushed forward a survey that 

concluded with the presence of extremely high concentrations of several or-

ganic solvents like trichloroethylene (TCE) in the soil and groundwater. Aft er 

another survey, in June 1998, the EPA announced that the RCA site in Taoyuan 

was a “permanently contaminated area” (Wu 2009: 206–7). Meanwhile, it hap-

pened that many former workers were suff ering from various sorts of cancer. 

In 1998, they launched the RCA Self-Help Association (RCA-SHA), which 

soon received the support of the Taiwan Association of Victims of Occupa-

tional Injuries (TAVOI) founded in 1992 by intellectuals and labor activists 

with Christian or left ist sensibilities. Together, TAVOI and the SHA started 

to lobby the government to get compensation. In April 2001, the two associa-

tions conducted an investigation with the help of the government’s Council of 

Labor Aff airs (CLA). Th ey found 1,395 former workers with cancer (226 had 

died already) and 100 with various tumors. In 2002, members of TAVOI and 

RCA-SHA went to the United States for a two-week campaign that sought the 

support of the U.S. Labor Department, members of Congress, the GE Labor 

Union, etc., for their cause (Ku 2006).

Under pressure from the media coverage and a critical report of the Control 

Yuan2, the government launched an inter-ministry task force to set up epide-

miological and risk assessment surveys among former workers and neighbors 

of the site, and to identify the contamination source with hydrological checks. 

One study was conducted by the Institute of Occupational Safety and Health 

(IOSH), which is affi  liated with the CLA. Th e other survey was sponsored by 

the government’s Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and conducted by 

the College of Public Health of National Taiwan University (NTU), under the 

leadership of Professor Wang Jung-Der, a prominent fi gure in Taiwan in oc-

cupational and environmental medicine.

Th e IOSH team produced three reports in Chinese between 1999 and 2001,3 

then three articles in English in international scientifi c journals—the last one 

in 2005—while the team from NTU wrote two reports in Chinese in 1999 and 

2000, then submitted six articles to international scientifi c journals—the last 
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in 2009. Th e fi nal results of the IOSH team (Chang et al. 2005) concluded that 

there was no signifi cantly elevated cancer incidence nor any “standardized in-

cidence ratio” (SIR) for any type of cancer in exposed workers, arguing that the 

numerous short durations of employment might bias the cancer risk toward 

false positives. Th e authors presume that the cancers could only appear aft er 

a long period of exposure, neglecting the possible increase in toxicity from 

the combination of the various carcinogens involved and their massive use. 

On the basis of IOSH’s reports, and at the time that TAVOI was campaigning 

in the United States in May 2002, GE made a statement to the press that the 

company could not be held liable, since the Taiwanese government itself had 

confi rmed that the cancers were not related to RCA (Ku 2006).

Th e results of the NTU team draw a much diff erent picture. Th e collabora-

tion with toxicologists for experimentation on mice showed that the mixture 

of organic solvents (including trichloroethylene) present in the underground 

water near the factory was a potential carcinogen to both male and female 

mice (Wang et al. 2002). Other NTU articles were epidemiological surveys. 

Th e fi rst results could only suggest evidence for liver cancer among male resi-

dents (Lee et al. 2002; Lee et al. 2003). In their last series of articles (Sung et 

al. 2007; Sung et al. 2008; Sung et al. 2009), it is apparent that the authors had 

investigated all possible means to fi nd evidence, but that they were limited by 

the methodological constraints of classical epidemiology. Th e fi rst one con-

cerned the consequences for the workers themselves. It was based on a cohort 

of 63,982 female workers covering the period 1973–1997 (Sung et al. 2007). 

Despite a total of 1,572 cancer cases for the period 1979–2001, and despite an 

extensive review suggesting an association of TCE exposure with kidney can-

cer, liver cancer, and non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, as well as with cervical cancer, 

Hodgkin’s disease, and multiple myeloma, no increase of SIR could be found. 

Th e authors could only conclude that workers fi rst employed prior to 1974, 

with exposure to trichloroethylene and/or a mixture of solvents, “may have an 

excess risk of breast cancer” (Sung et al. 2007).

To account for such limitations, the authors stressed that the analysis was 

“limited by the lack of detailed exposure information”—a reference to the fact 

that RCA, GE, and Th omson not only refused to disclose job histories and 

other archives, but eventually tried to hide or destroy all potential evidence. As 

the authors point out, “the factory had been inspected eight times by the Tai-

wanese government’s inspection agency, with multiple violations of the regula-

tions having been recorded” (Sung et al. 2007). Th e last two articles focused on 

the possible consequences for the workers’ off spring. It seems as if the authors 

were fi nally forced to conclude much less than what they intuitively felt was 

there, as in both papers they emphasize the lack of data and the multiple vio-

lations of solvent regulations by the company. At least they could report an 

increased incidence of leukemia in the children of female workers (Sung et al. 



174 Paul Jobin and Yu-Hwei Tseng

2008) and a relative increase in infant mortality due to congenital malforma-

tions, especially for cardiac defects, for the children of male workers (Sung et 

al. 2009).

Besides these surveys, two literature reviews have been carried out, one for 

a public report in Chinese conducted by Wang Jung-Der (Taiwan Bureau of 

health Promotion, 2003), the other one in English by the Chinese-American 

epidemiologist Otto Wong (2004). Th e former found short-term high expo-

sure in female workers during the early 1970s. Th ough the latter pretends to be 

an exhaustive analysis including most of the articles related to the RCA issue in 

Taiwan available at that time, yet Wong’s conclusion seems to take into account 

only those supporting an absence of risk. Historians Gerald Markowitz and 

David Rosner have included the author, Otto Wong, among the “damn liars” 

more inclined to serve the interests of industry than those of public health, 

as he was instrumental for both the vinyl chloride industry and the chemi-

cal polluters of “Cancer Alley” in Southern Louisiana (Markowitz and Rosner 

2002). Both Wang Jung-Der and Otto Wong have accepted to stand at the bar 

as expert—the fi rst one at the demand of the plaintiff s’ lawyers, the second at 

the demand of the defendants; their court hearing, which is expected in the 

last period of the trial (2013–14), might play a major role in the decision.

Challenges to the Pax Epidemiologica

For the last decade, as the former workers of RCA faced various sorts of can-

cer but received no compensation, this issue has generated growing criticism 

of the conservative conclusions of the Taiwanese pax epidemiologica—to bor-

row from what Christopher Sellers (1997) defi ned as the pax toxicologica in 

America in the 1930s. Indeed, in this case, the Taiwanese bureaucrats have only 

considered scientifi c data, overemphasizing epidemiology in particular and 

completely disregarding the testimonies of the workers.

Inspired both by the gender studies and the popular epidemiology of Phil 

Brown, Lin Yi-Ping (2006) stressed that the surveys of both teams (IOSH and 

NTU-CPH) were also distorted by a male-dominated methodology that ig-

nored or minimized the specifi cities of the majority of former workers, i.e., 

women. As she was a doctoral candidate at NTU at that time, she joined the 

team of Wang Jung-Der for their next survey (Sung et al. 2007) and was instru-

mental in correcting those weaknesses. Nevertheless, the authors could show 

causal links only for breast cancer. Also inspired by Phil Brown and by other 

alternatives to dominant epidemiology, Wu Yi-Ling (2009) performed a cri-

tique of the IOSH surveys of RCA from a sociological perspective. She found 

a number of methodological weaknesses and stressed that the routine com-

parison of data through a “one cause, one eff ect” approach leads to conclusions 

of false negatives and is characteristic of what she terms a “politics of scien-
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tifi cally inconclusive results.” Such an approach may thus serve to undermine 

preventive measures, as well as the subsequent payment of compensation. But 

all the scholars should not be lumped together.

Th e researchers of the government-controlled IOSH might be inclined to 

minimize the problems that the government has to deal with, especially as 

the polluter had already left  the country. NTU scholars, on the other hand, as 

long as they publish in renowned international journals, are assured of getting 

research credits, even from state-related institutions like the National Science 

Council, EPA, or Labor Department, no matter what their fi ndings. And as 

new clusters or signifi cant issues may benefi t from “publication bias” or rather 

good quotation scores, their authors are more easily incited to feel sympathetic 

to the victims. Because they lacked company data, NTU researchers tried ani-

mal experimentation to fi nd and demonstrate a causal link, but RCA’s former 

workers viewed their research as just another useless attempt to accumulate 

data; their perception of the process summed up by the lament: “How many of 

us shall die until we shall be recognized as statistically signifi cant?”4 Th e slogan 

“We’re not guinea pigs!” that appeared on a placard during a protest action 

around the same period expressed a similar misunderstanding of what the 

scientists from NTU were trying to do, confl ating them with the IOSH team, 

which repeatedly denied any possible cause-eff ect relationship. While the 

IOSH team did not pursue its investigation aft er its last publication in 2005, 

the NTU team did continue a systematic quest for more evidence. Despite 

their limitations, the latter’s epidemiological and toxicological results are now 

considered to be valuable arguments by the plaintiff s’ lawyers, whose challenge 

will consist in translating these “inconclusive results” into a judicial decision.

Five Years aft er It Started…the Lawsuit Is Just Beginning

On January 2001, the inter-ministry investigation task force was dissolved. 

Accompanied by TAVOI, the RCA-SHA launched a protest action before the 

government; they also petitioned the Legislative Yuan (Parliament) and the 

Ministry of Foreign Aff airs and met with some lawyers who formed a volun-

tary group to help in the legal battle to come. One year later, the lawyers used 

secret documents that they had obtained from the CLA to urge the court to 

seize the assets left  by RCA in Taiwan. It would later appear in the fi nancial 

documents of the company that, in 1998, RCA had already moved abroad a 

bank deposit of 2.8 billion New Taiwan Dollars.5 Aft er hesitating to start a 

lawsuit in the United States, some 200 members of RCA-SHA decided fi nally 

to launch a lawsuit in the Taipei District Court in April 2004. Th is suit was 

rejected for procedural reasons. Th e association appealed the decision to the 

High Court of Taiwan, which also rejected the case—on the same grounds—in 

August 2005. Th e association then brought the case to the Supreme Court, 
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which, in December 2005, declared the original judgment unsuitable and or-

dered the High Court to reexamine the case. In March 2006, the High Court 

rejected the previous decision of the Taipei District Court, which was ordered 

to reexamine the case.6 So the plaintiff s had to start all over again! In the mean-

time, forty-seven of them had died. Despite their long latency, occupational 

cancers oft en kill before justice can be meted out and compensation paid. For 

the current lawsuit, the fi rst court hearing occurred in March 2009, and the 

last hearing is planned for August 2014.

During the year 2007, the association received the support of the Legal Aid 

Foundation (Fafu in Chinese), an organization that was launched in 2004, 

thanks to a mobilization of lawyers and the democratization of the country. 

Fafu established a support group of around fi ft y lawyers with a core group of 

ten devoted to the RCA issue. Aft er investigating other evidence, these “cause 

lawyers” (Sarat and Scheingold 2006) also considered suing General Electric 

and Th omson for compensation in the amount of 2.4 billion NT$ (New Taiwan 

Dollars),7 for a total number of 438 plaintiff s registered under three distinct 

groups. Th e ten lawyers clearly established that in 1987, one year aft er the sale 

of the plant to GE, RCA and GE had jointly conducted an environmental sur-

Figure 8.1. TAVOI’s General Secretary Hwang Hsiao-ling addressing the media in 

front of the Taipei District Court on the day of the fi rst court hearing, 11 November 

2009. On her right is Lin Yong-song, lead counsel for the plaintiff s.
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vey but failed to disclose the results. In 1994, following the sale of the plant to 

Th omson and then to local owners, Taiwan’s EPA insisted that RCA, Th omson, 

and GE act jointly to clean up the pollution, but the companies demanded that 

the Taiwanese government agree not to pursue them for liabilities. Th e gov-

ernment consented in order to speed the clean-up process. Under the strong 

leadership of the lawyer Lin Yong-Song, the Taipei branch of Fafu has held 

regular brainstorming discussion meetings with the RCA-SHA and TAVOI, 

inviting experts to join when necessary. Due to the highly technical aspects 

of the debate on causality, health experts play a crucial role in these meetings, 

but the friendly atmosphere allows the most engaged plaintiff s (a core group 

of six women and one man, all of them former workers at RCA) to participate 

actively in the discussion.

Animal and Human Experimentation

A document submitted to the court by the defendants (GE, Th omson) in March 

2009 argued that “plaintiff s must present expert testimony demonstrating that 

exposure to (a particular chemical) more than doubled the risk of their alleged 

injuries.”8 Th ey further asserted that “a possible cause only becomes ‘probable’ 

when … it becomes more likely than not that the injury was the result of the 

action.” Th eir document was based mainly on verdicts in the American courts, 

except for its quotation of the three IOSH reports to reject causality for the 

various cancers in the specifi c case of Taiwan RCA former workers. Th e docu-

ment also stipulated that “epidemiology is the best evidence of causation in the 

mass torts context,” as if toxicology and animal experimentation were not ap-

propriate sources of evidence. Against this simplistic reasoning and caricature 

of epidemiology, the plaintiff s’ lawyers deployed in their response the com-

plexity of carcinogenesis, stressing the absence in the literature of any thresh-

old of exposure and the possible combined eff ects of the cocktails of toxicants 

the RCA workers had been exposed to.9 As a means to valorize toxicology and 

animal experimentation as legitimate complements to human epidemiology, 

they pointed out that the system of classifi cation and labeling of chemicals 

established by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN-

ECE) assumes that animal experimentation is suffi  cient to determine human 

carcinogenicity unless proven otherwise. Th erefore, products that have been 

proven to be toxic or carcinogenic through animal experimentation do not 

necessarily need to be “tested” by epidemiology in order to prove their toxic-

ity/carcinogenicity for humans.

Th e lawyers then showed that the surveys conducted by the NTU team 

of Professor Wang Jung-Der, both in their epidemiological and toxicological 

dimensions, provide a suffi  cient body of evidence, congruent with the stan-

dards of such organizations as the International Agency for Research on Can-
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cer (IARC), the National Toxicology Program (NTP) of the U.S. Department 

of Health, and the U.S. National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 

(NIOSH).

Concretely speaking, because most of the workers had to clean PC boards 

with organic solvents, they have been exposed in massive quantities to tri-

chloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene, and chloroform, which are all recognized 

as occupational carcinogens by NIOSH and are classifi ed as “reasonable” car-

cinogens by the NTP and as “probable” or “possible” by the IARC. Besides, 

they were exposed to naphtha, which contains benzene, a certifi ed carcinogen 

for the IARC and the NTP. Furthermore, the water that they were given for 

drinking or washing themselves contained not only the solvents already men-

tioned, but also vinyl chloride, a certifi ed carcinogen according to the IARC, as 

well as 1,2-dichloroethane and methylene chloride, classifi ed as “reasonably” 

carcinogenic by the NTP and “possibly” carcinogenic by the IARC. Besides 

these recognized carcinogens, workers have also been exposed to other strong 

toxins like xylene, toluene, isopropyl alcohol, acetone, and ethyl acetate. Such 

complex combinations of toxins should therefore invalidate any attempt at a 

“one cause, one eff ect” approach.

Th erefore, the surveys conducted by the NTU team tend to show that 

solvents and chemicals used at RCA are carcinogenic both through animal 

experimentation and human epidemiology. Th ese surveys may yield a “not 

statistically signifi cant” result, but this does not mean that the relationship 

between exposure and disease is insignifi cant or nonexistent. A lack of data 

presenting complete job histories of the plaintiff s (to prove the exact location 

of their exposure) might be a greater obstacle to proving their case. Moreover, 

the judges have considerable latitude for interpreting the probabilities that 

founded the current classifi cation of the toxicants involved.

Between “Possible” and “Probable”

Concerning the list set by NIOSH, there is no graduation of probability; all 

the toxicants listed are occupational carcinogens. But the meta-categories set 

by IARC and NTC aim at a diff erent purpose: to provide an accurate synthesis 

of the available international literature. As the defense may argue, the major 

toxicants at issue in the RCA case—trichloroethylene (TCE) and tetrachlo-

roethylene—are only Class 2 in the NTP ratings (“reasonably anticipated to 

be a human carcinogen”), and Class 2A in IARC’s (“probably carcinogenic to 

humans”). Class 2A is based on animal experimentation, but with limited or 

insuffi  cient human epidemiological evidence for the toxicant’s inclusion in 

Class 1, substances that are defi nitely proved to be “carcinogenic to humans.” 

Th e category 2B further designates substances that are “possibly carcinogenic 

to humans.” In October 2012, IARC shift ed trichloroethylene from category 
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2A to category 1, which could give another advantage for the plaintiff s of the 

RCA case in Taiwan.

It appears as if the line of demarcation between Classes 1 and 2A is a dis-

tinction between humans and animals, and Class 2A a sort of waiting room 

for Class 1. But until someone has the opportunity to create an ethnography of 

these organizations and their decision processes, no one really knows how the 

toxicants are shift ed from one category to the other. So, the diff erence between 

2A and 1 might be as thin as the one between 2A and 2B, or between “prob-

ably” and “possibly.” As the criteria for such decisions are unclear, the deci-

sion-making process results perhaps less from the smart probability reasoning 

inherited from Pascal and Bayes than from all sorts of compromises between 

one hypothesis and another, or perhaps between science and economic priori-

ties. Like Shapiro (1991), who has described the “probable cause” standard as 

both a cornerstone and a “talismanic formula” of the American judicial system, 

IARC’s categories from 2A downward (to the Class 3 “not classifi able” and 4 

Table 8.1. Carcinogens Implicated in the RCA Case

Categories of carcinogens NIOSH NTP IARC

1: Certifi ed as 

“occupational carcinogens” 

(NIOSH), or “known to 

be human carcinogens” 

(NTP) or “carcinogenic to 

humans” (IARC)

Trichloroethylene, 

tetrachloro-

ethylene, 

chloroform

Benzene, vinyl 

chloride

Benzene, 

vinyl chloride, 

trichloroethylene 

(since October 

2012),

2: “reasonably anticipated 

to be a human carcinogen” 

(NTP)

 Trichloroethylene, 

tetrachloroethylene, 

chloroform, 1,2-

dichloroethane, 

methylene chloride

 

2A: “probably carcinogenic 

to humans” (IARC)

  Trichloroethylene 

(until September 

2012), 

tetrachloroethylene

2B: “possibly carcinogenic 

to humans” (IARC)

  Chloroform, 1,2-

dichloroethane, 

methylene chloride

3: “not classifi able as to its 

carcinogenicity to humans” 

(IARC)

  Xylene, toluene, 

isopropyl alcohol

4: “probably not 

carcinogenic to humans” 

(IARC)

  ?
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“probably not”) also appear to be talismanic formulas to soothe our anxious 

ignorance10 as incomplete moderns, as posited by Latour (1993). 

Similarly, such uncertainty leaves plenty of room for the judges to make 

up their own minds. As identifi ed by Jasanoff  (1995: 114–37) in her analytical 

framework of toxic torts, they may lean toward the arguments of the “radical 

reformists,” who favor hard epidemiological data, or they may be more sen-

sitive to those of the “incrementalists,” who draw from a larger repertory of 

evidence, from clinical data to limited—though not insignifi cant—statistical 

signifi cance in toxicology or epidemiology. Moreover, the concrete testimony 

of the plaintiff s and/or their physicians may gain more attention from the 

judge than the strictly abstract fi gures favored by the “radical reformists”; that 

would be considered as the “human factor” in the decision. In other words, so 

as to decide between these diff erent regimes of truth, the judges also have to 

make some sort of intellectual compromises. In the next part, we will explore 

further aspects of these compromises.

Th e Toxicant as a “Resource”

Th e Anshun area is located in the rural suburbs of Tainan city, in the south 

of Taiwan. It is a beautiful, quiet area, between seashores and hectares of for-

mer salt ponds converted into oyster and fi sh farms. Just a few hundred me-

ters from the “dioxin hot spot” is one of Taiwan’s oldest and most magnifi cent 

Mazu temples, visited by pilgrims from all over the island. Th e industrial haz-

ards that struck this lovely place can be seen as a legacy of its colonial and 

postcolonial modern past. In 1938, when Taiwan was still part of the Japa-

nese empire and the Japanese army was expanding its control over China, the 

chemical company Kanegafuchi Sōda, a subsidiary of the fi rm Kanebō, re-

ceived land—confi scated from local salt farmers—to open a plant in Anshun. 

Aft er inauguration by Shinto priests and military offi  cers in 1942, the factory 

began the production of caustic soda, hydrochloric acid, liquid chlorine, and 

toxic gas to be used in the war eff ort. Caustic soda was made through electrol-

ysis of the chloralkali process using large quantities of mercury (Chang et al. 

2008). Th is marked the fi rst phase of occupational and environmental hazards 

in this area. Aft er Japan’s defeat in 1945, another era of colonialism started for 

the Taiwanese people when the island was taken over by the troops of Gen-

eral Chiang Kai-Chek. In Anshun, the company was renamed Taiwan Alkali 

Industry, and despite its partial destruction, the Anshun factory relaunched 

production of its three core products. In 1965, the factory began producing 

pentachlorophenol (PCP), which has been used extensively as an herbicide 

and wood preservative. By the 1970s, Taiwan Alkali had become the largest 

PCP maker in East Asia. However, its production was halted in 1978, and four 
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years later, the entire factory was closed down. PCP has been documented per 

se as a hazardous occupational and environmental toxin, and it would later 

appear that the production of PCP might also incidentally generate dioxin. 

Th e hazards left  are therefore a complex cocktail of mercury, PCP, and dioxin.

To add institutional complexity, as is oft en present with industrial pollu-

tion, control of Taiwan Alkali passed from hand to hand following the war. 

In 1966, by order of the Ministry of the Economy, the company was placed 

under the umbrella of China Petroleum, a public company. In 1983, aft er the 

closure of the plant, it became part of its subsidiary, the China Petroleum De-

velopment Company (CPDC), which was reprivatized in 1994. Th is ping pong 

game between the public and private sectors has created many pitfalls for the 

victims of this industrial pollution.

Some twenty years aft er the plant’s closing, a confl uence of scientifi c con-

cern and grassroots mobilization transformed the dormant cocktail of hazards 

into a local and national issue. A doctoral thesis submitted at the National 

Tsing Hua University, followed by a journal article in 1997, examined the Ans-

hun case (Soong et al. 1997). Th e survey established an exhaustive list of the 

various sorts of dioxins found around the plant, with one sample showing a 

concentration one hundred times higher than the sediments from the Er-Jen 

River, a known dioxin-polluted river in the south of Tainan. However, it was 

not until 2002–2003 that it would become a wider matter of concern. Th en, 

in 1993, 1995, and 2004, the main author of this survey, Professor Soong Der-

kau, conducted or participated in a series of systematic surveys commissioned 

by the EPA. However, despite thousands of pages of accumulated results, Pro-

fessor Soong is not the most visible scientist in this aff air.

Th e Complementary Narratives of Two Local “Kings”

Two key players really emerged from the activity surrounding this issue, each 

representing a diff erent group in Tainan City. One is Lee Ching-Chang, profes-

sor of environmental sciences at National Cheng-Kung University (NCKU); 

the other is Hwang Hwan-Jang, who also teaches environmental sciences, but 

in more humble institutions: the Chung Hwa College of Medical Technology 

and the Tainan Community College. Cheng-Kung University, which ranks as 

the second best university in the country, is located on a wide and beautiful 

campus in the center of the city, with thousands of elite students and research-

ers and a lot of money in research funding. In contrast, Tainan Community 

College occupies a much smaller building and provides night classes for all 

sorts of citizens, yet, under Hwang’s leadership, it has helped to launch and 

sustain the grassroots mobilization in Anshun.

When high levels of dioxin were discovered around 2002, the local popula-

tion was reluctant to accept the facts, so Hwang and his comrades had to con-
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vince both the residents and the local media of the potentially dramatic impact 

on the environment and on their health. As Hwang discovered that there had 

also been signifi cant emissions of mercury into soil and fi shponds, he con-

tacted Professor Harada Masazumi, a world-renowned specialist on Minamata 

disease. As he frequently did all over the globe, Harada came to Anshun to take 

some measurements and try to gauge its potential similarities of the situation 

there with the contamination of the food chain that occurred in Minamata. 

Th is sudden visit helped Hwang and his colleagues attract more media atten-

tion to the issue. Hwang and friends also went to Japan to attend a conference 

and learn more about Minamata’s long and tragic story.11 As word spread, with 

the help of Harada, other Japanese environmental specialists would come to 

Anshun. So far, however, the main focus of the Anshun issue remained princi-

pally dioxin. Borrowing from Latour (2005), we could say that Hwang and his 

young colleagues at the community college translated the scientifi c discoveries 

of Lee et al. into words that spur action at the grassroots level. And sometimes 

they must bear the various “translation costs” of this role, like incurring the 

anger of the public or state. Without Hwang’s forceful explanations, the ordi-

nary people of Anshun would not be able to understand the complex scientifi c 

conclusions of Lee’s research (which, moreover, is mostly in English). Hwang 

also displays a talent for attracting and communicating with the media. So 

Hwang plays the role of local intermediary, while Lee stands as a sort of “im-

perial scholar” or “scientifi c autocrat,” without, however, being an “at-your-

service expert” (yuyong zhuanjia) of either industry or the state. Yet Hwang is 

doing more than mere translation. Although they are not published in English 

or in international journals, but in Chinese, in activist publications, Hwang’s 

narratives on the Anshun issue are more than a simple vulgarization of Lee’s 

surveys; they provide diff erent insights. Th rough mappings and interviews of 

the local people, along with comparisons of various international standards on 

the control or treatment of dioxin, biochemical hypotheses, etc., Hwang’s nar-

ratives develop a comprehensive understanding of the complex trajectories of 

the toxins and their impact on fi sh, oysters, vegetation, and people. Unlike the 

expert-activists described by Barbara Allen (2003) in the case of Louisiana’s 

“Cancer Alley,” Hwang has not yet trained any local activists in Anshun to 

develop a popular epidemiology, strictly speaking. But he has played a valu-

able role as a whistle-blower, attracting attention at the local, national, and 

even international levels, something that international journal articles alone 

will not produce.

Turning to the international literature on the Anshun issue, the name of Lee 

Ching-Chang is indeed unavoidable. With his research team from NCKU’s 

Department of Environmental and Occupational Health (DEOH), he has de-

signed and directed most of the surveys on the matter. Along with reports in 

Chinese to the Tainan City offi  ce, one of the main sponsors of those surveys, 
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he has authored fi ve important articles in well-known international reviews 

(Chen et al. 2006; Lee et al. 2006a; Lee et al. 2006b; Lee et al. 2006c; Chang et 

al. 2008). From time to time, he has collaborated with researchers from the 

National Health Research Institutes (NHRI), which is attached to the Minis-

try of Health. Other teams competed for research funding from Tainan City 

or the EPA, but Lee and his colleagues succeeded in getting most of it, thus 

securing his access to the cohort population. Despite such a hegemonic posi-

tion on the Anshun issue, and compared to the NHRI’s rather inconclusive 

fi rst report, Lee’s reports more fi rmly establish the causal links between the 

former plant and a large set of diseases among the population of Anshun. Th ey 

also make concrete recommendations both for medical follow-up and for 

quick treatment of the dioxin in the soil. Aft er his education in public health 

and environmental engineering at National Taiwan University (1978–1992), 

Lee worked at the EPA (1986–1988). Th is prior connection may explain why, 

in 1999, the EPA asked him to conduct a survey to determine serum levels 

of polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans (PCDD/Fs) in the 

general population living around nineteen incinerators. Th ey discovered in-

cidentally that the population of two villages, Hsien-Gong and Lu-Erh, in the 

immediate vicinity of the former Taiwan Alkali plant, had much higher levels. 

Further investigation on larger human cohorts along with analysis of fi sh and 

Figure 8.2. Placard forbidding the use of the fi sh farms, Anshun, August 2008.
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soil sediments would confi rm that the Anshun area was a “hot spot” for dioxin, 

“the fi rst one reported in Taiwan” (Lee et al. 2006a; 2006b; 2006c).

Th e Compromise: Necessary for Some, Impossible for Others

Lee’s articles were in English, however, and the people of Anshun were not 

really informed of what was at stake. Hwang was therefore urging the Tainan 

City offi  ce to disclose the epidemiological surveys in Chinese. In 2008, Lin 

Ji-Jin, a resident of Hsian-gong who had initiated the Self-Help Association 

[of the victims] of Dioxin from Taiwan Alkali Anshun, sued the City Offi  ce 

to get those reports disclosed. He was helped in this by Wang Yu-Cheng, an 

assistant professor of environmental law at Cheng-Kung University. Within a 

few months, the city offi  ce chose to make those reports public to prevent fur-

ther protest from the people of Anshun, who were being unusually restive. Lee 

Ching-Chang, the main author of those surveys, expressed his discontent to 

Wang concerning this judicial off ensive: Why make such a fuss?12

Meanwhile, in 2005, as dioxin also became a controversial issue concerning 

milk and duck eggs in Taiwan (Chou 2008), Chang Kuo-Lung, director of the 

EPA, pushed the government to launch a program to provide medical and eco-

nomic assistance to the victims and to pave the way for the cleanup/removal 

Figure 8.3. Containers of soil contaminated by the dioxin, stored in a former factory 

of Taiwan Alkali Industry.
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of the dioxin.13 Th e Tainan city offi  ce was also under pressure from growing 

discontent among the population of Anshun; no doubt anxious that it would 

lose support in the next county elections, it then established a healthcare unit 

for the residents. A total sum of 1.3 billion New Taiwan Dollars (around 28 

million Euros) was allocated for fi ve years (2005–2010), the major part of it 

for the “relief ” (not compensation) of the population. Residents of the three 

villages (Hsien-gong, Lu’er, and Sicao) that were most exposed could apply 

for a low monthly allowance if they had a blood rate of 64 picograms (pg, 10-

12 g) of dioxin, and the equivalent of a monthly minimum wage, if they had 

developed serious diseases.14 Th e criteria of 64 pg was presented as based on 

the result of the epidemiological surveys, but some residents in Anshun were 

not convinced by this arbitrary decision. When Lin Ji-Jin, the representative 

of the Anshun Self-Help Association, requested that this scale be lowered to 

32 pg, which is the safety criterion recommended by the WHO, the Tainan 

city mayor proposed a compromise of 48 pg, but it was rejected by the expert 

committee. As the mayor confessed frankly: “Some of them wanted 32, others 

wanted 64. Well, then, I proposed a compromise. Of course, a compromise is 

not science, but everyone has good reasons, haven’t they?”15 Th e selected value 

of 64 pg was proposed by Lee: “Th e mayor fi nally admitted that it was not a 

political matter, but a problem that was strictly scientifi c.”16

Bringing the “Hot Spot” to Court

Even more problematic was the fear that the “relief plan” would end in June 

2010, no matter how stricken the adult population was by dramatic levels of 

diabetes and various cancers, and what the consequences were for their chil-

dren. By 2007, Hwang Hwan-Jang therefore convinced the local chapter of the 

Legal Aid Foundation (Fafu) to make a public call to the residents to initiate 

a lawsuit. It was diffi  cult for the three young female lawyers, headed by Lin 

Hsuan-Chi, to convince the rather elderly population of Anshun, but by July 

2008 they had established a group of 85 plaintiff s who matched the fi nancial 

criteria to receive legal aid. In addition, a group of ten attorneys would pro-

gressively set up another group of 115 out-of-pocket plaintiff s. Th e plaintiff s 

accuse the China Petroleum Development Company of tortuous conduct, 

while the Ministry of Economic Aff airs, the Tainan City offi  ce and its Bureau 

of Environmental Protection are being sued on the basis of negligent violation 

of offi  cial duty. In a secondary claim, the Ministry of Economic Aff airs is also 

being targeted as a joint tortfeasor. It requests compensation for medical care 

and moral suff ering, and consolation payments for the relatives of those who 

have already died.

Th e litigation focuses on three issues: liability (who is responsible and who 

is not); causation (whether dioxin has caused physical damage); and validity (if 
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the claim is made within two years aft er damage is known by the plaintiff , or 

ten years aft er the pollution is known to have happened). According to Fafu, 

the serum level of mercury is not particularly high on average among the resi-

dents, and is hard to prove in court; the dioxin level is comparatively higher, 

so it is easier to establish the exposure-disease causation. As compared to or-

ganic solvents, as in the RCA case, general causation has been more strongly 

established for dioxin by the international literature, notably for diabetes and 

cancer. However, the plaintiff s’ attorneys must not only prove that CPDC’s 

former PCP plant is the source of the dioxin in their bodies, but that the dioxin 

does increase their morbidity.

Th e fi rst court hearing, at which both parties presented their positions, was 

held in February 2009. Th e judge tried to convince the defendants to settle 

with the plaintiff s by off ering a settlement, arguing that the state had already 

given NT $1.4 billion and that the plaintiff s were claiming only a few million 

(100–200 million); moreover, it was clear that there was pollution, so it would 

be better to avoid spending so many social resources, along with the fees of 

six attorneys. But the CPDC said that they had nothing to do with the health 

of the plaintiff s, because among the 17 dioxins involved, the company only 

generated OCDD and not the TCDD that was found in the victims. Th ey even 

Figure 8.4. Pilgrims at Mazu Temple, Anshun, October 2012. Th e health checks take 

place in the temple.
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argued that OCDD was not as fatal as TCDD. According to Lee Ching-Chang, 

there was no basis for such arguments and he stated his readiness to declare 

this in court.17 In August and October 2010, on the invitation of the plaintiff s’ 

attorneys, Soong Der-Kau, the author of the fi rst report on the issue, attended 

two court hearings as an expert witness. Despite all the evidence that he was 

able to provide, he hesitated to declare unequivocally that the PCP must have 

emanated from the plant. Th e people of Anshun, whom this trial aff ects the 

most, have an ambivalent relationship with these scientists who will in large 

part determine their fate. Although some have had negative reactions to the 

repeated drawing of blood18 (see Figure 8.2), many of them have high expecta-

tions of the resultant science, and particularly of its emblematic fi gure, Lee, as 

expressed by Mr. Su, one of the plaintiff s: “We have little chance of winning 

this suit against the state, and the only resource we have is the toxin in our bod-

ies. … Th e government will just delay and delay until all the plaintiff s die! Just 

within one year, ten people have died already. … Lee Ching-Chang is the one 

who can determine our life and death, but he doesn’t… I don’t say this to attack 

him, but I mean he’s the one who can make the State give us compensation or 

not.”19

Conclusion: To Be or Not To Be a Guinea Pig

Our purpose in this article was to clarify the role played by epidemiology and 

toxicology in the specifi c case of industrial hazards. As shown by Desrosières 

(1998), the birth of probabilities in the seventeenth century had a lot in com-

mon with gambling (among other things); it later played a decisive role in the 

development of modern statistics and the Public Health Movement of nine-

teenth-century England. Th is can be considered as the positive side of what 

the author called the “politics of large numbers.” But there is also a very dark 

side if we look at the sort of “sinister lotto” that many industries have been 

playing (Th ébaud-Mony 2007). As is palpable in the argumentation of RCA 

lawyers, many industries have bet that not all workers exposed to toxins would 

be hurt, and for those who will get hurt, the long latency will help to dilute the 

evidence. If some epidemiologists provide evidence and are ready to testify for 

the victims, like Wang Jung-Der and Lee, others (the researchers of NIOSH or 

NHRI) minimize the cost of compensation for the sake of the state’s fi nances, 

and still others (like Otto Wong) directly serve the interests of the polluting 

company. Epidemiology, therefore, presents a “plurality” of faces. But all those 

epidemiologists agree on the principle of a truth that would be indivisible, 

single, and unique. Th e idea of compromise as inherent to the very practice of 

science would be considered blasphemy by all of them. Th e political executives 
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would be less resistant to it, even though they would not confess it as frankly 

as the mayor of Tainan did. And this is where the polluters can take the upper 

hand.

We saw that, in their quest for compensation, the people of Anshun per-

ceive the toxin in their body to be their sole “resource.” As a human cohort, 

they also feel that they are treated as a resource for the sake of scientifi c knowl-

edge, which does not lead to fair compensation and medical care for them or 

to a safe solution for the future of their land. In the case of RCA, just aft er the 

disclosure of toxicological results attained through animal experimentation, 

the former workers protested: “We are not guinea pigs!” Conversely, in Ans-

hun, although there was no animal experimentation, people protest: “We are 

guinea pigs!” Of course, in both cases, the meaning is the same: they feel that 

they are treated as if they were guinea pigs. And in both cases, it has motivated 

them to go to court. As Hwang Hwan-Jang, furious about the blood serum 

test organized by Tainan City, remarked: “Nature also serves as a guinea pig!” 

Th is reminds us that “ecology is not about a naturalization of politics as if 

one wanted to ‘treat humans like plants and animals’; it’s about the immense 

complexity involved for any entity—human or non-human—to have a voice” 

(Latour and Weibel 2005: 458). Yet, we think it important to highlight that 

in this hybrid parliament of Res Publica (Latour and Weibel 2005), some hu-

mans may be forced to reduce their right to speak through the thing (Res) that 

invaded their body, and which is measured in invisible quantities as small as 

picograms. Not only do toxins become their sole resource with which to nego-

tiate and build their future, but their fi nal recourse is to go to court to publicly 

voice the intimate details of their bodies’ suff ering. Because of the long periods 

of waiting between court hearings, both the cases of RCA and Anshun are 

still far from a conclusion. At Taipei District Court, the former RCA workers 

who appear in court to testify are compelled to give details about their whole 

life, their family, and of course about their physical problems—from relatively 

minor diseases to extremely delicate issues related to gender identity, such as 

breast or uterine cancer, as well as to ill or stillborn children. Conversely, at the 

Tainan District Court, the plaintiff s have not yet even been given a chance to 

express their suff ering, all the hearings being devoted to debates between med-

ical experts. Th e court therefore allows only very limited self-expression, so 

that, even if the plaintiff s should win the case with severe sanctions for the pol-

luters, they might still be left  with feelings of great frustration.20 Th ere is much 

that is wrong with this state of aff airs, between human experimentation by epi-

demiology and frustrating condemnation at court. In the process, however, all 

the actors can contribute to rebuilding that thing called “public health.” In the 

two cases that we presented here, many former workers of RCA, and to a lesser 

extent the residents of Anshun, are clearly engaged in this process. Despite all 

their frustrations, the eff orts of these victims, and their lawyers, to make use of 
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the various scientifi c studies for their cause may result in legal breakthroughs, 

which might change the way these “guinea pigs” are treated in the future.
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Notes

Th is chapter is based on research which led to two other publications: Jobin, Paul. 2010. “Les 

cobayes portent plainte. Usages de l’épidémiologie dans deux aff aires de maladies industri-

elles à Taiwan.” Politix 23(91): 53–75); Jobin, Paul and Yu-Hwei Tseng. 2011. “Bailaoshu 

shang fayuan: cong liangli gongye wuran susong tanqi”, Taiwanese Journal for Studies of Sci-

ence, Technology and Medicine 12: 159–203.

 1. Th is story was also made famous by a fascinating best seller by Jonathan Harr (A Civil 

Action, New York: Vintage, 1995), then a movie starring John Travolta. 

 2. Th e Control Yuan is an investigatory agency that monitors the other branches of the 

Republic of China government.

 3. For the complete references in Chinese, see our article in the special feature on the 

RCA issue in the Taiwanese Journal for Studies of Science, Technology and Medicine, 

January 2011.

 4. Ku Yuling (former general secretary of TAVOI), “Th e RCA Case and Other Occupa-

tional Hazards in Taiwan,” oral presentation at the Centre de Recherches sur les Enjeux 

Contemporains en Santé Publique (CRESP), University of Paris, 13 September 2003. 

See also TAVOI, “Questions and Answers about RCA” (in Chinese), four-page leafl et 

printed by TAVOI, 2001.

 5. By today’s rates, approximately U.S. $84 million.

 6. Our interview with Lin Yong-Song in Taipei, 23 November 2009.

 7. Around U.S. $72 million.

 8. Taiwan RCA former workers v. RCA/GE/Th omson, Preparatory document of the de-

fense No. 9, 26 March 2009, 22 pages.

 9. Taiwan RCA former workers v. RCA/GE/Th omson, Preparatory document of the plain-

tiff s No. 22, 26 March 2009, 35 pages.

10. Here we take ignorance at large. Felt et al. (2007: 36) has identifi ed more precisely sev-

eral levels: risk, when we know the probabilities of possible harmful events and their 

associated kinds of damage; uncertainty, when we know the types and scales of pos-

sible harms, but not their probabilities; ambiguity, when the meaning of the diff erent 

issues are themselves unclear; full ignorance, where we don’t know what we don’t know 

(the “unknown unknowns”); and indeterminacy, when what we know is conditioned 

by our preference.
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11. Interview with Harada in Kumamoto, 7 July 2008, and with Hwang in Tainan, 28 July 

2008. Concerning Harada and Minamata, see Jobin (2005; 2006).

12. Our interview with Wang Yu-Cheng, Tainan, 30 October 2009.

13. A physicist of international reputation, Chang had been also a pioneer of the anti-

nuclear movement in Taiwan and was concerned about all sorts of industrial hazards 

(our interview in Taipei, February 2002).

14. All the residents could apply for a monthly allowance of NT $1.814 (approximately 

U.S. $60); NT $3,000 (U.S. $100) if they have a blood rate of 64 picograms, and the 

equivalent of a monthly minimum wage (NT $15.840, U.S. $500) if they have serious 

diseases.

15. Our interview with the mayor at Tainan City offi  ce, 13 April 2010.

16. Our interview with Lee at Cheng-Kung University, 26 November 2009.

17. Ibid.

18. Our fi eldwork in Anshun, 26 November 2008, and our observation of the medical 

check off ered by the Tainan City offi  ce on 27 December 2008..

19. Our interview in Anshun, 30 October 2009.

20. See Jobin (2006: chaps. 4–5).
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/ CHAPTER 9

Reckless Laws, Contaminated People

Science Reveals Legal Shortcomings 
in Public Health Protections

Carl F. Cranor

Based on the analysis of the U.S. law, this chapter argues that a much more 

systemic approach with appropriate premarket testing is needed to reduce ex-

posures to toxicants. I describe the contamination of citizens, sketching some 

fi ndings from developmental toxicology. I review failures of reckless post-

market laws and diagnose some of these failures. Learning from the ethics of 

medical experimentation and premarket laws, I suggest more prudent legal 

structures.

Th e chapter fi rst highlights that the adverse health eff ects of toxicants are 

much wider than cancer. People are at risk for reproductive eff ects, immune 

system dysfunction, and neurological problems, among others. Prenatal and 

early childhood exposures to toxicants can make such contributions. A vari-

ety of substances are known developmental toxicants: lead, mercury, dieth-

ylstilbestrol (DES), thalidomide, pesticides, anti-convulsive drugs, sedatives, 

arsenic, tobacco smoke, alcohol, and radiation. Two hundred known human 

neurotoxicants may also be developmental toxicants with appropriate ex-

posures. Experimental studies point to a wider range of toxicants, including 

brominated fi re retardants, BPA, phthalates, other pesticides, and cosmetic 

ingredients.

Th is chapter then discusses American public health law. Although far too 

many industrial chemicals, some toxic, are released each year that may aff ect 

the function and development of our reproductive organs, hormones, immune 

system, or brain, no public health law requires routine product testing of the vast 

majority of chemical compounds before they enter the market. If products are 

found to be risky or harmful, they must be forcibly reduced or removed—but 

only aft er risks or injuries have are apparent. Postmarket laws permit chemical 

inventions into commerce without any required routine toxicity testing. Th ese 

govern about 80 to 90 percent of all chemicals. Once they are in commerce, 

individual self-help to try to avoid them has only modest protective eff ects. Th e 
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chapter fi nally argues that just as medical testing cannot be conducted with 

preliminary testing for the safety of the experiment and just as pesticides and 

pharmaceuticals cannot be sold without premarket testing, industrial chemi-

cals and other products should be subject to similar safety measures.

Scientifi c developments are revealing how outmoded the United States’ and 

probably other countries’ laws are for addressing and controlling carcinogenic, 

developmental, and reproductive threats to people and threats to the environ-

ment. Moreover, scientists have not merely identifi ed various adverse eff ects 

in human or animals, but also have found more fundamental explanations for 

them. Scientists, governments, and national populations need to understand 

recent scientifi c developments and respond to these by modifying legal protec-

tions accordingly. In the end this will necessitate transformation of laws, some 

scientifi c practices, and perhaps the funding of relevant research. Unless the 

laws refl ect the science concerning the developmental origins of disease, it will 

be one more example of how powerless science is in the face of political inertia 

and vested interests.

Scientifi c Developments

Bullets, knives, and blunt objects are oft en philosophers’ examples of risk- or 

harm-bearing entities. We have worried about diff erences between homicide 

and attempted homicide, oft en using guns as the cause of death. We and legal 

theorists have sometimes been concerned about which of two people should 

be held accountable if, acting independently, one stabs the victim and the other 

hits him with a rock. Should the person who is the actual cause of death be the 

one held for murder or should both be held? If only one is charged with mur-

der, this does not mean the other escapes liability because he still assaulted the 

victim. While such sources of harm and moral and legal concerns remain with 

us, recent developments in science have revealed much more subtle sources of 

harm, namely, molecules contributing to disease, dysfunction, and death.

Of course, scientists and public health agencies have long realized that mol-

ecules can harm adults and children alike. People have long been aware of the 

toxic eff ects of lead, mercury, and some poisons. More recently, vinyl chloride 

monomers caused a rare form of liver cancer in a number of employees who 

worked in a Goodyear polyvinyl chloride manufacturing facilities in the mid 

1970s (Heath et al. 1975) and benzene exposures in the workplace have long 

been recognized as a source of various forms of leukemia and other blood 

disorders.1 Molecules in air pollution have caused morbidities and premature 

death.

Molecularly caused harms and diseases, thus, are not new. However, scien-

tifi c research is revealing that children exposed in utero or shortly aft er birth 
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to various industrial chemicals, pesticides, pharmaceuticals, and cosmetics 

ingredients can suff er diseases or dysfunction, and sometimes death as a con-

sequence. Diagnosing their adverse eff ects is much more subtle and diffi  cult 

than identifying the causal agents of harm from macro objects such as bullets, 

knives, or blunt objects. In what follows I argue that recent scientifi c develop-

ments reveal (a) hitherto unexpected contamination by industrial chemicals, 

(b) a new source of some diseases, and (c) a plausible (epigenetic) mechanism 

for some of them, and that these in turn point to failures of existing legal sys-

tems to protect us from these newly revealed sources of disease and dysfunc-

tion. Th e scientifi c developments also show the need for greater urgency to 

protect the public health and provide a powerful argument to improve protec-

tions. How can we utilize the law and science to reduce the risks to children 

from toxic molecules?

Contamination

Our bodies are permeated by pesticides and industrial chemicals, many of 

which are toxic. Use some cosmetics and absorb some phthalates through your 

skin. Protect yourself with sun block and experience a similar result. Apply 

certain lipsticks, add to the lead in your body that may already be present be-

cause of the former presence of leaded gasoline in the environment.

Phthalates may contribute to premature breast development, sex organ 

problems in males, and some reproductive and developmental risks (Swan 

et al. 2005; Bothwell 2008; Rawlins 2009). Lead is a potent neurotoxicant for 

adults and children alike, adversely aff ecting learning, IQ, and behavioral con-

trols (Wigle and Lanphear 2005). It also contributes to cardiovascular disease. 

All this occurs at surprisingly low concentrations (Navas-Acien et al. 2007).

Tap water and vegetables contain small amounts of a former rocket fuel, 

fi reworks, or munitions component, perchlorate. Th is contaminant can be es-

pecially problematic for pregnant women, children developing in utero, or 

even newborns. Perchlorate can interfere with thyroid hormones needed for 

brain development. If pregnant women have too little circulating thyroid hor-

mone, their children’s brains will not develop properly. Similarly, if young chil-

dren have too little thyroid hormone, this interferes with brain development 

(Woodruff  et al. 2008).

Much furniture, drapes, and electronic equipment, such as television sets 

and computers, contains some brominated fi re retardants, polybrominated 

diphenyl ethers (PBDEs). Th ey are not chemically bound to the fabrics or 

plastics, but merely mixed in, so over time they can disperse into your home, 

house dust, and ultimately into your body. In the United States, concentrations 

of PBDEs in citizens’ bodies are rapidly increasing even though some steps 
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have been taken to reduce the production and use of some of these chemi-

cal products. As products with PBDEs deteriorate or are discarded in waste 

dumps, the PBDEs will disperse throughout the environment in much the 

same manner that other persistent chemical products have, traveling around 

the world, entering the ocean, and many ultimately highly contaminating Arc-

tic ecosystems and animals. Indeed, PBDEs have been found to contaminate 

Tasmanian devils, hundreds of miles from any industrialized society (Den-

holm 2008; Hanford 2009).

Of course, we do not need to be concerned only about the most recent 

chemicals in domestic and international markets; there are considerable lega-

cies from industrial chemicals already in the environment and our bodies. Eat 

beef in the form of steak or hamburger and you will likely ingest some mo-

lecular remnants from polychlorinated biphenyls. Th ese come from industrial 

insulating and lubricating fl uids. Th ese have been long banned in the United 

States, Europe, and many industrialized countries, yet they remain present in 

the environment and in our bodies. PCBs have also contaminated many fi sh 

and marine mammals as well (Langston 2010).

PCBs and PBDEs reach ecosystems and populations at the ends of the 

earth by at least two diff erent routes. Th ey can enter the bodies of fi sh and 

sea mammals, which in turn are part of Inuit diets in Alaska, Canada, and the 

northern European and Asian countries. PCBs and other chlorinated com-

pounds can also be volatilized and then transported long distances through 

the atmosphere. Typically, animals and people of the northern latitudes receive 

greater doses of such chemicals than people in the lower forty-eight states of 

the United States. People can also accumulate greater concentrations of PCBs 

than those in the animals they eat (Cone 2005).

People and animals are not exposed merely to the substances described 

above. Hundreds of pesticides, industrial chemicals, cosmetics, and numer-

ous other products contaminate each of us. Th ey enter our bodies and then 

reach our tissues, organs, and blood. Th e Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention (CDC) has developed reliable techniques for detecting some in-

dustrial chemicals by measuring the amounts in our blood or urine; this is 

called biomonitoring. In its latest report the CDC reliably identifi ed 246 sub-

stances in the bodies of U.S. citizens. However, as it develops reliable protocols 

for detecting such substances, this number will only increase.2 Th e CDC has 

chosen to investigate these particular substances because they constitute sub-

stantial exposures or are known or suspected toxic hazards, or both. Most of 

the compounds have intrinsic toxic properties or a “built-in ability to cause an 

adverse eff ect.” Th ese are known as toxic “hazards” (Faustman and Omenn, 

2001; Heinzow 2009).

Each person is contaminated to a greater or lesser degree. Much more wor-

risome is that industrial chemicals can contaminate the very tissues that go 



Reckless Laws, Contaminated People 199

into creating a child. For example, these substances taint parents’ bodies be-

fore they ever decide to have a child. Women’s eggs and men’s sperm, the very 

genetic sources of children, along with many other tissues in their bodies have 

intimate contact with industrial chemicals.

In addition, once a woman is pregnant, most industrial chemicals, pesti-

cides, and pharmaceuticals can cross the placenta and enter the womb, de-

pending upon such properties as size, electric charge, fat solubility and so on. 

As one of the leading experts puts the point, “It is clearly evident that there 

really is no placental barrier per se: Th e vast majority of chemicals given the 

pregnant animal (or woman) reach the fetus in signifi cant concentrations soon 

aft er administration” (Schardein 2000). Once a child is born and begins nurs-

ing, most substances can similarly enter the breast milk, be conveyed to the 

child, and transfer some of a mother’s body burden of industrial chemicals to 

the child (Heinzow 2009).

Th ese concerns are not merely theoretical. Children are born already carry-

ing a body burden of pesticides, cosmetic ingredients, and industrial chemicals, 

as a recent study of ten newborns revealed: it found 232 industrial chemicals in 

their umbilical cords (Environmental Working Group 2009; Fimrite 2009).

Adverse Health Eff ects

Developing children in particular are much more vulnerable to adverse health 

eff ects than adults because they are in one of the most vulnerable life stages. 

Whatever organ system one considers—the brain, the immune system, the re-

productive system, or the lungs—each is much more vulnerable to toxic per-

turbations that can result in adverse consequences than the same system in 

adults.

Moreover, developing children are typically subject to greater exposures 

than adults. According to the fi rst conference on the developmental origins 

of disease, “the mother’s chemical body burden will be shared with her foetus 

or neonate, and the child may, in some instances, be exposed to larger doses 

relative to the body weight” (Grandjean et al. 2008). For example, methylmer-

cury concentrations in the fetal brain can be as much as fi ve times higher 

than concentrations in the mother’s blood (Honda et al. 2006; Grandjean et 

al. 2008). Breast-fed infants may have greater concentrations of lipophilic (fat 

soluble) toxicants, since breast milk contains considerable fat. Researchers 

have estimated that a nursing child’s daily dose of PCBs in the breast milk 

“may be 100-fold higher” than the concentration of the PCBs in the mother’s 

blood, “resulting in much greater toxic concentrations in the child than in the 

mother” (Grandjean et al. 2008). Not all toxicants will show similar increases 

in breast milk, but some clearly do.
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In addition, during development children have lesser defenses than adults 

do. A child’s immune system is not developed in utero or at birth. A mother’s 

immune system off ers some degree of protection in utero, but her immune 

system off ers less protection for each of them considered separately than it 

would for the mother alone.3 Th e blood-brain barrier, which ordinarily pro-

tects the brain and other neurological tissue from some toxicants, does not 

develop until about six months aft er birth. Once developed it imparts protec-

tion against some chemicals entering the brain and other neurological tissues. 

Similarly, many enzymes that can detoxify toxic substances are oft en poorly 

developed in young children, resulting in greater toxic insults to children than 

adults from industrial contamination. At the same time and in contrast, some 

enzymes that increase the toxicity of other chemicals may not have matured, so 

on this dimension, children can have greater protection than adults.

Th ese are a few of the general or typical biological tendencies of develop-

ing children that increase their vulnerability to toxic insults. However, when 

genetic variability and diversity are considered, the range of adverse eff ects can 

increase.

For example, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), which are formed 

during incomplete combustion of organic compounds from such things as 

sidestream and secondhand tobacco smoke as well as from combustion of coal, 

gas, and oil, can cross the placenta and create adducts on DNA (Perera et al. 

1999). When such substances bind to the DNA, they usually alter its function 

and cause mutations or incorrect repair, leading to cancers or other diseases. 

Urban areas are higher in PAHs than regions with few combustion by-prod-

ucts. Subpopulations of fetuses with more PAH-DNA adducts show increased 

sensitivity to genetic damage compared to the mother and compared to others 

(Miller et al. 2002; Perera et al. 1999). Th is can lead to smaller head circumfer-

ence, associated with other adverse eff ects, as well as genetic damage in the 

newborn (Perera et al. 1999).

Similarly, vulnerability to organophosphate pesticides can “vary by age and 

genotype.” Children as well as adults with a variant of a particular gene have 

lower levels of an enzyme that assists in metabolizing organophosphate pesti-

cides. Having less of this enzyme puts them “at higher risk of health eff ects from 

organophosphate exposure” (Eskenazi et al. 2008). Potential eff ects include 

neuro toxic eff ects as well as some cardiovascular endpoints (Ecobichon 2001).

As a consequence, even if an average or typical child might not be as sus-

ceptible to a particular contaminant compared to an adult, human genetic 

variability can increase or decrease the extent of sensitivity. Th is fact of biology 

increases the range of susceptibility of developing children to adverse eff ects 

compared with adults.

Furthermore, because young children have more years of future life ahead 

of them than adults, if children are contaminated in utero or shortly aft er birth, 
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and disease processes are triggered early in their lives, this provides more time 

for diseases or dysfunction to develop during a lifetime. A disease process 

might require one, two, or three critical steps to occur before the disease is fully 

initiated. However, if one or two steps occur in utero, as they likely did with 

DES, or in early childhood, as occurs with lead, then fewer steps would need 

to occur later in life for full-fl edged disease or dysfunction to appear (Heindel 

2008). For instance, “Cancer is a multistage process and the occurrence of the 

fi rst stages in childhood increases the chance that the entire process will be 

completed, and a cancer produced, within an individual’s lifetime” (Miller et 

al. 2002). Th e earlier all the biological processes needed for the development of 

cancer are completed, the earlier the disease will appear in a person’s life.

Generic vulnerability, greater exposures, and (generally) lesser biological 

defenses than those of adults have resulted in risks of diseases for developing 

children. Moreover, these usually occur at concentrations of toxicants much 

lower than those that cause adverse eff ects in adults. In addition, the timing of 

exposure can be quite important. Consider a few examples.

Human exposure to methylmercury from eating fi sh contaminated by this 

substance in Minamata Bay in Japan resulted in some adverse eff ects to adults, 

but in catastrophic eff ects to children who were contaminated in utero (Honda 

et al. 2006). Adults developed some neurological problems, ranging from 

numbness and loss of feeling to being permanently disabled (McCurry 2006). 

And, some died (Honda et al. 2006). Children contaminated in utero by MeHg 

were at greater risk. Th ey contracted cerebral palsy at ten times the rate of 

unexposed children and a number died (Weiss 1994). In part this occurred be-

cause they had much greater exposures to methylmercury in the brain, which 

has a selective affi  nity for it, and, of course, they were in general much more 

susceptible to adverse eff ects than adults (Honda et al. 2006).

In utero exposure to DES caused vaginal cancer in comparatively young 

women (about twenty years of age) and also increased breast cancer in DES 

daughters as they reached middle age (Kortenkamp 2008). DES mothers also 

appear to have experienced a modestly elevated rate of breast cancer because 

of DES exposures decades earlier (Titus-Ernstoff  et al. 2001). While thalido-

mide caused some peripheral neuropathy in women who took it, by and large 

it may have had some benefi ts for them. However, developing children ex-

posed in utero suff ered terrible physical abnormalities and birth defects along 

with neurological problems (Landrigan et al. 2004). Some anti-convulsive 

drugs can reduce convulsions in women prone to them (for example, because 

of epilepsy), but can cause birth defects in children exposed to them in utero. 

(Landrigan et al. 2004).

Sometimes adults take Coumadin, an anti-coagulant blood thinner, in or-

der to help prevent heart attacks and strokes when they have artifi cial heart 

valves. Yet, children exposed in utero to the drug can be born with underde-
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veloped cartilage and sometimes weakened optical nerves (Landrigan et al. 

2004). Children have higher rates of leukemia and thyroid cancer from radia-

tion exposure than adults at similar exposures. Teenage women exposed to ra-

diation tend to have higher rates of breast cancer than older women similarly 

exposed (Miller et al. 2002). In addition, women younger than fourteen who 

were exposed to greater concentrations of DDT when it was in widespread 

use in the United States contracted breast cancer at a fi vefold higher rate than 

older women with similar exposures (Cohn et al. 2007).

Other substances recently becoming the objects of study also raise health 

concerns. Polychlorinated biphenyls, long banned in many countries, have 

been known for contributing to neurological problems in children, e.g., result-

ing in lesser Intelligence Quotients (IQs) and hearing problems. Other chil-

dren whose mothers ate fi sh likely contaminated with PCBs exhibited learning 

and memory defi ciencies (Kuratsune et al. 1972).

PCBs have been widely studied in various animal species—mice, rats, and 

monkeys. Animals exposed in utero and neonatally have exhibited impaired 

learning, decreased cognitive function, sensory defi ciencies, and even behavior 

similar to Attention Defi cit Hyperactivity Disorder (Kodavanti 2005). Many of 

these adverse eff ects are also seen in humans. Such results have been known 

and of concern for some time.

However, a much more recently introduced class of chemicals, polybro-

minated diphenyl ethers, used as fl ame retardants, have a number of chemi-

cal and biologically active properties that are quite similar to PCBs and other 

compounds known to cause human developmental eff ects. Th ere are good rea-

sons to believe that they will pose similar problems in humans once they are 

well studied. However, we should not wait that long to eliminate them from 

commerce.

Th e chemical structure of PBDEs and their toxic eff ects resemble PCBs 

in experimental animal studies. PCBs have been documented as causing ad-

verse eff ects in humans. What has been missing is that there has been too little 

time to fully study the eff ects of PBDEs in humans, but the body of scientifi c 

evidence to date suggests there will very similar toxic eff ects from PBDEs in 

humans (Kodavanti 2005). As this chapter goes to press, researchers at the 

University of California, Berkeley, have found that “children exposed to PBDEs 

tend to have poorer attention, motor skills and IQ scores” (Lee, 2012). As just 

noted, this is what one would have expected based on what was known about 

the similarities between PCBs and PBDEs (Cranor, 2011).

Nonetheless, researchers are beginning to fi nd that PBDEs cause develop-

mental and reproductive eff ects in people. Kim Harley and Kathleen M. Mc-

Carty (2009) from Brenda Eskenazi’s lab have found that women with higher 

concentrations of PBDEs in the blood take longer to successfully get preg-

nant than women with lesser concentrations of PBDEs. A small Dutch study 
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reported both adverse and positive neurological eff ects for children exposed 

in utero. PBDEs can cross the placenta and expose children in utero. Higher 

exposures to the fl ame retardants in utero were associated with decreased fi ne 

motor skills and decline in attention, both echoing eff ects in animal models. 

However, the children also showed improved coordination, visual percep-

tion, and behavior at age six. Because the Dutch study is small, it will need to 

be replicated in larger studies for scientists to be more fully persuaded of the 

results.

While the eff ects of PBDEs in humans are not unexpected based on experi-

mental studies, PBDEs are of great concern because their high concentrations 

in U.S. citizens. For example, young women (from age 25–29) as a cohort and 

in prime childbearing age have higher concentrations of PBDEs in their breast 

milk than do older women (Harley 2010). Th us, their children will receive a 

substantial dose of PBDEs in utero and aft er birth.

To this point I have reviewed adverse eff ects in animals and humans con-

sidering one substance at a time. However, realistically, we are all routinely 

contaminated by multiple industrial chemicals, many of them toxic. Some sub-

stances add to the toxic eff ects of other compounds, typically seen with estrogen-

mimicking compounds, dioxin-like compounds, and androgen antagonists. 

Some substances add their toxic eff ects together because toxicants and natu-

rally occurring biochemicals in the body attach to the same cellular receptor. 

Th is is true of natural estrogens and xenoestrogens that can cause harm in the 

body. Substances similar to dioxin, dioxin-like compounds, can attach to the 

same cellular receptors and join together to cause harm (Simon et al. 2007). 

For estrogens, it appears that a woman exposed to more estrogen over her life-

time is at greater risk for breast cancer (Kortenkamp 2008). Th us, to the extent 

that each of us is contaminated by substances that attach to cellular receptors 

and increase the toxicity of other biochemicals that attach to the same recep-

tors, these increase our risks to any diseases they cause.

Th ere is a much more general issue concerning additive eff ects that pose 

concerns. Woodruff  and her coworkers (2008) have identifi ed several com-

pounds that can disturb diff erent pathways that cause adverse eff ects. For 

example, pregnant women need suffi  cient levels of thyroid hormones to facili-

tate proper neurological development, including brain development, of their 

children. If thyroid hormones are too low, a child can suff er from poor brain 

development. Women might have insuffi  cient thyroid hormones because of 

their circumstances, e.g., too little iodine in their diets. However, even if they 

did not, Woodruff  and her coworkers (2008) have shown that one class of sub-

stances, e.g., dioxins, dibenzofurans, and dioxin-like PCBs, adversely aff ect one 

group of liver enzymes, while another class of compounds, e.g., non-dioxin-

like PCBs aff ect other liver enzymes that also cause adverse eff ects to circulat-

ing thyroid hormones. Th ese two classes of chemicals cause similar adverse 
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eff ects to thyroid hormones by means of diff erent biological mechanisms. In 

addition, it now appears that the brominated fi re retardants add to such ad-

verse outcomes. Exposure to perchlorate, a discarded rocket fuel and fi reworks 

component, can also contribute to these adverse eff ects (Woodruff  et al. 2008). 

Th ese researchers also indicate that diff erent classes of substances produce “a 

dose-additive eff ect on [thyroid hormones] at environmentally-relevant doses 

… demonstrating exposures to chemicals acting on diff erent [biological] path-

ways can have cumulative eff ects” (Woodruff  et al. 2008). Th ey conclude, “Its 

is appropriate to presume cumulative eff ects unless there is evidence to the 

contrary, and it is important for risk assessments to consider real-life exposure 

mixtures.”

Experimental animal studies have shown that animals exposed to mixtures 

of phthalates exhibit penile digenesis syndrome (Hass et al. 2007). At a mini-

mum they might exhibit penises with the urethra mislocated to the bottom or 

top of the penis or elsewhere than on the penis. More worrisome, they found 

animals with split penises and other malformations. At the same time hu-

man studies have also revealed that mothers who are more highly exposed to 

phthalates gave birth to baby boys that exhibited the early stages of penile di-

genesis syndrome at a higher rate than that seen in mothers with lower expo-

sures (Swan et al. 2005). Th ese baby boys mainly showed mislocated urethras 

and a shorter ano-genital distance than less exposed boys. Th ese data suggest 

that the results from animal studies are concurring with human data on the ef-

fects of phthalates on male reproductive systems. Citizens of the United States, 

and likely other countries, are highly exposed to phthalates.

As a fi nal point, researchers have begun to understand a mechanism by 

which diseases are triggered and during development. A person’s genetic se-

quence little changes, but how that sequence is expressed and when it is ex-

pressed turns out to be quite important. Th is generic area of study is called 

epigenetics (Jirtle and Skinner 2007). It is in its infancy but appears to hold 

great promise for understanding such disease processes (Cranor 2011).

Human data have shown that DES, thalidomide, various pesticides, seda-

tives, arsenic, anti-convulsive drugs, tobacco smoke, alcohol, and radiation are 

developmental toxicants. More recent research strongly suggests that phthal-

ates, BPA, and PBDEs are also human developmental toxicants. Many of these 

substances have long been recognized as causing adverse eff ects in experi-

mental studies; they are beginning to be documented in humans. Th ere are 

about two hundred human neurotoxicants that likely would adversely aff ect 

developing children if there were appropriate exposures (Grandjean and Land-

rigan 2006). For some, there is no lowest level that is safe: many carcinogens, 

radiation, tobacco smoke, lead, and water disinfectant by-products (Wigle and 

Lanphear 2005).
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Reforming the Law

We need not accept the existing world, which burdens our children and us 

with toxicants, some of them resulting in diseases, dysfunctions, or deformi-

ties that are likely not yet fully understood. Th e developmental or fetal origins 

of disease reveal how early toxicological “hits” can result in adverse eff ects and 

how reckless existing laws and policies are toward our children. Th e scientifi c 

developments sketched above strongly suggest the need for a more prudent 

approach to industrial chemicals, which would result in a paradigm shift  in the 

law. Th is shift  is required because many existing environmental health laws are 

postmarket laws, permitting human-created chemicals into commerce with-

out legally required testing. Moreover, many of them drew some of their in-

spiration from older judge-made law that is now quite incongruous with the 

circumstances in which we fi nd ourselves.

Legal theorists suggest that current environmental health laws in the United 

States drew inspiration from nuisance laws of the early Anglo-American tradi-

tion. Yet brief refl ection on these legal paradigms shows their inadequacy for 

addressing toxic threats to our health.

In an earlier historical period when communities were exposed to envi-

ronmental pollutants, these might have been smoke, dust, possibly arsenic. 

Nuisance laws that existed at that time would have provided a typical means 

of protection. According to one of the leading texts on the tort or personal 

injury law, a nuisance is a “hurt, annoyance or inconvenience,” and in the law 

this refers to “interference with the use or enjoyment of land, and thus was the 

parent of the law of private nuisance as it stands today” (Keeton et al. 1984). 

Typical nuisances might be smoke, dust, loud noises, vibration, blasting, pol-

lution of a river, fl ooding, unpleasant odors, excessive light. Even activities that 

spoiled the quiet or peacefulness of one’s life, such as houses of prostitution, 

vicious dogs, or even funeral homes, could be considered nuisances (Keeton 

et al. 1984). Nuisances had to be “substantial and unreasonable … [as well as] 

off ensive or inconvenient to the normal person” (Keeton et al. 1984). If one 

brought a legal action in nuisance he or she had to show that the off ending 

activity interfered with the enjoyment and use of property. Th e typical remedy 

would be for it to cease (Keeton et al. 1984).

Environmental law scholars trace aspects of several current environmental 

protection laws to the earlier law of nuisance. However, insofar as environ-

mental health laws model their legislation on nuisance, much of that older law 

is inapt and deeply misleading.

First, molecules diff er extensively from most nuisances. Th e well-recog-

nized unpleasant odors, excessive light, blasting and vibrations, and smoke 

or dust that are typical nuisances are readily perceptible by normal human 
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senses (Keeton et al. 1984; Cranor 2011). In this they diff er substantially from 

silent, odorless, undetectable toxic invaders. Nuisances typically reveal and 

announce, oft en quite dramatically, their existence; molecules, toxic or not, 

typically do not. Stinks, vibrations, impaired visibility, and loud noises typi-

cally do not accompany or announce the presence of toxicants.

Nuisances also tend to immediately disturb one’s use or enjoyment of prop-

erty or one’s life. Molecules, because they are undetectable, typically do not. 

Moreover, substantial latency periods may well delay the discovery of toxi-

cants or molecular-caused diseases. Typical nuisances are usually known im-

mediately (Cranor 2011).

Identifi cation of a cause-eff ect relationship between an event and its con-

sequences is facilitated by the proximity with which eff ects follow their causes 

(Cranor 2011). Long latencies between an initial event and undesirable causal 

consequences make it diffi  cult to trace the causal paths. Furthermore, molecu-

lar hits that result in the fetal origins of disease might hide for years until there 

is a second or third contributing event. For example, experimental studies 

have shown that exposures to pesticides in utero are likely to be the fi rst hit 

needed to cause Parkinson’s disease in middle age, but that must be followed 

by a second hit prior to the manifestation of the disorder (Heindel 2008). In 

contrast, nuisances, because of their public nature, tend to be apparent the 

entire time they are present.

Second, legal procedures that seem quite appropriate for nuisances are in-

apt for toxic substances. Because nuisances publicize their presence, or even 

noticeably intrude on people’s senses, postmarket legal action to reduce or 

remove them makes sense. Injured parties can quickly detect and marshal 

evidence of their presence. Th ey can then initiate legal action supported by 

evidence that is normally readily available to the public .

In order to detect the toxic eff ects of molecules, subtle scientifi c studies, 

many of which can take considerable time, will be needed. Th e absence of 

quick production of evidence of risks or harms can easily frustrate protective 

legal action.

When the U.S. Congress initially passed legislation addressing toxicants 

and their cleanup, it might have been enamored of postmarket laws, thought 

that even chemicals should be considered “innocent until proven guilty,” or 

perhaps did not consider the issue much at all. In most of the legislation aimed 

at removing toxicants from the water, the air, drinking water, or in laws seek-

ing to address chemicals in a more generic manner, postmarket laws were the 

legislation of choice.

Congress in passing this legislation created blueprints for public health and 

environmental agencies to follow. Th ese were both procedures to be followed 

in addressing quite specifi c problems and legal standards that had to be satis-
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fi ed when a public health or environmental regulation was issued to correct an 

existing problem. However, common to all these laws is the view that indus-

trial compounds may enter commerce without any required toxicity testing of 

their properties and with almost no agency review of any data submitted to 

the agency. Th e exceptions to this are laws concerning pharmaceuticals, pesti-

cides, and to some extent new food additives.

Risk assessment was central to using postmarket laws to prevent public 

health and environmental harms. If there were procedures for quickly iden-

tifying risks before they materialized into harms to people, the thought was 

that postmarket laws utilizing risk assessments would successfully serve pre-

ventive aims for protecting the public health. Typically, public health agencies 

attempting to identify risks sought to utilize studies that did not rely upon 

human data, but used animal and other nonhuman studies.

Unfortunately, this idea did not pan out well. Early risk assessments were 

quickly and effi  ciently conducted, resulting in protective health and environ-

mental rules. However, it did not take long for public health advocates to real-

ize that risk assessments could be exceedingly slow. For example, under the 

Clean Water Act amendments in 1972 the EPA was charged with issuing re-

quirements to issue ambient water quality standards to reduce toxicants in the 

water and to make rivers and harbors “fi shable and swimmable.” However, by 

1975 there had been so little progress that environmental organizations sued 

the EPA for failure “to regulate toxic pollutants” (U.S. Congress OTA 1987). 

Th is resulted in a court-sanctioned consent degree in which the EPA, in an 

eff ort to expedite the cleanup, had to utilize technology controls “to place spe-

cifi c ‘numerical limits on the quantities of 65 toxic pollutants in 21 industrial 

categories’” (Gaba 1984). Frequently aft er that environmental organizations 

had to return to the court to keep the EPA working in a timely manner on this 

task, while oft en the agency sought more time to complete its job.4

Th is particular experience with risk assessments for setting ambient expo-

sure concentrations of toxicants was fairly typical. Moreover, over time compa-

nies learned various strategies for slowing data requirements and assessments 

to a snail’s pace or slower. Th ey might, for example, try to insist on more and 

better evidence before protective health standards are issued. Some have urged 

high standards of proof of risks or harms before health protective rules were 

issued. Some submit data that are ultimately irrelevant, but the submission 

means public health offi  cials must take it seriously before they can reject it. If 

public health agencies yield to some of these arguments, the tactics can greatly 

delay improved health protection (Bohme et al. 2005; Cranor 2011). In addi-

tion, too oft en Congress has reduced funding for agencies, further handicap-

ping their eff orts, and Congress, under a rationale of concerns about costs 

to companies or American consumers, even created legislative barriers that 
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might be invoked, further slowing health protections. A major consequence is 

that there is little toxicity data on the vast majority of industrial chemicals and 

commerce (Guth et al. 2007; Claxton et al. 2010).

Th is suggests that postmarket laws can be gamed by companies seeking to 

keep their products in commerce longer or delay having to clean up wastes 

or pollutants for a longer period of time. For example, the U.S. EPA began 

examining the toxicity risks of dioxin in 1984, but as of late 2012, twenty-eight 

years later, that risk assessment had not been completed and some argued that 

“more study is needed” (Cranor 2011). In addition, these laws have led to a 

great deal of ignorance about the toxicity of products in the market. Except for 

pharmaceuticals, pesticides, and new food additives, there is little toxicity data 

about the vast majority of substances in commerce.

Finally, scientifi c research on the developmental origins of disease shows 

that postmarket laws are much too late to prevent risks and some harms to 

developing children. Since substances subject to postmarket laws (about 80–

90 percent of the chemical products created for commerce) can enter com-

merce without any legally required testing and no meaningful agency review 

of their toxicity, adults, children, and developing children are exposed to the 

compounds and any toxic properties well before any public health agency can 

address them.

Toward an Improved Legal Strategy

Th e ethics of medical experimentation and premarket testing and approval 

laws, typically used for pharmaceuticals and pesticides in the United States, all 

provide aspects of a model for an alternative to postmarket laws.

When humans volunteer to participate in medical experiments there are 

number of conditions that must be satisfi ed before they may voluntarily par-

ticipate. Th ey must volunteer, must be informed about the research project 

and any risks to volunteers, and must be legally capable of consenting to par-

ticipate.5 Th ey must in fact give their informed consent.6 A partial philosophic 

justifi cation of this provision seems to be a matter of recognizing their author-

ity over what happens to them and provides a means by which they can protect 

themselves from risks and harm. Participants should be at liberty to end the 

experiment at any time.7 Th is also seems to be recognition of their continued 

authority over what happens to them and protections against any risks they 

perceive.

When participants, such as children, cannot give informed consent, a le-

gally authorized representative should be required to decide whether or not 

to grant the consent.8 However, and quite importantly, children “should not 

be included in research unless the research is necessary to promote the health 
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of the population represented and [it cannot] be performed on legally compe-

tent persons.”9 Th us, experiments on children come close to being forbidden 

because of their age and inability to grant consent. In order to ensure that the 

above conditions are satisfi ed, the experiment must be overseen and approved 

by an ethical review committee.10

In order for the experiment to proceed and to have information that volun-

teers can use to consent to participate, there must be proper preparations and 

assurances of their safety. Th is includes prior research on the safety and risks 

of the experiment.11 Such research should be conducted to protect the experi-

mental subjects against even remote possibilities of injury, disability, or death.12 

Moreover, the ethics of medical experiments specify that the well-being of the 

human subject should take precedence over the interests of science and soci-

ety.13 In short, concern for the participant who volunteers to participate in the 

experimental procedure is central.

As a fi nal consideration, in order to ensure that the experimental procedure 

itself is sound there must be scientifi c oversight and management. Th is covers 

not only the science but constitutes an independent review of the experiment 

to ensure compliance with safety, aims, and informed participation.

Th e above brief foray into the ethics of medical experiments puts into sharp 

relief how reckless our laws are with regard to exposure from and contamina-

tion by industrial chemicals. Release of industrial chemicals without any re-

quired data about their toxicity stands in jarring contrast to the requirements 

of medical experiments. We now know that individuals will be exposed to 

industrial chemicals in the environment or in products just as we know they 

are exposed to medical experiments. However, with the release of untested 

industrial chemicals there are no prior preparations or reasonable assurances 

of safety. Th ere are no careful assessments of safe exposures. Th ere is no special 

concern for children. Concern for contaminated persons is not central. And 

there is no independent scientifi c or ethical oversight concerning the result-

ing contaminations of people that are almost certain to occur. Moreover, the 

United States, and likely other countries, require testing of pharmaceuticals 

and pesticides for possible risks before human exposures are permitted. In the 

instance of pharmaceuticals, these tests must occur even before there are vol-

untary experimental exposures to determine benefi cial and adverse eff ects on 

humans before they are considered for approval for sale to the general public. 

Although both pharmaceuticals and pesticides likely need testing improve-

ments for developmental eff ects—because drugs and pesticides cause develop-

mental eff ects—they are vastly superior to postmarket laws.

Legislatures should authorize laws allowing products into market and citi-

zen contamination only if there is routine prior testing and reasonable assur-

ances of safety for children and others in sensitive life stages. Moreover, testing 

that would likely need to be conducted on experimental animals should aim 
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to mimic as nearly as possible real world conditions. People are already con-

taminated—animals used in experiments should copy human contamina-

tion, especially for substances similar to the new compound. Substances add 

to the eff ects of other substances to which people are exposed. Th ey might 

act through similar cellular receptors, e.g., estrogenic receptors or dioxin-like 

receptors. Th ey might act via similar mechanisms as some pesticides all in-

hibit cholinesterase, which stops nerve cells from fi ring, thus contributing to 

continual nerve reactions (Ecobichon 2001). Some substances aff ect diff er-

ent mechanistic pathways, but result in the same adverse outcomes, as sev-

eral substances adversely aff ect the thyroid cycle. People show a wide range 

of biological variability; this should be assumed in permitting substances into 

commerce. Th ese various exposures and susceptibilities should be mimicked 

in premarket testing (Cranor 2011).

Th ere are some limitations to a testing and agency review procedure that 

might replace existing postmarket laws. As the U.S. Academy of Sciences 

has pointed out “[I]t is neither practical nor desirable to attempt to test ev-

ery chemical (or mixture) against every end point during a wide range of life 

stages. Th e committee recommends toxicity screening of every agent to which 

there is a strong potential for human exposure. A well-designed tiered strat-

egy could help to set priorities among environmental agents for screening and 

could identify end points of mechanisms of action that would trigger more 

in-depth testing for various end points or in various life stages” (NRC 2007). 

Various practical considerations should infl uence the creation of premarket 

tests to protect the public’s health (Cranor 2011).

Contamination by industrial molecules is not something we can prevent. At 

most we can prevent contamination by toxic molecules, but to do this we must 

understand which ones are toxic. Th e new discoveries in biology and toxicol-

ogy reveal that toxic contamination begins so early in life that there is no way 

that postmarket laws can address toxic contamination to prevent risks to de-

veloping children. We must fi nd a better way, namely, by utilizing premarket 

testing and review of products before there is contamination and children and 

adults alike are put at risk.
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/ CHAPTER 10

Untangling Ignorance in 

Environmental Risk Assessment

Scott Frickel and Michelle Edwards

This chapter examines the regulatory response to suspected chemical hazards 

in New Orleans, Louisiana, following the city’s catastrophic fl ooding from Hur-

ricane Katrina in August 2005. For the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

the year-long response represented an unprecedented mobilization of regu-

latory science, generating over 400,000 laboratory analyses of soil and fl ood 

sediment. Analysis of the resulting data, the policy frameworks that guided the 

collection and organization of that data, and the agency’s subsequent claims 

about the relative absence of risk to returning city residents reveal some of the 

ways in which risk assessment in the U.S. environmental regulatory system is 

deeply structured by the production and reproduction of ignorance.

We defi ne ignorance straightforwardly as domain-based absence of knowl-

edge. We understand ignorance not as a cognitive condition held by individuals, 

but as an institutional outcome. As we argue below, in the domain of regulatory 

science ignorance emerges directly from within the rules, procedures, and pro-

tocols that defi ne and structure regulatory-based risk assessment. In this con-

text ignorance is organized within the epistemic culture of regulatory practice 

and can take variable forms and produce diff erent eff ects. Importantly, these 

diff erent forms and eff ects are not static. Over time, they can accumulate, com-

bine, and stabilize within the risk regime itself. In this sense, ignorance is both 

an outcome of institutional processes and a dynamic feature of those processes. 

In New Orleans, ignorance has operated alongside knowledge as an organiz-

ing principle that guided postdisaster risk assessment work and subsequently 

structured what regulatory scientists came to know (and not know) about the 

relationship between chemical hazards, soil toxicity, and risk.

Ignorance Studies: Context and Approach

Th e study of ignorance has had a somewhat tortured intellectual history, 

one characterized by long periods of scholarly inattention punctuated by oc-
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casional fl urries of short-lived enthusiasm for the subject—for reviews see 

Smithson (1989) and Gross (2010). One of these fl urries is occurring now, as 

scholars have begun recently to give more sustained and systematic attention 

to ignorance and allied concepts as historical, philosophical, and sociological 

problems (Hess 2007; Sullivan and Tuana 2007; Proctor and Schiebinger 2008; 

Gross 2010; McGoey 2012a). In highlighting the nonproduction of knowl-

edge, this newer body of work presents science studies with some important 

challenges.

As Tuana (2008) observes, Bloor’s (1976) programmatic statement for a 

symmetrical and refl exive sociology of scientifi c knowledge (SSK) lays the 

provisional groundwork for a sociology of ignorance. SSK collapses the dis-

tinction between “true” and “false” knowledge claims, insisting that scientists’ 

acceptance of both requires social explanations. By extension, the same logic 

holds for the dualism of knowledge/ignorance: both also require social expla-

nations. Yet this has not generally come about. One of the consequences of 

SSK’s reorientation of the fi eld toward close investigation of knowledge prac-

tices has been that relational theories, such as Collins’s (1986) theory of sci-

entifi c closure and Latour’s (1987) theory of actor-networks, exhibit the ironic 

characteristic of being both asymmetrical and nonrefl exive in their inattention 

to ignorance. Another consequence has been missed opportunities to study 

ignorance empirically. For example, scientifi c “uncertainty” is clearly a good 

candidate for ignorance studies, but social scientists and science policy schol-

ars have typically framed uncertainty as a problem of knowledge (Jamieson 

1996; Shackley and Wynne 1996). Th is work does not directly confront the 

problem of ignorance because it does not theorize what remains unknown and 

why (Hoff man-Reim and Wynne 2002). Instead, this work investigates how 

scientifi c and policy decision making advances under conditions of limited 

knowledge, focusing on how knowledge about uncertainty and risk is pro-

duced and stabilized (Gross 2007).

Another reason for the relative dearth of published studies of ignorance is 

simply that it is diffi  cult to study what by defi nition is not there. Historians of 

science have found a useful, if not wholly satisfying, way around this dilemma 

by framing ignorance as the process through which existing knowledge disap-

pears over time, for example through secrecy and censorship (Galison 2008) 

or through deceit and suppression (Proctor 1995; Markowitz and Rosner 2002; 

Michaels and Monforton 2005). While politically important, these studies tend 

to utilize a conspiratorial logic that ties the production of ignorance to the spe-

cifi c political, economic, or professional interests of powerful organizations 

and individuals intent on keeping certain research fi ndings private (Proctor 

1995). In so doing, such studies advance an overly narrow conceptualization of 

ignorance, viewing it as the intentional result of purposive social action—see 

also McGoey (2012b). For example, several essays in Proctor and Schiebinger 
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(2008) exhibit this tendency. Apart from being empirically shortsighted, this 

narrow conceptualization is problematic because it is based on the misguided 

and nominally functionalist assumption that, pace Merton (1973), the pro-

duction of ignorance results from deviant science. By extension, this implies 

that greater levels of public transparency will render science less deviant and 

thereby reduce scientifi c ignorance. Th ere is little room in the narrow and 

conspiratorial view for theorizing ignorance as a regular feature of scientifi c 

production.

In this study, we treat ignorance more broadly as a regular outcome of risk 

assessment, not the result of deviant science nor one necessarily dependent 

on the purposive action of specifi c actors—although this may occur and we 

believe that our framework can accommodate it. Our approach is consonant 

with a political sociology of science perspective that highlights how distribu-

tional inequalities shape institutional and extra-institutional relations in sci-

ence (Blume 1974; Frickel and Moore 2005; Moore et al. 2011). Accordingly, 

we identify institutional mechanisms in the regulatory response to Hurricane 

Katrina that produced, combined, and distributed diff erent forms of ignorance 

within risk assessment frameworks and produced diff erent eff ects across New 

Orleans neighborhoods.

Th is study also extends the empirical scope of ignorance studies from how 

existing knowledge disappears to how the absence of knowledge is generated 

and reproduced within regulatory agencies. Th e highly bureaucratized nature 

of the regulatory response to Katrina makes this empirical shift  possible. Th e 

EPA response was delimited spatially by existing geopolitical boundaries (Or-

leans Parish, Louisiana) and by the topographical reach of the fl ood, and it 

was delimited temporally, with defi nite start and end points. And, because the 

response was part of a federally organized disaster response eff ort, U.S. law 

requires that all data collected within the project domain be made publicly 

available (United States Congress 2000). With access to these data as well as to 

the organizational rules, policies, and procedures that guided data collection 

and analysis, we can trace ignorance upstream into what Knorr Cetina (1999) 

has called the “epistemic machinery” of risk.

Testing Katrina’s Contamination

Hurricane Katrina made landfall in Louisiana as a strong category three storm 

on 29 August 2005. As it moved inland, the massive storm’s eye-wall grazed 

the southeastern edge of the New Orleans metropolitan area, causing exten-

sive wind and storm surge damage to structures large and small. Most infa-

mously, the storm triggered a systematic failure of the federal hurricane levee 

protection system. As the concrete and earthen levees surrounding the city 
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crumbled, the storm’s surge swamped New Orleans with 131 billion gallons of 

salt water (Smith and Rowland 2007). Floodwaters covered nearly 80 percent 

of the city’s land area and inundated the households of over 60 percent of its 

population (see Figure 10.1), with standing water remaining in some neigh-

borhoods for six weeks (Campanella 2007).

As the fl oodwaters gradually receded, a layer of sediment ranging in depth 

from several millimeters to nearly two meters blanketed the city (Nelson and 

Leclair 2006). Some of the sediment came laced with chemical toxicants and 

heavy metals, but other contaminants originated from within the city itself. 

Pollution point sources included gas, oil change, and auto service stations; 

laundries and dry cleaners; pest control companies, paint and hardware stores, 

hospitals, and cemeteries. Non-point pollution sources included as many as 

350,000 automobiles and other vehicles submerged in the fl ood as well as a 

wide variety of hazardous substances typically stored in homes, garages, and 

backyard sheds.

With images of “toxic soup” driving news accounts and public concern 

(Goodman 2005), a dozen state and federal regulatory organizations led by 

the EPA and Louisiana’s Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) began 

collaboration on what would become a year-long eff ort to characterize envi-

ronmental hazards in the sediment and soil of four fl ood-impacted parishes. 

Figure 10.1. Post-Katrina Flooding in Greater New Orleans.
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In line with their mission “to determine the nature and type of contamina-

tion that may have impacted residential areas due to migration of hazardous 

materials by fl ood,” project organizers focused sampling eff orts on fl ooded 

residential areas, largely ignoring neighborhoods that did not fl ood and also 

overlooking nonresidential (i.e., industrial and commercial) areas within the 

fl ood zone (United States Environmental Protection Agency 2006a).

From early September 2005 through July 2006, the project generated more 

than 400,000 chemical analyses for the presence of 195 individual contami-

nants from approximately 1,800 samples. Two-thirds of those samples origi-

nated in the city of New Orleans. Project scientists analyzed every sample for 

the presence of varying numbers of contaminants. Regulators then used those 

results to calculate short- and long-term human health risk.

While the suite of 195 chemical compounds that the EPA developed to guide 

the investigation all have industrial uses, they do not all originate in chemical 

laboratories. Many, such as vanadium, iron, and manganese, are also naturally 

occurring minerals that are common to various soil types. Synthetic chemi-

cals targeted in the assessment include various banned or otherwise regulated 

pesticides and herbicides, PCBs, chlorides, and phthalates, among others. We 

obtained a complete list of targeted chemical compounds and calculated for 

each the total number of tests conducted and the number and percentage of 

positive results or “detects.” Detections indicate contaminant presence in dif-

ferent sediment and soil samples resulting from laboratory analyses.

Our own analysis of the EPA test results data reveals three key points that 

are easily summarized. First, detections were common. Across all tests run for 

all compounds, lab technicians identifi ed contaminants in more than 22,000 

chemical assays accounting for just over 20 percent of total tests conducted. 

Th is amounts to an average of twenty-three diff erent compounds detected per 

sample. Second, detections were also widely distributed across the range of 

compounds. In all, scientists identifi ed 141 of the targeted chemicals, or nearly 

three-quarters of the original suite of compounds, in one or more of the col-

lected samples. Finally, total detections for each compound concentrated in a 

large subset of these chemicals. Specifi cally, for sixty compounds, positive tests 

represented 10 percent1 or more of total tests conducted for that substance. 

Th e number of samples represented by these percentages ranges from twenty-

nine samples for 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene, an aromatic hydrocarbon used as a 

gasoline additive, to 809 samples for lead. In between are scores of other envi-

ronmental pollutants, including the banned pesticide DDT and its breakdown 

products DDD and DDE, detected in 262, 159, and 79 samples respectively; the 

recognized carcinogen and reproductive toxin bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, de-

tected in 288 samples; Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene, an EPA priority pollutant and 

classifi ed carcinogen, detected in 447 samples; and mercury and arsenic, both 

highly toxic elements with natural and industrial origins, detected in 658 and 
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698 samples respectively. In short, while laboratory testing identifi ed relatively 

few samples containing contaminant levels high enough to automatically trig-

ger additional investigation under existing regulatory requirements (and even 

fewer that required site remediation), the EPA’s own data demonstrate that at 

lower levels heavy metals and industrial chemicals of various sorts abound in 

the soils of New Orleans.

For regulators vested with the responsibility to assess environmental condi-

tions in the once-fl ooded city, these summary statistics mattered little. In fact, 

none of it was reported to the public. What did matter to regulators were affi  r-

mative answers to a single, unwavering question: Are chemical concentrations 

that exceed state environmental standards for human health risk evident in the 

data? In the vast majority of cases, regulators’ answer to that question was “no.” 

Th e data from hundreds of thousands of separately run tests prompted affi  r-

mative answers in fewer than 200 tests for just a handful of specifi c contami-

nants. Regulatory action motivated by the identifi cation of those “hotspots” is 

summarized in the EPA’s fi nal report:

A few localized areas were re-assessed due to elevated levels of arsenic, lead, 

benzo(a)pyrene, and diesel and oil range organic petroleum chemicals. Th e 

results of these re-assessments indicated that: 1) the highest concentrations of 

arsenic were likely associated with herbicides used at or near golf courses; 2) 

benzo(a)pyrene was found in a small section of the Agriculture Street Land-

fi ll Superfund site and will be addressed as the Housing Authority of New 

Orleans fi nalizes its plans for badly damaged townhomes in the area; 3) the 

concentrations of diesel and oil range organic chemicals are diminishing and 

will be monitored over time to ensure that these concentrations continue to 

decrease; and, 4) the elevated levels of lead detected in samples collected by 

EPA predate the hurricanes. Th e lead results from the EPA samples are com-

parable to the historical concentrations of lead in soil in New Orleans found 

in studies conducted by local university researchers before the hurricanes. 

Th e extensive sediment and soil sampling in response to Hurricane Katrina is 

complete. (United States Environmental Protection Agency August 2006b)

In reaching these conclusions, regulators focused on knowledge about the 

concentration levels of individual contaminants derived from laboratory anal-

ysis, using that knowledge in ways that progressively narrowed the scope of 

investigation spatially and epistemologically. From an initial concern encom-

passing about 55 square miles of fl ooded city streets,2 investigation came to 

focus on a few dozen “hotspots.” Similarly, the nearly two hundred analyses 

targeted for investigation in September 2005 had been reduced to just fi ve by 

August 2006. Th e nightmare scenario that regulatory scientists and offi  cials 

faced in the immediate aft ermath of Hurricane Katrina had become scientifi -
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cally certain, technically manageable, politically legitimate, and economically 

safe. As presented to the public, knowledge and hope had replaced ignorance 

and fear.

For New Orleans residents, city offi  cials, and members of the business com-

munity, the stakes of the risk assessment had been exceptionally high. Espe-

cially for a city so dependent on tourism, it was diffi  cult to imagine how the 

local economy would rebound if human health risk remained a serious con-

cern. Amid a political atmosphere laced with apprehension, the EPA’s risk as-

sessment came as a great relief. City newspaper editors welcomed the agency’s 

conclusions with a front page headline declaring “Final EPA Report Deems 

N.O. Safe” (Brown 2006). Th is image of a safe city stands in sharp contrast to 

headlines appearing in the wake of the hurricane eleven months earlier: “En-

tire Community Is Now a Toxic Waste Dump” (Clarren 2005), “New Orleans’ 

Toxic Tide” (Knickerbocker and Jonsson 2005), and “Katrina Stirs Up Oily 

Nightmare” (Dakss 2005).

Organizing Ignorance

Rather than accept at face value this discursive shift  from danger to safety, 

the remainder of this chapter digs beneath the EPA’s formal risk statements in 

order to better appreciate the ways that ignorance shaped the agency’s analysis 

of risk. To do so, we examine the institutional logic of two policy frameworks 

that guided regulatory scientists working in post-Katrina New Orleans. Th e 

fi rst framework sets out the criteria governing the risk assessment process; the 

second develops and sets risk standards. Our investigation of the institutional 

logics of risk assessment reveals something other than a steady progression 

from ignorance to knowledge, as characterized by newspaper headlines and 

offi  cial reports. Instead, we fi nd a progression from no knowledge to some 

knowledge and from unorganized ignorance to organized ignorance.

Risk Assessment

Th e Risk Evaluation/Corrective Action Program (RECAP) was adopted by 

DEQ in 2003 as the “primary statutory mandate for remediation activities” in 

the state (Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 2003: Preamble). 

RECAP provides decision-making rules and procedures to assist state regula-

tors in developing risk assessments and was the main source of information 

underlying the EPA and DEQ’s collaborative post-Katrina response in New 

Orleans (and Louisiana generally). Th e stated function of RECAP is to es-

tablish “clear and consistent guidelines … for the remediation of releases to 

air, land, and water” (Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 2003: 
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Preamble). While its overriding goal is protection of “human health and the 

environment” in Louisiana, secondary RECAP goals include conserving in-

stitutional (i.e., DEQ) resources, protecting “the regulated community” (i.e., 

industry) from unnecessary oversight, and “ensuring transparency” in the risk 

assessment process. Toward this end, RECAP establishes risk assessment as a 

tool for determining, fi rst, whether “corrective action is necessary” and, sec-

ond, to “identify constituent levels in impacted media that do not pose unac-

ceptable risks to human health or the environment” (Louisiana Department 

of Environmental Quality 2003: Preamble; our emphasis). An important, if 

unstated, assumption undergirding both of these institutional functions is that 

protection of human health and the environment does not a priori require 

cleanup of contaminated environments.

Read as a form of knowledge politics, the dominant institutional impera-

tive rendered by the RECAP framework is not change, but stasis; the point is 

to minimize remedial activity where possible and when necessary to provide 

technical justifi cation for environmental inaction. RECAP accomplishes this, 

in part, by setting forth a four-tier risk assessment framework in which ig-

norance operates as a silent organizing principle. Th e fi rst tier is a “screening 

option” designed to establish whether contamination in residential or indus-

trial areas pose threats and, if so, what is the specifi c nature of threat (Louisi-

ana Department of Environmental Quality 2003: 1–2). At the screening stage, 

chemical assays of soil, air, or water samples are used to identify “constituents 

of concern,” referring to any targeted contaminant that is “detected in at least 

one sample” (Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 2003: 33, 37). 

While this language seems broadly encompassing, its logic plays on the inher-

ent spatial and epistemological weaknesses of testing: testing will only iden-

tify the contaminants that regulatory scientists look for and then only in the 

samples they collect (Frickel and Vincent 2007).

Tiers 2–4 describe diff erent “management options” instructing regulatory 

scientists in how to deal with problem areas when the results of screening war-

rant additional action. In step-wise fashion, each of the three management 

option tiers invokes progressively stricter sets of risk standards for individual 

contaminants, sets out additional measures to more specifi cally identify the 

boundaries of contamination, and provides increasingly intensive remedia-

tion criteria. As summarized in the offi  cial report, these “tiered Management 

Options allow site evaluation and corrective action eff orts to be tailored to 

site conditions and risks. As the [management option] level increases, the ap-

proach becomes more site-specifi c and hence, the level of eff ort required to 

meet the objectives of the Option increases” (Louisiana Department of Envi-

ronmental Quality 2003: 2).

As we interpret it, the institutional logic guiding risk assessment under 

RECAP is one that seeks to maximize “epistemic effi  ciency.” Figure 10.2 il-
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lustrates this process. As regulators move up the hierarchy of management 

options, they learn more and more about less and less. Th e logic of epistemic 

effi  ciency provides regulators clear organizational advantages in terms of in-

creasing expediency, minimizing resource use, and gaining political legitimacy 

in response to public pressure. But there is a dark side as well. As accumulated 

knowledge concentrates on specifi c contaminants identifi ed at specifi c sites, 

ignorance also accumulates: we learn less and less about more and more. Th is 

is “organized ignorance” and is the result of institutionalized inaction. Orga-

nized ignorance is a general form—a species or kind of ignorance—and not 

unique to Louisiana’s own regulatory apparatus. As our next example shows, 

organized ignorance is characteristic of national risk standards as well.

Risk Standards

Th e mechanism that advances decision making in RECAP is risk standards. 

Risk standards are presented in DEQ and EPA documents as tables, with each 

contaminant assigned a numerical value. For regulatory scientists, those num-

bers refer to concentrations of chemicals in solution and are used to represent 

upper limits of “acceptable risk.” For example, at the initial screening stage, 

such standards are used to determine whether a suspected area of concern 

is in fact contaminated and to identify what specifi c contaminants are pres-

Figure 10.2. “Epistemic Effi  ciency” in Risk Assessment.
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ent. Where initial screening standards are exceeded, regulatory eff ort under 

RECAP advances to Management Option 1 (and so on). Where screening 

standards are not exceeded, the framework does not require—and so does 

not compel—further action. In the New Orleans post-Katrina risk assessment 

most chemical concentrations derived from sediment and soil samples did not 

exceed initial screening standards for individual chemicals.

In combination with risk frameworks such as RECAP, risk standards are 

important elements in the institutional organization of ignorance in regula-

tory science. Embedded within each risk standard are a host of assumptions 

concerning, for example, a chemical’s bioavailability, exposure potential, and 

health eff ects. Scientists’ understanding of bioavailability rests in part on as-

sumptions about how environmental conditions impact the chemical com-

position of contaminants over time or the ways that contaminants migrate 

through air, water, and soil. Similarly, the likelihood that contaminants will 

enter human bodies, directly or indirectly, depends on assumptions about the 

geography of contamination in relation to both natural patterns (e.g., wind, 

temperature, or rainfall) and social patterns (e.g., correlations between indus-

trial pollution and urban poverty). A third set of assumptions, which we ad-

dress in more detail below, concerns the health eff ects of chemical exposures. 

What do chemicals do to human bodies once inside?

Such assumptions—integral to the development of risk standards—orga-

nize three general types of ignorance. Th e fi rst is ignorance that stems from 

scientists’ limited knowledge base. For various reasons, much potential knowl-

edge about the environmental and human health eff ects of chemicals remains 

“undone” (Hess 2009; Frickel et al. 2010). Undone science generates an abso-

lute form of ignorance; it describes knowledge that does not exist. A second 

type describes ignorance in relative terms and in some ways represents the in-

verse of scientifi c uncertainty. Th is is ignorance that derives from the thinness 

of knowledge covering the health eff ects of certain chemicals. Th e knowledge 

is thin in part because there is not a lot of evidence with which to work, and in 

part because the evidence at hand has not been thoroughly assessed through 

expert review and thus lacks dimension or “epistemic depth.” Th e third type 

of ignorance is formed in the process of extrapolation and represents a com-

bination of absolute and relative forms. Here, regulators reach conclusions 

about the likely eff ects of a chemical on a particular endpoint based on what 

is known about the eff ects of that chemical on a diff erent endpoint. Regulators 

may also extrapolate by substituting results from controlled laboratory studies 

onto uncontrolled events occurring outside the lab. Th rough extrapolation, 

absolute absence of knowledge is “upgraded” to a relative absence by substitut-

ing one type of knowledge or knowledge context for another. Risk standards 

embody all three types of ignorance.
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Th ese types of ignorance, while substantively diff erent, are all generated by 

a similar institutional logic, one that we describe as maximizing “epistemic 

reach.” Where policy frameworks guiding risk assessment tend to maximize 

epistemic effi  ciency by progressively knowing more about less, the logic guid-

ing the construction of risk standards operates by making less knowledge 

count for more. Th e logic of epistemic reach represents a radically reductive 

approach to understanding the relationship between the environment and hu-

man health. We examine this argument empirically in the next section.

Human Toxicity Values

In practice, standards for human health eff ects occupy a central position in 

risk assessment. As described in the RECAP framework and as applied in New 

Orleans, these standards take the form of “human toxicity values” (Louisiana 

Department of Environmental Quality 2003: 25). Th ese numerical values iden-

tify dose response relationships for substances and are expressed as “reference 

doses” or “reference concentrations” for non-carcinogenic eff ects and as “slope 

factors” for carcinogenic eff ects. Formulas used to calculate toxicity values con-

tain built-in assumptions about a person’s body weight (70 kg, as modeled on 

an “average” adult male) and their daily water intake, inhalation rate, or dermal 

absorption rate (Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 2003: 67).3

Detailed methods for developing toxicity values illustrate the institutional 

logic of epistemic reach. Th ese methods are described in the EPA’s Risk As-

sessment Guidance for Superfund Volume I Human Health Evaluation Manual 

(1989) and were updated in 2003 in a memo from the Director of the EPA’s 

Offi  ce of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (Cook 2003). 

Similar to the hierarchical framework RECAP builds for risk assessment, the 

report and memo also establish a hierarchical framework to guide the genera-

tion and use of toxicity values. Importantly, this three-tier “hierarchy of hu-

man toxicity values” is reproduced in a document released by EPA Region 6 in 

November 2005, two months into its post-Katrina risk assessment project. Th e 

2005 document establishes risk-based screening levels “to address common 

human health and environmental exposure pathways” and confi rms that pro-

cedures drawn up in the original 1989 report to screen for site-specifi c hazards 

such as regulated landfi lls were employed in essentially the same form to ad-

dress the urban-scale disaster in New Orleans from Hurricane Katrina sixteen 

years later (United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 2005b).

As described in all of these policy manuals, the Tier 1 source of toxicity 

information is the EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS). Th is da-

tabase contains information on chemical eff ects that achieve “agency consen-

sus” through an extensive review process.4 IRIS is the richest available data 
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source for establishing toxicity values, in terms of its scientifi c knowledge base 

as well as the level of internal and external review. Nevertheless, IRIS is far 

from comprehensive.

When assessment information on particular contaminants is not available 

in IRIS, regulators are instructed to next consult the EPA’s Tier 2 database, the 

Provisional Peer-Reviewed Toxicity Values (PPRTV) (Cook 2003: 3).5 Reviews 

of PPRTV data are developed over a shorter period of time than IRIS data, 

undergo fewer rounds of peer review, and are based on fewer scientifi c studies. 

In all, PPRTV represents less information based on a more limited knowledge 

base than IRIS.

When regulators fail to fi nd the toxicity information they need in IRIS 

or PPRTV, they are instructed to consult additional “Tier 3” data sources. 

Tier 3 sources include the EPA Health Eff ects Assessment Summary Tables 

(HEAST), which has “not had enough review to be recognized as high quality, 

Agency-wide consensus information” (United States Environmental Protec-

tion Agency 1997), the EPA National Center for Environmental Assessment 

(NCEA), which infl uences agency “regulatory, enforcement, and remedial-ac-

tion decisions,”6 as well as other non-EPA sources. Th us, as regulators in search 

of information to use for generating toxicity values move from Tier 1 to Tier 

2 and then from Tier 2 to Tier 3, the relative quantity and quality of toxicity 

information decreases.

When there is no toxicity information available, regulators rely on “route-

to-route extrapolation.” Th is involves substituting toxicity values of one kind 

for another, for example, by using an oral reference dose value in place of an 

inhalation reference dose value. While regulators suggest that although route-

to-route extrapolation is “a useful screening procedure,” the Agency clearly sees 

this method as a measure of last resort, cautioning that “the appropriateness 

of these default assumptions for specifi c contaminants should be verifi ed by a 

toxicologist” (United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 2005b: 

5, original emphasis). Figure 10.3 illustrates the concept of epistemic reach in 

the hierarchical framework of toxicity value production.

Table 10.1 shows the frequency distributions of information for the 141 

chemicals detected in New Orleans samples relative to the EPA’s hierarchy of 

human toxicity values. Th is data is drawn from an electronic spreadsheet con-

taining values used by the EPA to determine risk standards for specifi c con-

taminants in New Orleans (United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Region 6 n.d.). Th e spreadsheet also contains codes describing which database 

(IRIS, PPRTV, etc.) each toxicity value came from. We aggregated this data 

for each of the 141 contaminants detected in New Orleans to derive the dis-

tributions presented in the table. In addition to describing where particular 

kinds of toxicity information originate, the table also describes gaps in toxicity 

information. We interpret these information gaps as representing measurable 
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Table 10.1. Information Gaps in EPA’s Hierarchy of Human Toxicity Values

Total analytes 

detected in 

New Orleans 

samples: N=141

Carcinogenicity Values Non-carcinogenicity Values

SFo SFi RfDo RfDi RfC

N % N % N % N % N % 

Tier 1 IRIS 26 18.44 21 14.89 65 46.10 17 12.06 11 7.80

Tier 2 PPRTV 0 0.00 1 0.71 8 5.67 5 3.55 0 0.00

Tier 3 various 11 7.80 8 5.67 13 9.22 9 6.38 4 2.84

Route-to-Route 

Extrapolation 0 0.00 11 7.80 2 1.42 44 31.21 0 0.00

No Information 104 73.76 100 70.92 53 37.59 66 46.81 126 89.36

Total 141 100 141 100 141 100 141 100 141 100

Source: EPA Region VI Human Health Medium-Specifi c Screening Levels (HHMSSL) 

Abbreviations: SFo = Slope Factor (oral), SFi = Slope Factor (inhalation), RfDo = Reference Dose (oral), 

RfDi = Reference Dose (inhalation), RfC = Reference Concentration.

Figure 10.3. “Epistemic Reach” in Risk Standards. Th e EPA Hierarchy of Human 

Toxicity Values.
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outcomes associated with the three types of ignorance described in the previ-

ous section.

Th e dominant type of ignorance contributing to missing information across 

the various databases, represented in the bottom row in Table 10.1, is undone 

science. Th ere is no information for over 70 percent of the carcinogenicity val-

ues for the contaminants found in New Orleans. For non-carcinogenicity val-

ues, the proportion of missing information ranges from 37 to 89 percent. We 

infer from these fi gures that, within the domain of EPA risk assessment—and 

perhaps also beyond—toxicity and related studies that regulatory scientists 

rely on to calculate risk standards for many of the chemical substances de-

tected in New Orleans samples simply do not exist.

Scientists’ reliance on lower quality data generates another form of igno-

rance underlying the EPA human toxicity values. Table 10.1 shows that the 

proportion of toxicity values that are produced with information from Tier 

2 and Tier 3 sources relative to Tier 1 sources ranges from 24 percent to 45 

percent.7 Th is type of ignorance derives more from the “thinness” or limited 

depth of existing information than from undone science or missing knowl-

edge. Consonant with the logic of epistemic reach, the deeper regulatory sci-

entists go into the hierarchy of data sources in search of toxicity information, 

the more limited the knowledge they have to draw from becomes.

Finally, Table 10.1 also describes the distribution of ignorance as decon-

textualized knowledge generated through methods of extrapolation. Based 

on these data, regulatory scientists substituted one carcinogenicity value for 

another eleven times and substituted one non-carcinogenicity value for an-

other forty-six times. For toxicity values based on inhalation reference doses, 

route-to-route extrapolation was by far the dominant method, used to cal-

culate risk screening levels for 31 percent of the substances detected in New 

Orleans. Here too, regulators are guided in their work by a logic that makes 

less knowledge count for more.

Th e institutional logic that maximizes epistemic reach helps explain the 

diff erent distributions of ignorance that are depicted schematically in Figure 

10.3 and quantitatively in Table 10.1. Once institutionalized as numerical risk 

standards, toxicity values calculated from Tier 3 sources or based on route-to-

route extrapolation become indistinguishable from toxicity values calculated 

from more robust data contained in Tier 1. In this way, the same institutional 

logic that produces ignorance in risk standards also hides it from view.

Conclusion

Th is study raises four key points about the institutional production of ignorance 

in risk assessment. First, our study describes how knowledge and ignorance 
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are coproduced. Knowledge practices in risk assessment concentrate in ways 

that narrow the questions regulators ask about soil contamination and narrow 

the geographic scope within which those questions are treated by regulators as 

meaningful. Over time, knowledge about fewer contaminants in fewer places 

deepens. Simultaneously however, knowledge about greater numbers of con-

taminants and their potential distribution across larger land areas diminishes. 

In this way, the production of knowledge about identifi ed risks and the pro-

duction of ignorance concerning potential risks are not only mutually consti-

tuted, their coproduction within risk assessment frameworks is structured in 

ways that, on a policy level, helps to legitimate regulatory inaction.

Second, regulatory inaction is an outcome whose achievement in risk as-

sessment requires considerable resources, organization, and eff ort. Risk stan-

dards do much of this work by signaling to regulatory scientists whether or not 

the type and nature of contamination identifi ed in soil and sediment samples 

are meaningful as environmental hazards. In this way, risk standards perform 

a critical function in the production of ignorance; they operate as decision-

making mechanisms that drive the risk assessment process forward by con-

centrating knowledge investments spatially and epistemically.

Th ird, as they rationalize decision making and thus help to maximize epis-

temic effi  ciency in risk assessment, risk standards are themselves produced 

through a diff erent institutional logic, one that maximizes epistemic reach. 

Th e logic of epistemic reach masks the fact that the health information data-

bases used to develop risk standards are themselves deeply structured by the 

lack of knowledge. Th e logic of epistemic reach preserves legitimacy for risk 

assessment decision making by rendering ignorance invisible.

Fourth, and perhaps most importantly, diff erent forms of ignorance com-

bine in complex ways. Within the health eff ects databases, ignorance that re-

sults from undone science shapes the conditions under which other types of 

ignorance are generated when regulators are forced to accept lower quality 

knowledge or to resort to extrapolation in developing risk standards. More 

broadly, epistemic effi  ciency and epistemic reach are features of the risk sys-

tem that produce ignorance according to diff erent logics but that gain force in 

combination. Making less knowledge from toxicity studies count for more in 

the production of risk standards in turn shapes risk assessment practices in 

ways that generate new forms of spatially ordered ignorance about contami-

nated soil across urban neighborhoods.

Th e picture of ignorance that emerges from this analysis stands in sharp 

contrast to more narrowly drawn depictions of ignorance as the conspiratorial 

result of powerful corporate and government actors purposefully manipulat-

ing or subverting scientifi c research. While highly problematic politically, the 

intentional suppression of knowledge does little to shed light on ignorance as 

a general feature of science. Our emphasis in this study on the institutional 
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logics that produce ignorance in risk assessment seeks a broader understand-

ing. In developing an institutional approach to the study of ignorance, we also 

hope to contribute to the political sociology of science a better understanding 

of how ignorance shapes and is shaped by distributions of power and resources 

in science. Finally, while our focus here is on regulatory science mobilized in 

response to urban disaster, we believe this approach can be refi ned and ex-

tended in application to other domains as well. For example, future studies 

might fruitfully develop a comparative perspective on ignorance as it is made, 

remade, and unmade in academic, government, industry, and civil society 

contexts. If, as this chapter suggests, ignorance is a both a dynamic feature 

of science and a regular outcome of scientifi c work, it stands to reason that 

absence of knowledge has done much to shape the history and social organiza-

tion of our toxic world.
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Notes

 1. Th is is an arbitrary cutoff  point, employed here to facilitate our summary. Using this 

metric is potentially misleading because some analyses with “detect” percentages be-

low 10 percent actually involved more samples/sites than others with detect percent-

ages above 10 percent.

 2. Richard Campanella. Personal communication, 12 January 2010. 

 3. On the use of the “average male” in calculating health risks see Corburn (2005: chap. 

3) and, more generally, Epstein (2007).

 4. For details of the IRIS peer review process, see United States Environmental Protec-

tion Agency, “IRIS Process,” Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), http://www

.epa.gov/iris/process.htm.

 5. Th e data contained in PPRTV are typically developed by the Superfund Health Risk 

Technical Support Center (STSC) either on a chemical-by-chemical basis when re-

quested by the EPA Superfund Offi  ces for “contaminants lacking a relevant IRIS value” 

or aft er a “batch-wise review” is conducted for toxicity values gathered from a third 

database (HEAST; United States Environmental Protection Agency 1997).

 6. See United States Environmental Protection Agency, “NCEA Basic Information,” 

National Center for Environmental Assessment, http://www.epa.gov/ncea/basicinfo

.htm.

 7. Specifi cally, carcinogenicity values for SFo and SFi are both 30 percent; non-carcino-

genicity values vary from 24 percent (for RfDo) to 27 percent (for RfC) to 45 percent 

(for RfDi).
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/ CHAPTER 11

Low-Dose Toxicology

Narratives from the Science-Transcience Interface

Sheldon Krimsky

Uncertainties associated with low-dose exposures to chemicals that are 

known to be hazardous at high doses were probably being raised at the dawn 

of human civilization when Homo sapiens began distinguishing among ed-

ible, near edible, and poisonous plants. Th e study of toxicology began around 

the sixteenth century with the writings of an Austrian physician and contem-

porary of Leonardo da Vinci, named Philip von Hohenheim, who practiced 

“chemical medicine.” Hohenheim is more popularly known as Paracelsus, a 

name he adopted to elevate him above a prominent Roman physician named 

Celsus. Paracelsus is known to have said: “All things are poison and nothing is 

without poison, only the dose permits something not to be poisonous.” He be-

lieved that low doses of a poison could be used to cure diseases brought about 

by the poison (“like cures like”) (Borzelleca 2000). By the twentieth century, 

when toxicology had become a scientifi c discipline, the observations that low 

doses of a poison can be therapeutic became epitomized by the aphorism “the 

dose makes the poison.”

Modern toxicology is a battleground of contested issues pertaining to low-

dose exposures. Th e domain of published work contains a number of presup-

positions, some false, some true, and some indeterminate. Th e core questions 

underlying the low-dose narratives are: (1) Are there empirical tests that can 

be used to evaluate the human health eff ects of exposures to extremely low 

doses of a substance? (2) Are there methods that can be used to generate a reli-

able dose-response curve for extremely low doses of a substance? and (3) How 

can we know and with what level of confi dence whether a chemical below a 

testable dose is safe?

I approach this subject by treating the controversy over low-dose exposures 

as a confl uence of alternative narratives. Each narrative may frame the prob-

lem diff erently and builds its argument or draws its conclusions from empiri-

cal evidence based on a preferred set of presuppositions, which may not be 

empirically verifi able or falsifi able. In this respect, rather than being in direct 
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confl ict, some of the narratives may be orthogonal to one another, like two 

religions whose adherents speak a diff erent language, preach from diff erent 

texts, and hold a diff erent world view. Th e chapter is structured as follows. 

First, six guiding presuppositions that provide the framing assumptions for the 

low-dose narratives are identifi ed. Th ese framing presuppositions are them-

selves contested and therefore help to explain the diff erences in how scientists 

approach low-dose eff ects. Th en, three modalities of evidence used to obtain 

answers to low-dose human health eff ects are examined. Th ey are: direct em-

pirical evidence; indirect empirical evidence, and theoretical evidence. Next, 

I explain how the gene-environment interaction model of disease complicates 

eff orts to assess low-dose health eff ects. 

I go on to examine the classic problem of the linear dose response curve for 

extremely low doses, including the reproducibility of low-dose eff ects. Next, 

a case study of Bisphenol A (BPA) reveals competing narratives of low-dose 

eff ects impeding eff orts to reach a consensus position. Finally, I argue that the 

path of mechanistic reductionism, which largely defi nes the approach used by 

some of the narratives in toxicology, is not the best approach for regulating 

the health risks of low doses of toxic chemicals. Further, my approach using 

competing narratives helps explain why acquiring more data oft en fails to re-

solve the issue of when low-dose exposures become a health risk deserving of 

regulatory action.

Narrative Frames on Low-Dose Eff ects

One cannot read the scientifi c literature on low-dose toxicology without 

experiencing the contrasting narratives of this fi eld. Th ere is nothing about 

low-dose toxicology that is common across all chemicals, consistent across all 

modes of action, or predictable across all genotypes. I shall begin my inquiry 

by exploring several of the framing presuppositions that have become a no-

table part of the scientifi c literatures: 

A.  Th e human eff ects of extremely low doses of chemicals are beyond what 

can be learned from direct observation. One must introduce a priori 

(empirically unverifi able) assumptions to extrapolate from the eff ects of 

high doses to low doses of a chemical substance. Th ese assumptions take 

the form of dose response curves extrapolated from points in the high-

dose range or of thresholds below which there are no eff ects (NOEL = 

No Observable Eff ect Level).

B.  Th ere are discontinuities between the eff ects of chemicals at high and 

low doses, sometimes referred to as non-monotonic, making simple lin-

ear extrapolation unrealistic.
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C.  Multiple and diff erentiated physiological mechanisms operating in 

mammalian systems can make the determination of a simple dose re-

sponse relationship for a single chemical, and a single outcome over 

low- to high-dose range, highly unrealistic.

D.  Low-dose studies are diffi  cult to replicate because they are vulnerable 

to sensitive stochastic eff ects. Th e analogy is the “baking eff ect.” Even 

though the baker uses all the same ingredients in a precise order, with 

a standardized baking process, the outcome may vary signifi cantly by 

virtue of a small number of stochastic eff ects.

E.  Embryos at particular windows of development (the fi rst trimester) 

are more sensitive to low-dose eff ects than more developed fetuses and 

adult organisms. 

F.  Epigenetics has introduced the idea that the embryo may have been af-

fected by the mother or grandmother’s exposure to low doses of chemi-

cals. Something in the organism’s external environment alters how a 

gene is expressed without changing the structure of the gene. Th is model 

is akin to “action at a distance.” In this case it is a generational distance. 

Th e mechanisms proposed to explain such eff ects are attributed to a 

combination of “genetic switches” and “imprinting” of the genome, one 

of the newest and least-studied mechanisms for low-dose eff ects.

Th ese presuppositions are found throughout the low-dose literature and 

have become subjects of intense debate and the source of policy confl icts. In 

some instances, these debates have helped to paralyze regulatory bodies, pre-

venting them from reaching a conclusion on specifi c toxic substances. Beyond 

these presuppositions, there are also three epistemic modalities used in science 

to acquire evidence and reach conclusions on low-dose eff ects of chemicals. 

Th e combination of the presuppositions and the epistemic modalities contrib-

ute to a particular narrative.

Epistemic Considerations in Regulating Low-Dose Eff ects

Regulators have always had diffi  culty in determining acceptable levels of a 

substance at low doses. Th ey are expected to show evidence that low doses of 

a substance are harmful before they can restrict or ban its use. In drug devel-

opment, manufacturers are required to demonstrate both effi  cacy and safety 

before a drug is approved for consumers. For all chemicals that do not have 

therapeutic use, the burden is on government to show that it is unsafe. Of 

course, regulators can ask for data from manufacturers if they have prima fa-

cie evidence that a substance may be harmful. But the manufacturers are only 

expected to provide data that they can easily obtain. And here lies the problem 
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for low doses. Th ere are methodological problems in obtaining evidence in 

support of the hypothesis that the substance is harmful at low doses. And as 

the aphorism goes, “No evidence of a chemical risk is not evidence of no risk.” 

Th is is particularly true when there are impediments to obtaining data.

A great number of claims, misunderstandings, and some myths have been 

raised about low doses. It is sometimes said that there can be no direct em-

pirical evidence for low-dose eff ects and that all evidence must come from 

animals where extrapolations are made from high doses. It is also said that 

eff ects found in animals in relatively short-lived species such as the rat or 

mouse cannot be used to estimate the eff ects in a long-lived species such as 

humans. Believers in hormesis argue that some industrial chemicals that are 

known to be toxic at high doses are benefi cial at low doses (Calabrese and 

Baldwin 2002). Others maintain that we cannot fi nd a causal relationship at 

low doses because there can be no statistical verifi cation of low-dose extrapo-

lation (Pesch et al. 2009), where a variety of shapes of curves may all fi t (Ar-

mitage 1982: 126).

Th ere are three general methods, which I refer to as epistemic modali-

ties, that are used to acquire information about low-dose eff ects of substances 

on humans. Th ey are: direct evidence, mainly epidemiological studies on 

humans; indirect evidence by extrapolation from high and moderate doses 

to low doses or from animal studies to humans; and theoretical approaches 

that apply mechanistic modeling. Each method has its unique benefi ts and 

limitations.

Direct Evidence

Epidemiological studies of large human populations exposed to low doses of a 

substance can sometimes yield reliable evidence of health eff ects. Th e data can 

come from chemical spills or radiation exposure (Pierce and Preston 2000), 

where the doses of exposure are well understood or measured. To get low-

dose data from animals in traditional toxicological studies that are statistically 

meaningful could require hundreds to thousands of animals because animals 

do not live that long. When oncogenic-sensitive mice were developed, low 

doses could be used in conjunction with smaller sample sizes. Critics of such 

experiments argue that the animals are so artifi cial that their eff ects cannot be 

used to shape policies about human disease.

Endocrine disruptors (industrial chemicals that behave like human hor-

mones) present a diff erent model for studying the eff ects of chemicals on the 

developing organism. Very low doses of toxicants can produce statistically 

reliable, observable eff ects with far less than 100 mice. Extrapolation is not 

required. Moreover, high doses of the same substances may not exhibit the 

same eff ects.
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Many studies involving the impact of toxicants on the endocrine system 

use 6–12 mice in the experimental sample and the same in controls (Salazar 

et al. 2006).

Indirect Evidence

Th e most common method of acquiring data for low-dose eff ects of chemicals 

is through extrapolation from high doses in animal studies or from occupa-

tional data involving human exposure. Th is has generated debates over the 

shape of the dose response curves prompting some scientists to claim that the 

method of extrapolation introduces subjective judgments about how chemi-

cals will respond at low doses. In addition, aft er deciding which extrapolation 

model to use, and then extrapolating down to a regulatory “safe” level, for 

endocrine disruptors there are eff ects at concentrations several orders of mag-

nitude below the “safe” level.

Th eoretical Approaches

Th e use of mechanistic modeling to obtain low-dose toxicity information is 

growing in interest (Rietjens and Alink 2006: 980). Among its benefi ts is that 

it is grounded in identifying the “mechanism of action” of a specifi c chemi-

cal, including its biochemical pathways, and measurable endpoint eff ects. Th is 

means that society does not regulate a chemical until the mechanism of action 

is fully determined, for each endpoint, for each chemical present, for each or-

gan, and for each strain of animals. Th e bar of scientifi c knowledge required 

for mechanistic modeling can be much higher than that for indirect evidence 

and, where available, direct evidence.

One of the most complex problems in public health is how to regulate sub-

stances that are known to cause cancer in animals, or at least some species 

of animals, but for which there is not direct evidence that they cause cancer 

in humans. For many years regulators assumed that there was no safe dose 

of a carcinogen. Th at was the premise behind the U.S. Delaney Clause of the 

1958 Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. Th e complexity of regulating carcino-

gens mirrors the complexity of the mechanisms underlying cancer. It has been 

oft en said that cancer is not one disease but many diseases under the same 

name. Some cancers have a long latency period from the point of exposure. 

Moreover, the etiology of cancer is a multistage process and each stage pro-

vides necessary but not suffi  cient conditions for a particular cancer to develop. 

Other theories of cancer etiology infl uence the way we think about low-dose 

carcinogens. Th ese include the idea that cancer is a breakdown of the immune 

system or a malfunctioning of the signaling that takes place between cells of 
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diff erent tissues. One of the most important new theories is based on the link 

between genes and the environment.

Gene-Environment Interactions: Th e No-Eff ect Outcome

While many assumed there was no safe dose of a carcinogen, it is diffi  cult to 

understand how, in some cases, low doses of a carcinogen may be more lethal 

than high doses. Some studies have shown that the risk of lung cancer associ-

ated with smoking and a particular polymorphism is greater at lower doses of 

cigarette smoke than at high doses. It is hypothesized that the genetic suscep-

tibility to cancer (in a gene-environment interaction) may be more responsive 

at low doses because “from a metabolic point of view… at high dose levels the 

relevant enzyme is saturated both in rapid and in slow metabolizers, while 

this does not happen at low doses” (Vineis 1997: 1). Th us, at high dose levels 

of a cigarette carcinogen, critical enzymes that are part of the cancer etiology 

are disabled, but become active at low levels. Another hypothesis is that one 

must look at the “carcinogen” in its context of use. For example, at low doses, 

mixtures, including chemicals in one’s diet, “might prove to be more impor-

tant than exposure to single agents” (Vineis 1997: 3). Variations in peoples’ ge-

netic susceptibility to chemical diseases may skew linear dose response curves, 

making the risk of contracting cancer higher than expected.

At very low doses, the chemicals may reside in certain regions of the body 

that are more susceptible to organ damage or oncogenic eff ects. Gerde (2005: 

145) notes: “While the overall dose of inhaled substances can be reasonably 

measured and assessed, the local dose to disease-prone regions of the respira-

tory tract is oft en impossible to measure directly.”

Another complexity in low-dose assessment of chemical hazards is that 

some individuals have diff erent metabolic genes (polymorphisms) that encode 

enzymes that are involved in the metabolism of carcinogenic agents. People 

with diff erent metabolic polymorphisms may have higher or lower risk of 

cancer when exposed to certain chemicals. Not everyone reacts to low doses 

in the same way. Th ere are gene-environment interactions at work. Without 

understanding the genetic factors, studies may obscure the low-dose eff ects of 

chemicals (Taioli and Garte 1999).

Consider an experimental design involving two groups of people as in a 

case control study. Study Group I is the experimental group and Study Group 

II is the control (see Figure 11.1).

Suppose we cluster all the people in whom we see an eff ect into Group I. 

People with similar characteristics but without an eff ect are clustered into 

Group II. We then examine the individuals in Group I to see if there is a cor-
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relation between environmental contaminant C and the people who have the 

eff ect. Th en we determine whether the contaminant correlates with the people 

in Group II. Th e true cause of the eff ect is: A
1 
+ B + C → Eff ect. A

1 
is a genetic 

factor (polymorphism) and B is a social component, constant for both groups. 

In Group II we have: A
2 
+ B + C → No Eff ect. Th e environmental factor C does 

not show up any more strongly for Group I than it does for Group II. Without 

knowing about the existence of the polymorphisms, one might conclude that 

C is not the cause of the eff ect. In fact, C is a necessary condition, but requires 

both A
1 
and B for its eff ect. Without understanding gene-environment inter-

actions, case control studies may not reveal low-dose eff ects. Th is could help 

explain the negative results in case control studies of adult women with breast 

cancer on whether DDT or PCBs could be a contributing cause.1

Another explanation that can account for a no-eff ect outcome in case con-

trol studies of low-dose exposure of persons to endocrine-active chemicals is 

that such studies neglect the stage of development during which the exposure 

took place—the “window of exposure.” Chemicals may aff ect embryos and fe-

tuses diff erently than they do adults. “Data from studies with adult animals 

thus cannot be used to predict the pharmacokinetics of chemicals in pregnant 

females and fetuses” (Welshons et al. 2003: 1001). One study compared women 

exposed to DDT before the age of fourteen with women exposed aft er that 

age. Th e investigators found a fi vefold increased risk of breast cancer among 

women who were fi rst exposed to DDT before the age of fourteen in around 

1945, when DDT came into widespread use. Women who were not exposed to 

DDT before age fourteen did not have a higher risk of breast cancer (Cohn et 

al. 2007). Given the uncertainties around low-dose exposures, when no direct 

evidence is available, scientists have made two bold assumptions: that the dose 

response curve is linear and that there are no thresholds at low doses.

Figure 11.1. Case Control Study. Hidden Genetic Eff ects.
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Th e Linear, Non-Th reshold Default Position

Th e default model for chemical carcinogens and radiation has been the assump-

tion of a linear non-threshold (LNT) eff ect. When fi rst adopted, it was based 

on the assumption that a single mutation can launch the cell into becoming a 

cancer cell. But today the onset of cellular carcinogenesis is considered more 

complex than the “one-hit” hypothesis. Th ere are cell repair mechanisms that 

can respond to mutagenesis before carcinogenesis takes hold. Moreover, muta-

tions are required in more than a single cell. Traditionally, regulatory bodies 

adopted a two-tiered approach to low-dose extrapolation. Th e LNT was applied 

to carcinogens and the NLT approach was used for chemicals that exhibited 

noncancer eff ects. However, the dichotomy is losing its force among toxicolo-

gists in favor of more reductionist approaches that look at “mechanisms of 

toxicity” that are purported to reveal more information about low-dose eff ects. 

Mechanism of Action (MOA) aft er all requires a more detailed understanding 

of biological events at the molecular level. Once the toxicological approach for 

low-dose extrapolation turns to mechanism of action, you must have models 

that require validation with more levels of complexity than simply linear ex-

trapolation. And when there is a dearth of good data to validate the mechanis-

tic models, regulatory decision making is put on hold. Good data are exactly 

what is missing in the low-dose range. Some scientists advocate using the LNT 

assumption unless there is suffi  cient justifi cation to accept the MOA model. 

However, once MOA is sought as the gold standard, commercial interests may 

hold it up as the desired standard for regulation, possibly slowing down any 

progress in regulating new chemicals.

Increasingly scientists are questioning the dichotomy between cancer and 

noncancer outcomes in low-dose extrapolations of exposures of chemicals 

and radiation. One of the fi ndings of a 2007 EPA and Johns Hopkins Work-

shop was: “Th e historical dichotomy between low dose response extrapolation 

methods (typically applied to cancer and non cancer outcomes) should be set 

aside.”2 Th eir fi ndings state that the emphasis should be placed on low-dose 

extrapolation models informed by the mechanisms of toxicity.

Th e Adaptive Response

Health physicists have been studying low-dose radiation since the aft ermath of 

World War II. One of the unexpected outcomes of these studies is the adaptive 

response to low-level radiation, which confounds the conventional wisdom 

that has embraced the LNT view of radiation eff ects. Scientists studying the 

eff ects of ionizing radiation on human lymphocytes found that, compared to 

nonirradiated cells, low-level radiation provided more protection to high doses 
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of ionizing radiation and chemical mutagens (S. Wolff  et al. 1988). Cai (1999) 

noted that “Adaptive response (AR) induced by low-dose radiation (LDR) … is 

the induction of cellular resistance to genotoxic eff ects caused by subsequently 

high-dose radiation (HDR).” It is hypothesized that the low-level ionizing 

radiation boosts the repair mechanism of cells (antioxidant activity) prepar-

ing them for mutagens (radiation or chemicals). Th e system of cells is being 

viewed as analogous to an immune system, which, by being exposed to certain 

proteins, can be activated to fi ght against viruses and bacteria. Th e visualiza-

tion of the cells and DNA as an “immune-like” system could revolutionize 

health physics and toxicology and open the door for a hormesis-like theory of 

radiation (hormesis is the theory that low doses of substances that are toxic at 

high doses may be benefi cial to human health). Some scientists are applying 

the same idea to low doses of chemicals without using the term “hormesis.” In 

addition, they are using the “drug framework” for industrial chemicals. Recog-

nized as having both positive and negative eff ects, drugs are approved when it 

is found that the positive eff ects outweigh the negative eff ects. Here’s how one 

group of scientists views the assessment of low-dose exposures of industrial 

chemicals under the “drug framework”: “the biological eff ects at low levels of 

exposure not only may be adverse but also can be benefi cial depending on the 

target organ, the actual endpoint studied, the receptors activated, and/or the 

gene expression, protein and metabolite patterns aff ected” (Rietjens and Alink 

2006: 977). Th ey argue that toxicologists “should redirect their focus from 

looking at adverse eff ects only to also characterizing the benefi cial eff ects, in-

cluding even the benefi cial eff ects of supposed adverse eff ects” (Rietjens and 

Alink 2006: 980). A recent example of a claim of “adaptive response” is the 

report that cell phone radiation reduces Alzheimer’s disease in mice.3 A good 

example of an emerging narrative framework for endocrine disruptors can be 

found in the case of Bisphenol A.

Low-Dose Exposures to Bisphenol A

Bisphenol A (BPA) was fi rst reported to be synthesized in 1891 by the Rus-

sian chemist Aleksandr P. Dianin (1851–1918) (Dianin 1891; 1914; Rubin and 

Soto 2009). He prepared BPA from a condensation of acetone, which is how 

it got the suffi  x “A.” Its estrogenic properties were discovered by Dodds and 

Lawson in 1938 by tests on ovariectomized rats. BPA was manufactured in the 

late 1930s, when it had been introduced extensively in consumer products. 

Toxicological data were reported decades ago and a No Observed Eff ect Level 

(NOEL) was established in animal studies. But since the discovery of endocrine-

disrupting chemicals in the mid 1990s, BPA was studied at much lower con-

centrations. Th e reason it was studied at concentrations far below what was 
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considered an acceptable dose was that a new mechanism of interaction was 

introduced. Th e mechanism involved estrogen receptors. Chemicals can bind 

to the receptors, which are either inside or on the cell surface, and disturb 

the normal endocrine system by “mimicking, modulating, or antagonizing” 

(McLachlan 2001) the pathway of an endogenous hormone. Th is mechanism 

was fi rst discovered for estrogen receptors, but soon was extended to many 

other hormone systems.

Most NOELs are determined by adult exposures. But scientists have re-

cently distinguished between the eff ects of chemicals on embryos and fetuses 

(in pregnant women) and adults. Hormones in development operate at par-

ticular time windows. Very small changes in hormone levels at a particular 

time of development may have dramatic eff ects on the organism, possibly at 

some later time. A two-tier system of toxicology is in the making, refl ecting 

independent operating mechanisms. Th e traditional toxicological range was 

seldom fi ft y times below the Maximum Tolerable Dose (MTD) in animals. 

Th e MTD for BPA is 1,000 mg/kg/day. Th e EPA’s lowest observed eff ect level 

(LOEL) is 50 mg/kg/day. Th e Reference Dose (RfD) of Bisphenol A based on a 

safety factor of 1,000 was calculated to be 50 µg/kg/day.

Low doses of endocrine-disrupting chemicals (EDCs) were tested on an-

other set of toxicological assumptions—namely, that EDCs have the greatest 

impact when exposure occurs during development. During embryonic and 

fetal development, “endogenous hormones regulate the diff erentiation and 

growth of cells, and developmental processes appear to have evolved to be 

exquisitely sensitive to changes in hormone concentrations. … Even in ani-

mals that are genetically identical, small fl uctuations in endogenous hormonal 

signals during development provide the basis for signifi cant variability in 

phenotype” (Welshons et al. 2003: 995). Because EDC compounds fall into 

diff erent mechanistic models than traditional toxicants, high-to-low-dose ex-

trapolations cannot be used. Th e assumptions of threshold values, monotonic 

dose response curves, and singular dose response curves do not map reality. 

Th e mechanism of action of most toxicants is unknown (Welshons et al. 2003: 

995). Th e endpoints, such as tumors or liver toxicity, are measured without un-

derstanding the pathways leading to the pathology (Hanahan and Weinberg 

2000). With EDCs, scientists are continuing to work out the mechanistic path-

ways. Th ree main problems with traditional toxicological approaches applied to 

EDCs are: (1) they operate with only one macro-endpoint and assume a single 

mechanism of action; (2) they do not take into consideration latency eff ects; and 

(3) they neglect windows of vulnerability in the development of an organism.

Extrapolating from high to low doses takes for granted a single mechanism 

and neglects a second or third mechanism that may not express abnormalities 

in the organisms for years aft er exposure (fetal to adult latency). Because of 

the mechanism of EDCs and receptors, and the notion of receptor occupancy, 
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nonlinearities in eff ects are quite plausible. When all receptors are occupied, 

additional doses of the endocrine disruptor will not induce a hormonal eff ect; 

it can only induce secondary eff ects not mediated by the estrogen receptor. Th e 

new generation of endocrine toxicologists has learned that the saturation of re-

sponse can occur before the saturation of receptor occupancy (see Figure 11.2).

Another complexity of the endocrine system is that the EDC-receptor li-

gand may activate diff erent genes, wherein “the activation of diff erent genes 

requires diff erent numbers of receptors to be occupied” (Welshons et al. 2003: 

998). Th ose studying endocrine disruptors have identifi ed at least two levels 

in toxicological studies. Level 1 involves high doses and acute toxicity (cyto-

toxicity or cell death) and does not depend on receptors for the dose response. 

Level 2 involves low-dose activation of hormone receptors. Th e dose range of 

Level 1 is up to 100 million times greater than the dose range of Level 2 (see 

Figure 11.3).

In 2000, the National Toxicology Program of the National Institute of Envi-

ronmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) conducted a peer review to evaluate the 

scientifi c evidence for reported low-dose eff ects and dose response relation-

ships for endocrine-disrupting chemicals in mammalian species. Th irty-six 

scientists made up the subcommittee for the review. Th ey used the following 

operational defi nition for low-dose eff ects: “Low-dose eff ects were considered 

to be occurring when a non-monotonic dose response resulted in signifi cant 

eff ects below the presumed NOEL expected by the traditional testing pro-

grams” (Melnick et al. 2002: 429). Th e subpanel concluded that “there is cred-

ible evidence that low doses of BPA (bisphenol A) can cause eff ects on specifi c 

endpoints” (Melnick et al. 2002: 428). Th e subpanel also noted that “it is not 

persuaded that a low-dose eff ect of BPA has been conclusively established as 

a general or reproducible fi nding” (Melnick et al. 2002: 429). Th e workshop 

participants drew up a formidable research agenda to narrow the uncertainties 

about low-dose eff ects of BPA. One of these proposals could keep a number of 

research teams occupied for generations, namely, to fully elaborate the mecha-

nism at the molecular level of low-dose interactions.

Th e American Plastic Council has opposed studies on the reproductive and 

developmental eff ects of chemicals claiming that the low-dose eff ects of BPA 

Figure 11.2. Causal Chain of Endocrine Receptor Mediated Eff ects.



Low-Dose Toxicology 245

have not been demonstrated.4 Th e Council funded a study by a group of sci-

entists in 2003 who applied a “weight of evidence” evaluation of BPA, which 

included studies published through 2002 on the potential reproductive and 

developmental toxicity of BPA. Th e published report stated: “Th e panel found 

no consistent affi  rmative evidence of low-dose BPA eff ects for any endpoint. 

Inconsistent responses across rodent species and strains made generalizability 

of low-dose BPA eff ects questionable” (Gray et al. 2004: 875). Witorsch (2002) 

argues that the physiology of the gestation of the mouse diff ers markedly from 

that of a human, and therefore low-dose results on mice of endocrine disrup-

tors cannot tell us anything about humans.

Reproducibility of Low-Dose Experiments

Low-dose experiments can be diffi  cult to replicate. Epidemiologic experi-

ments are typically opportunistic and are sometimes carried out when a major 

chemical spill occurs. Some of the animal studies involve tens of thousands of 

animals and are almost never replicated because of expense. One of the larg-

est reported tumor studies in a rodent model used 24,000 animals. In a study 

of the carcinogenic eff ects of dibenzopyrene (DBP) 42,000 trout were used. 

Th e trout were fed as little as 0.45 ppm doses of DBP for four weeks to detect 

one additional cancer in 1,000 trout (Williams et al. 2003). Even with experi-

ments that involve a small number of animals, replication can be confounded 

because the strains of the animals are diff erent, the feed is not uniform, or the 

ambient environment varies between the experiments.

A peer review report from an NIEHS panel wrote: “Th e major problem 

with regard to the issue of low-dose eff ects of BPA and related compounds 

pertains to the consistency of results from study to study.”5 Th e subpanel con-

Figure 11.3. A Two-Range Dose Response Curve Refl ecting Two Mechanisms of 

Action.
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cluded: “Th ere is credible evidence that low doses of BPA (bisphenol A) can 

cause eff ects on specifi c endpoints. However, due to the inability of other cred-

ible studies in several diff erent laboratories to observe low dose eff ects of BPA 

and the consistency of those negative studies, the subpanel is not persuaded 

that a low dose eff ect of BPA has been conclusively established as a general and 

reproducible fi nding.”6

A group of scientists published a letter in Toxicological Science in response 

to a previously published research article (Ryan et al. 2010) where rats were 

fed BPA during pregnancy and lactation and showed no eff ects on either the 

male or female off spring. Th ese eff ects were found in other experiments where 

the same doses were administered. Th e authors noted that Ryan et al. used a 

strain of rats that were quite insensitive to ethinyl estradiol (EE) and therefore 

they should have used a positive control. Th ey noted: “It is unacceptable in any 

research with experimental animals to not include both a negative control and 

an appropriate positive control.” Even when the same strain of mice is used 

and eff orts to repeat an experiment are made, the outcomes may be diff erent. 

One of the fi rst studies linking BPA to prostate enlargement was performed by 

vom Saal et al. in 1998.

Two separate studies from other laboratories were conducted in an eff ort to 

replicate low-dose eff ects of BPA using the same strain of mice and following 

the same research design as the 1998 study. Neither of the follow-up studies 

showed eff ects on prostatic weights or daily sperm production. Responding to 

the failure of replication of their results, vom Saal reported: “A critical issue in 

experiments concerning eff ects of low doses of estrogenic chemicals is that a 

common rodent feed used in toxicological studies has been reported by inves-

tigators at the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (Th igpen 

et al. 2003) to be highly variable in estrogenic activity … raising the possibility 

that endocrine-disrupting components in this feed played a role in the failure 

of these studies to show low-dose eff ects of BPA” (vom Saal and Hughes 2005: 

929).

John Ashby (2001) wrote in Toxicology Letters that diff erent strains of mice 

yield diff erent eff ects of BPA. He said that this explains why he was unable 

to confi rm the mouse prostate eff ects of BPA reported by Nagel et al. (1997). 

Richard Sharpe of Edinburgh University showed that rats exposed in the 

womb to octylphenol and butylbenzyl phthalate experienced reductions in 

testicular weight (Sharpe et al. 1995). Th e results could not be replicated when 

Sharpe repeated the phthalate experiment and others repeated the octylphenol 

experiment (Sharpe et al. 1998).

Vom Saal and Hughes reported a biasing eff ect of industry-funded papers 

published on BPA: “As of the end of 2004, we are aware of 21 studies that 

report no harm in response to low doses of BPA. Source of funding is highly 

correlated with positive or negative fi ndings in published studies, 94 of 104 (90 
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percent) report signifi cant eff ects at doses of BPA, 50 mg/kg/day. No industry-

funded studies (0 of 11, or 0 percent) report signifi cant eff ects at these same 

doses” (vom Saal and Hughes 2005: 928).

Vom Saal spoke about how companies were interested in striking a deal. 

Aft er his early BPA prostate studies, he reported: “Dow chemical sent a guy 

down here and he said we can arrive at a mutually benefi cial outcome, where 

you don’t publish this work on bisphenol A until the chemical industry has 

replicated your study, and approval for publication was received by all the plas-

tic manufacturers” (Krimsky 2000).

Th e “funding eff ect” in science means that the source of funding aff ects the 

outcome of a study. Th e “funding eff ect” has been demonstrated in a number of 

studies in biomedical science (Krimsky 2003). It has also been cited in toxicol-

ogy (Michaels 2008), public health (McGarity and Wagner 2008), global warm-

ing (Gelbspan 1997), nutrition (Nestle 2001; Levine et al. 2003) and almost 

any academic discipline with strong commercial ties. Because of the sensitivity 

of low-dose experiments, the “funding eff ect” can be a determining factor in 

whether low-dose eff ects become recognized within the scientifi c community.

Conclusion: Mechanistic Reductionism 
and Its Role in Policy Stasis

Discussion within the scientifi c community about low-dose exposures has 

not changed much in fi ft y years. It is all about obtaining better data, discov-

ering the biochemical and now genetic mechanisms of foreign chemicals on 

the human physiology, identifying the uncertainties and proposing a new ex-

periment that will be analyzed, reanalyzed, and meta-analyzed. Ironically, as 

toxicological science progresses, the uncertainties over the health eff ects of low 

doses are not narrowed but broadened because each new experiment raises 

new questions. Th e relevant metaphor is the “peeling onion” where for each 

discovery we reach new depths of uncertainty. It is somewhat paradoxical that 

more science results in more uncertainty. What we have is a scientifi c Ponzi 

scheme, where each payoff  (testing a hypothesis) results in new questions, and 

the payoff , if it ever comes, awaits new experiments that lead to new questions 

involving new uncertainties.

If the goal of regulatory agencies is to seek closure on the uncertainties be-

fore they can regulate a substance, they will forever be grasping for straws. Ana 

Soto once remarked: “If you are going to study in detail for each chemical, its 

absorption, degradation and storage, we will never end up with an answer, not 

in fi ft y years … no one can tell you for sure about the risks until we run all the 

experiments … even if we had all this knowledge about the fate of individual 

chemicals, this might still not be enough” (Cadbury 1997: 180).
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If mechanistic reductionism is not the answer to addressing the health and 

environmental eff ects of low-dose exposures of chemicals and radiation, then 

what is? One approach has been comparative risk assessment. If you know that 

a person receives 100 units of natural radiation a year and a technological de-

vice exposes one to the same modality of radiation (ionizing or non-ionizing 

at the same frequencies) at 0.01 units per year, it can be reasonably argued that 

the added radiation, ceteris paribus, will not be signifi cant. Current debates 

in mammography, cell phones, and whole body scans in airports are about 

the added risks of cancer to incremental exposures or continuous exposures 

impacting large populations.

Th ere has been a change in perspective and scientifi c breakthroughs re-

garding low-level exposure of endocrine-modulating chemicals. Because the 

endocrine system can be aff ected by very low doses of hormones, especially 

during specifi c windows of embryogenesis, scientists have been able to obtain 

results using small numbers of animals and thus have not had to depend on 

linear extrapolations from high doses or large animal populations. While these 

studies have challenged the assumption that low-dose eff ects of chemicals are 

beyond direct human observation, they have had little immediate eff ect on 

regulation of the chemicals because industrial lobbyists ask for mechanistic re-

sults, replicated studies, and consistency in every experimental outcome. And 

when we add to the demands the study of combinatorial eff ects of chemicals, 

the complexity rises exponentially. Carpy et al. (2000) note: “Despite a large 

body of knowledge in the fi eld of risk assessment methodologies for exposure 

to chemical pesticide mixtures, there is no single methodological approach in 

‘combination toxicology’ and health risk assessment of chemical mixtures, and 

therefore professional judgment is still required.”

Alternatives to low-dose toxicology that are not rooted in mechanistic and 

reductionist models are based on a set of principles that seek to minimize re-

gret and engage the “precautionary principle.” Th ey produce a diff erent set of 

narratives. Some examples of basic verifi able knowledge claims of potential 

risk and possible approaches to be taken in response are: (1) chemicals that 

bioaccumulate in the body; (2) synthetic chemicals that attach to hormone 

receptors; (3) synthetic chemicals that leach into food in quantities that are 

hazardous to test animals; (4) synthetic chemicals that interact with important 

human biochemical pathways; and (5) synthetic chemicals that cross the pla-

centa and expose the fetus.

Suppose we know that some synthetic chemical V found in our food in low 

doses bioaccumulates in the human body. Th at is, the human body does not 

have the enzymes necessary to metabolize the chemical; instead the chemical 

accumulates in our fat tissue. A reasonable person might ask: Why would I 

want a synthetic chemical of no known contribution to my health or nutrition 

to bioaccumulate? Why would I want to be a waste receptacle for a chemical 
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that is not necessary for my health and well being? Do we need to know the 

exact mechanism of action of the chemical on my organs or on my genes? Do 

we need scores of animal tests to determine what the chemical does at high 

doses and then to extrapolate that to doses that are most common in human 

tissue? Do we need a series of reproducible tests on multiple endpoints in ani-

mals that are proven to model human physiology before a regulatory decision 

can be made?

In another example, suppose chemical W attaches to hormone receptors in 

human cells and either blocks or activates the hormone receptor. Do we want 

to play Russian roulette with our bodies by permitting our exposure to chemi-

cals that bind to our cellular hormone receptors? Th e xenobiotic hormones 

mimic the body’s own hormones and may either block or activate genetic 

mechanisms for hormone production. Unless we have chosen to introduce the 

xenobiotics for medical therapy, it is reasonable to assume that the chemicals 

are not likely to benefi t the individual and may create harm. A reasonable per-

son would not want to expose themselves to synthetic organic xenobiotics that 

could be biologically active in unpredictable ways. Once again, do we need 

to work out all the details of the biochemical pathways with evidence of their 

pathology to bodily organs or cells before we take prudent steps of precaution? 

For certain chemicals the eff ects at high doses may not be the same as the ef-

fects at low doses. Extrapolation from high to low doses in these situations 

will not yield reliable outcomes. Low doses must be studied sui generis despite 

the diffi  culty of acquiring reliable data. By virtue of their sensitivity, low-dose 

experiments are less likely to deliver unambiguous results. Consequently, as 

a public health precautionary measure, we should fi nd surrogate models of 

decision making that will not impose imponderable burdens of evidence for 

demonstrating a risk.

In a third case synthetic chemical X is found in low quantities in fresh and 

prepared food. Animal studies indicate that the quantities of the chemicals 

in the food when fed to animals exhibit pathologies. Taking account of safety 

factors in animal to human extrapolation, is this suffi  cient to establish a pre-

cautionary response to the allowable concentrations of the chemical X in the 

food supply?

For the fourth case let us assume there is strong evidence in animal studies 

that a synthetic chemical Y or one of its metabolites interferes with an impor-

tant biochemical pathway, which is also found in humans. Do we need to dem-

onstrate the eff ect in human subjects before we take precautionary approaches 

in limiting human exposure? One such example was discussed by scientists at 

the University of Lausanne, Federal Polytechnic School and the National Can-

cer Institute. Th ey described a pathway that involves the pollutant diethylhexyl 

phthalate (DEHP) and concluded that “exposure to the environmental pollut-

ant DEHP has far reaching metabolic consequences” (Feige et al. 2010: 240).
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Finally, in the fi ft h case , chemical Z is found to transfer from a pregnant 

mother to her developing fetus across the placenta. Moreover, small quantities 

of chemical Z are known to have an adverse eff ect on fetal development. One 

such case is the transfer of thyroxine (T4) from maternal blood to the embryo. 

If a xenobiotic chemical Z increases maternal thyroxine (T4), then some of that 

thyroxine will enter the fetus. With no more information than the importance 

of a proper balance of T4 to healthy fetal development, that may be suffi  cient 

to prevent pregnant women from being exposed to chemical Z (Contempré et 

al. 1993). 

Th e take-home message of these cases is that the grounds for substituting, 

banning, or regulating a chemical need not await a complete reductionist anal-

ysis of its biochemical and genetic pathways that demand reproducibility and 

validated animal models that predict human eff ects. Instead it may be reason-

able to act on some commonsense principles that provide precautionary early 

warning signals.

Notes

 1. See, for example, the study by Hunter et al. (1997) published in the New England Jour-

nal of Medicine, which some observers believed put an end to speculations that DDT 

and PCBs could be a cause of breast cancer.

 2. Workshop, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Johns Hopkins Risk Sciences 

and Public Policy Institute, “State of the Science Workshop: Issues and Approaches in 

Low Dose Response Extrapolation for Environmental Health Risk Assessment,” 23–24 

April 23–24 2007, Baltimore, M.D. 

 3. Katherine Noyes, “Cell Phone Radiation May Th wart Alzheimers,” TechNewsWorld, 7 

January 2010. http://www.technewsworld.com/story/69052.html. “Aft er years of con-

troversy over whether cell phone radiation might cause cancer, scientists have reached 

the startling conclusion that it might actually cure Alzheimer’s disease. Young mice 

exposed to long-term radiation equivalent to human cell phone use of a couple of 

hours a day were protected from Alzheimer’s, and memory function was restored in 

old mice already affl  icted.” 

 4. Neil Franz, “Industry Hopes to Avoid Low-Dose Testing.” Chemical Week, 7 November 

2001, 38. 

 5. National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS), National Toxicology 

Program (NTP). Endocrine Disruptor Low Dose Peer Review Report, August 2001, 

910. Panel met October 10–12, 2000. http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gov/htdocs/liaison/

lowdosewebpage.html (accessed 13 January 2010). 

 6. Ibid. iv.
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Unruly Technologies and 

Fractured Oversight

Toward a Model for Chemical Control 
for the Twenty-First Century

Jody A. Roberts

The story of chemical control in the twentieth century boils down to a single 

paradox: the more “innovative” chemists have proven to be in manufacturing 

and manipulating matter, the more unpredictable their chemistries became. 

Standard histories of chemistry recount the evolution of tools—physical and 

conceptual—that allowed chemists (broadly speaking) to continue an uninter-

rupted progression in their abilities to control matter at the molecular level 

leading from early eff orts to mix, combine, and purify the elements of nature 

and leading to the eventual synthesis of wholly new materials previously un-

known or seemingly impossible.1 Our world is now largely a product of these 

eff orts, providing the material basis for anything from textiles to electronics 

to drugs. Nowhere is this more evident than in the synthetic world of plastics, 

a bland label for molecules that provide the foundation for building materi-

als, offi  ce equipment, vehicles, kitchenware, clothing, medical equipment, and 

nearly every other product used in a modern, Western, everyday life.

Indeed, behind every industrial and technological revolution lies another 

more hidden, less discussed revolution in the chemistry of materials that made 

those changes possible. Th e information technology revolution serves as an 

exemplar of this phenomenon. Underlying the development of new plugged-

in and networked societies sits years of research into advanced materials that 

made possible the manufacturing of silicon chips, the establishment of Silicon 

Valley, and the fulfi llment of Moore’s Law (Lécuyer 2006; Lécuyer and Brock 

2010).

While these traditional accounts of the history of chemistry in the twentieth 

century celebrate the evolution of the chemist’s ability to manipulate, create, 

and control matter, it might be argued that a more proper telling of the story of 

chemistry in the previous decades would feature the ways in which chemicals, 
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both new and old, continued to resist every tool of control the chemist devel-

oped. Smelter smoke fi lled agricultural and urban valleys (Wirth 2000). Pesti-

cide residues remained on food and in the food chain. Lead—from paint and 

automobile exhaust—became the scourge of urban centers (Markowitz and 

Rosner 2002: chaps. 1–3). Other heavy metals fi lled lakes and streams. Plas-

tics, designed for durability, fi lled the ocean with materials that can ride global 

tides and expose our bodies to inescapable materials. By the end of the century, 

chemists, toxicologists, developmental biologists, endocrinologists, and oth-

ers continued to develop new tools and new languages to describe the ways in 

which chemicals continued to outwit us: mass spectrometry, gas chromatogra-

phy, HPLC, FTIR, NMR; bioaccumulation, biopersistence, endocrine disrup-

tion, mutagenesis. Th e products of these processes (intentional and otherwise) 

have made these molecular marvels truly “unruly” technologies. Our social and 

technoscientifi c tools seem incapable of ruling over them, controlling them, or 

keeping them in place. With every advance in chemical and material sciences, 

or every demonstration of human cleverness, also seems to emerge an addi-

tional manifestation of the ways in which chemicals continue to outsmart us.

Th e result: a Silicon Valley fi lled with advanced materials, and also with per-

sistent pollutants. We have computers in millions of homes, and millions more 

in waste heaps. Computers connect the world through information networks, 

and their disposal connects us in a network of waste transfer. Th e same pre-

cious metals that make the machines such marvels leach into the soil around 

electronic waste centers. And while cities around the United States strive to 

protect themselves from this toxic second life through recycling initiatives, 

“recycling” typically results in the exposure of low-wage workers in economi-

cally exploited areas of the world to these very same chemicals (Pellow and 

Park 2002; Grossman 2006; Pellow 2007).

It is in this way that we have entered what Ulrich Beck terms the risk society 

(Beck 1992). In his oft -cited text, Beck speaks of risk not as regulators, policy 

makers, and technoscientists do (that is, as a hazard that must be controlled in 

order to limit our exposure, or as a calculated manifestation of economic and 

health possibilities), but rather as a cultural state of being that arises when our 

abilities to alter the world outpace our understanding of what those alterations 

might mean. It signals a moment when our technoscientifi c and sociopolitical 

mechanisms of control (developed through and in parallel to the very same 

technologies that have created this situation) prove inadequate, outdated, and 

useless for moving beyond a constant state of risk. Th e technosciences fail be-

cause, as Beck points out, they are intimately connected to the system that has 

created the problem in the fi rst place and that is largely responsible for its per-

petuation. “As they are constituted,” Beck says, “the sciences are entirely inca-

pable of reacting adequately to civilizational risks, since they are prominently 

involved in the origin and growth of those very risks. Instead … the sciences 
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become the legitimating patrons of a global industrial pollution and contami-

nation … as well as the related generalized sickness and death of plants, ani-

mals, and people” (Beck 1992: 59). Th e sociopolitical tools fail as well because 

the tools developed during the nineteenth century to handle such problems, 

“increased production, redistribution or expansion of social protection,” con-

tribute to rather than redress the project of modernization that has produced 

our risk society (Beck 1992: 52). In the context of governing chemicals, the 

thesis goes something like this: in the process of our creations outwitting us, 

we have had revealed the inadequacies of the regulatory state—which relies on 

the use and distribution of technoscientifi c fi xes—that had (ostensibly) been 

designed to protect us.

Th is paradox of innovation in the molecular technosciences has itself led 

to innovations in other fi elds—from the technologies of tracking, detecting, 

and cleaning up molecular messes to the tools of governance designed to com-

mand, control, and prevent disruptions to ecological systems while preventing 

disruptions to and perturbations in market systems. Th e combination of the 

failures of the regulatory state coupled with the search for alternatives to pre-

vent or mitigate these risks has also prompted action by non-state actors and 

collaborations between various actor groups.

In what follows, I outline the ways in which some of these various types of 

actors—the state, industry, technoscientists, communities, and NGOs—have 

evolved in recent decades in their attempt to keep pace with these changes in 

our molecular environment. In so doing, I hope to bring to the forefront the 

ways in which these mechanisms have failed, but also some of the innovations 

that may be worth saving. Building on these innovations, I off er some closing 

thoughts on how we might start building a system of oversight for the twenty-

fi rst century.

Government Control of Chemicals

Over the course of the twentieth century, the U.S. regulatory model for con-

trolling chemical exposures has evolved from a focus on foodstuff s, drugs, and 

personal care items toward a more complete (if piecemeal) approach to indus-

trial chemicals. While the fi rst half of the century was dominated by the Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the second half saw expansion of regulatory controls 

in response to the rapid development of the chemical industry in the wake of 

World War II. As new chemicals developed during wartime found their way 

into commercial civilian markets, a patchwork of regulations and regulatory 

agencies was developed to address emerging public concerns. Th e Federal In-

secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (or FIFRA) became law in 1947 and 

laid the foundation for how to manage new chemicals that began entering the 
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market in the wake of two World Wars. By the 1960s, growing public aware-

ness about the potential impacts related to the widespread use of these chemi-

cals (due in no small part to Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring published in 1962) 

combined with a budding environmental movement helped to highlight the 

inadequacies of laws such as FIFRA for serving as comprehensive approaches 

to chemical assessment and management. 

As the 1960s ended and the 1970s began, the U.S. Congress had been 

primed for serious regulatory reforms. Images of the Cuyahoga River on fi re; 

forests damaged by acid rain; smog resting over urban centers in steel towns 

in the East and Los Angeles in the West; PCBs throughout the Hudson River 

Valley—all these helped to create the context for new environmental laws that 

would address targeted pollutants in air and water. Th e Clean Air and Clean 

Water Acts became legal manifestations of broad-based and bipartisan support 

for reform at the federal level. Within the newly created Environmental Pro-

tection Agency, the offi  ces that oversaw the implementation of these statutes 

became visible representatives of a new commitment to cleaning up chemical 

pollutants from our environment. However, the chemicals addressed through 

these more prominent environmental statutes covered a minuscule fraction of 

the overall number of chemicals traveling through commerce. To address this 

wider base of industrial chemicals, the Nixon administration submitted the 

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) to Congress in 1971 (Council on Envi-

ronmental Quality 1971). Unlike the media-based statutes (i.e., those focused 

on air and water), however, TSCA was not greeted with bipartisanship in the 

Congress; instead, it languished in committee for the next fi ve years as key 

provisions were negotiated.

By addressing industrial chemicals writ large, TSCA had the potential to 

touch nearly every facet of the economy, a fact that intensifi ed the debates 

surrounding passage of the law.2 When TSCA did fi nally pass in 1976, most 

parties involved—including Congress, environmental NGOs, and EPA staff —

had written the statute off  as unworkable and likely suff ering from fatal fl aws.3 

Over the course of the next three decades, EPA staff  worked to implement 

the various provisions of TSCA including the development of an inventory 

of chemicals in commerce, a program for reviewing new chemicals, and the 

exercise of regulatory controls on existing chemicals. In an attempt to test the 

might of TSCA, the EPA spent a decade developing a rule to restrict nearly all 

uses of asbestos in commercial applications. In 1991, when the Fift h Circuit 

Court of Appeals delivered its decision that the EPA had not met its statutory 

obligations in developing the rule, TSCA became for all intents and purposes 

an empty statute.4 Th e weaknesses inherent in the patchwork system of chemi-

cal regulations supposedly held together by TSCA had been exposed.

But for all of the failings of TSCA, the programs and projects developed 

along the way created useful tools. Th e Toxics Release Inventory (created as 
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part of the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act, or EP-

CRA, in 1986) developed a new picture of the relationship between chemicals 

in production, commerce, and the environment.5 Several programs created 

under the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, which was passed between the 

fi ling of the asbestos rule and the subsequent ruling, provided opportunities 

to create voluntary programs that would focus on the development of alterna-

tives.6 And state-based initiatives, such as California’s Proposition 65, drew 

attention to the potential hazards of chemicals and consumer products.7 None, 

of these, however, provided an adequate substitute for comprehensive chemi-

cal regulation.8

Industrial Control of Chemicals

Industry eff orts similarly have evolved over the past century. A short history of 

industrial involvement in the oversight of chemicals would highlight one main 

theme: stall attempts at the construction of new regulations for as long as pos-

sible. Th is general project has typically taken two specifi c forms: push for vol-

untary regulations where possible and stress the need for additional research 

when science looks uncertain (Michaels 2008; Ross and Amter 2010). While 

these specifi c tactics have been outlined in great detail, there is much more nu-

ance to industry involvement than what is revealed in these typical histories. 

Additionally, in the process of stalling, the chemical industry at times devel-

oped programs that succeeded in changing the ways in which chemicals are 

produced and distributed, which had signifi cant impacts on local and global 

environments.

Early voluntary eff orts to address chemical control are characterized by at-

tempts to make processing and production more effi  cient. Escaping effl  uent 

isn’t so much an environmental and health hazard as it is lost dollars, which 

brings a fi nancial incentive to clean up operations. Th is is typically manifested 

in proper maintenance of the facility, more effi  cient operations, and fi nding 

marketable uses for “waste” products. Th is argument has been successfully 

deployed across the century and across business sectors—from refi ning and 

smelting to processing specialty chemicals and producing pharmaceuticals. 

But increased effi  ciency as pollution prevention only takes a company so far 

(since at some point it is cheaper to be ineffi  cient than it is to fi x the prob-

lem) (Gorman 2001). But as high-profi le incidents (such as Bhopal, India, and 

Nitro, West Virginia, to name two) made their way into public media, and 

government regulation likewise evolved, two new tactics were developed by in-

dustry. Th e fi rst, aimed at government interactions, involves the development 

of voluntary standards. Th e development of Responsible Care by the Chemi-

cal Manufacturer’s Association (now the American Chemistry Council) was 
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designed to demonstrate that the industry could move without government 

intervention to address issues that arose during the disaster at Bhopal. Th e 

trade association interpreted the disaster as requiring not only tighter con-

trols on plant operations, but also needing better relationships between plants 

and their neighbors. Programs such as the Community Advisory Panel, which 

brings together community representatives with plant managers, emerged out 

of this system (Lynn et al. 2000; American Chemistry Council 2001; 2004).

For all of the energy spent on stalling regulations, the absence of a regu-

latory framework can prove problematic as well. Th e case of nanomaterials 

highlights these tensions. In the absence of solid regulatory guidance from 

the U.S. EPA, DuPont decided to create its own oversight mechanism through 

an experimental collaboration with the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF).9 

Th e partnership provided each with a unique opportunity to address internal 

concerns while also setting an agenda for what oversight might look like in 

the future. DuPont gained a partnership with a recognized and trusted leader 

in the environmental advocacy community. And they also created an agenda 

that would protect their own developing work in nanomaterials, which could 

perhaps insulate them from future scrutiny. EDF had the opportunity to de-

velop an image of working with, not simply against, corporations in support of 

responsible research and environmental protection—especially in a situation 

where the government appeared to have abdicated its role in oversight. While 

the partnership and its activities have been short-lived, the experiment dem-

onstrated a willingness by both parties to explore new modes of governance in 

the twenty-fi rst century.

Communities Take Action

Communities have come to play a crucial role in the development of strate-

gies to limit and control chemical exposures. Over the course of the twentieth 

century, the nature of the communities involved in these processes and the 

strategies developed have changed considerably. Early “community” action 

was rooted in workplace/occupational exposures with the sphere of control 

limited largely to that space of production. Other communities, too, were in-

volved as the scope and scale of production increased. Farmers downwind of 

smelters complained of the damage to their crops.

Our perception of which communities count as exposed communities and 

what actions they take have also expanded over the past century. Concerns 

about worker health and the workplace as a site for exposure dominated con-

cerns about the hazards associated with the chemical enterprise. Over recent 

decades, our perception of an exposed community has grown to include those 

brought close to hazard through geographical proximity, temporally bounded 
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events, and everyday practices. In particular, three transitions have helped to 

expand the scope of our understanding of communities of exposure and their 

ability to become primary actors. First, the development and deployment of the 

concept of environmental justice (EJ) has provided communities with a means 

for calling attention to the ways in which chemical hazards are disproportion-

ately experienced. By highlighting these injustices of exposure, the EJ commu-

nity has succeeded in bringing a new voice to activism and advocacy in local, 

national, and global discussions about the impacts of chemical exposures.10

Second, communities have developed tools that have allowed them access 

to scientifi c debates about health and exposure. Citizen science projects have 

helped to challenge traditional notions of expertise and authority when speak-

ing about exposure and health. Tools such as those used in the Bucket Brigade 

give local residents power and voice while producing alternative data sets. 

While most of these tools have failed to fully infi ltrate the system of regulatory 

science (in courts and government agencies) that constructs standards and 

asserts authority, they have provided opportunities for community voices to 

be heard.11

Th ird, consumers as a community have been mobilized to think more criti-

cally about the products that surround them in everyday life. Stirred by in-

formation campaigns by organizations such as the Environmental Working 

Group and disappointed by the lack of action being taken at the federal level, 

communities of consumers have pushed for chemical bans based on exposure 

to consumers. From action against Bisphenol A in children’s products to con-

cern over phthalates in cosmetics and personal care products, consumers are 

using the market and local governments to take action. Th ese communities 

have largely replaced the unions and workers in pushing for regulatory reform. 

Between online activism and the development of social media tools, commu-

nities of consumers have become increasingly powerful even as their modes of 

action have been critiqued (Galusky 2004; Szasz 2007).

Alternatives Innovation

Th e contributions of science and engineering to a system of chemical gover-

nance have largely gone unnoticed. Yet, scientifi c and technological develop-

ments in the past century have changed dramatically the risks associated with 

chemicals. Perhaps one reason this group is ignored is that it is oft en perceived 

to be synonymous with the actions of industry. To pass over the changes within 

these technoscientifi c practices without notice, however, ignores some of the 

more dramatic internal changes that have taken place.

Advancements in these areas might be divided into two groups: increased 

analytical capability and changing conceptual tools. Th e second half of the cen-
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tury introduced new and far more powerful analytical instruments and tech-

niques that evolved out of many of the wartime physics projects and birth of 

physical instrumental analysis in chemical laboratories. In particular, the intro-

duction of new detectors and separation techniques allowed traces of molecules 

previously unfathomable to become visible traces in streams and rivers, urban 

smog, and upper atmospheres. Out of such analytical experiences emerged 

changing conceptions of our environment. Molecules persist and accumulate. 

Molecules travel through the global still, riding warm currents from sites of 

production only to settle in the cold air of the poles. Th is information has dra-

matically changed the way we think about exposure because we can, for the fi rst 

time, get a sense of the aggregate exposures that we all carry in our bodies. Th e 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Biomonitoring Program is just 

one instance of the power of these new techniques.12 And the results are already 

infl uencing the ways in which governments think about chemical control.13

Seeing the environment linked through these travels has led to new think-

ing on these connections yielding such conceptual frameworks as Gaia, earth 

systems, and deep ecology. Analytical innovations connect intimately with 

these conceptual revolutions. Likewise, conceptual reframing away from lim-

iting exposures to hazardous materials toward a redesign of molecules to be 

nonhazardous yields green chemistry. Green chemistry (and other tools de-

veloped concurrently) provides not just a way of thinking about chemical risk, 

but a new way of thinking about the way chemistry is practiced in its most base 

forms. Th ese developments importantly bring scientists and engineers into the 

mix of a large system of chemical governance.

Th e Rising Presence of NGOs

NGOs (nongovernmental organizations) have become more prominent play-

ers in our system of chemical governance. NGOs found a voice in the 1970s 

that has gained strength over the succeeding decades. Likewise, the diversity 

of perspectives off ered has expanded to include not just litigation, but increas-

ingly a more nuanced and focused look at the various ways in which to inter-

vene in the system. As states and the federal government moved toward more 

neoliberal approaches to environmental governance in the latter parts of the 

century, NGOs positioned themselves as important arbiters between the ac-

tors already outlined. Th us, their most prominent position on the playing fi eld 

seems to have become one of fi lling voids and making connections. Th e result 

has been increased power for these groups and the development of innovative 

ways for adapting and developing new tools for governance.

Th e general failure of centralized chemical regulations over the course of the 

last thirty plus years has resulted in a patchwork system of programs and initia-
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tives that work “over, under, and around” these chemical regulations.14 Th at is 

not an indictment of these particular programs, many of which have resulted 

in signifi cant new protections, better understandings of exposure routes, and 

serious reductions of specifi c pollutants and toxicants in the environment. It 

is, however, recognition of the limited scale and scope of these initiatives when 

they are not backed up by a formalized and enforceable regulatory system. For 

all of the power of NGOs, they cannot make partnerships legally binding. For 

all of the industry’s talk of responsibility, it means little if there is no system 

of accountability. For all of the advances of citizen science, there remains a 

role for experts in the system. And for all of the market-based changes con-

sumer communities can bring, we can’t shop our way to safety (Szasz 2007). 

Th e failures of these projects in isolation and the resulting heterogeneous pro-

tections have resulted in calls for an international system of governance that 

would provide uniformity in global protections that mirror the global travel 

and presence of chemicals (Selin 2010). Whatever shapes these new national 

and global regulations take, there are important lessons that can be learned 

from the products of our current fractured system of oversight. In particular, 

while a globalized system of control might remove some of the heterogeneity 

in protections, it should be careful not to homogenize the world. Keeping the 

local and the global in balance will be the crucial test for constructing a global 

system of chemical governance.

Robustness and Redundancy: Building a System 
for Twenty-First Century Chemical Control

What key features could a twenty-fi rst century system of governance possess, 

and what challenges will test that system? I begin here with two conundrums 

left  over from our current modes of governance—dealing with uncertainty 

and defi ning a “vulnerable” population—as instructive for both pointing out 

weaknesses in the current system and also potentially benefi ting from the in-

corporation of some of the regulatory innovations that have taken place.

Uncertainty and Precaution

Th e politics of uncertainty might be the key artifact of the twentieth century. 

Somehow, this seemingly simple concept has become the prime battleground 

for debates concerning safety, risk, and regulation. If the problem of uncer-

tainty serves as the key characteristic of the past century, perhaps our ways of 

dealing with it will defi ne our new century.

Already we have seen the development of more sophisticated approaches 

for unpacking, dismantling, and exposing the problems of uncertainty, po-
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litical as well as epistemological. We have seen the development of new ma-

jor policy initiatives in the European Union that attempt to manage head on, 

rather than sidestep, the diffi  culties of dealing practically with uncertainty. 

And, perhaps as a result of the failings of the last century, we have seen a robust 

system of participation by communities of activists, scientists, and bureaucrats 

develop to track and monitor unexpected and uncertain eff ects from chemical 

development, production, use, and disposal. Most of these approaches have 

been successful in fi nding ways to battle through the muddled mess that en-

sues around issues of certainty and scientifi c fact. Fortunately, perhaps, this is 

territory that science and technology studies have spent a great deal of time 

exploring. Finding ways to translate this academic literature into real world 

application is the challenge given to those of us straddling the world of STS 

academics and a more engaged scholarship.

In previous work, I argued that one avenue for navigating around this de-

bate might be to sidestep the issue of scientifi c fact by incorporating some 

variant of what Bruno Latour suggests might be a more appropriate focus, 

on matters of concern.15 Th e idea suggests that actors might be mobilized to 

engage with an issue because of its political importance. Here, science speaks, 

but it is not the fi nal arbiter.16 Applying this to the U.S. context, however, seems 

perhaps impossible given the state of the position science has come to occupy 

in these sorts of broader debates. As just one example, arguments for precau-

tion (mostly, but not always discussed in concert with the precautionary prin-

ciple) are treated as taboo topics in the U.S. context.

“Vulnerable” Populations

One inroad to chemical reform in the United States has been through the 

highlighting of the excessive burden placed on vulnerable populations. In 

most cases, this has had two results. First, we’ve made children (age three and 

under) the exemplar of a vulnerable population—and quite rightly so. Th is 

age group is exposed to more potentially toxic chemicals, pound for pound, 

than an adult through interactions with food, water, objects, and the environ-

ment. Th eir systems—hormonal, neurological, skeletal—are still under devel-

opment, leaving them potentially at risk of disruption of their development. 

And, in large part, little if any research exists on the eff ects of chemical expo-

sures on this population. For these reasons, researchers and advocates alike 

have seized on this population to demonstrate the potentially catastrophic 

problems of exposing this group to daily doses of dozen if not hundreds or 

thousands of environmental chemicals. Th e result has been the development 

of new research programs (funded in large part by the NIEHS), the instantia-

tion of a new popular consciousness about potential chemical exposures, and 

the passage of the Kids Safe Chemical Act, which goes further than any other 
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current U.S. law to remove certain substances from commercial products. One 

might even credit this approach for instigating and maintaining momentum 

for broad chemical reforms in the United States.

“Vulnerable population” has also come to have a more clinical and research-

focused use that worries less about “populations” in a more traditional sense, 

but builds on the -omics revolutions of the past decade(s) to redefi ne popula-

tions in terms of those with similar genomic sensitivities to specifi c chemical 

exposures. Th e hope is that by identifying inherent sensitivities we can limit 

exposures to those chemicals by those populations. Th at is, rather than seeing 

hazard or risk as something to be generalized, it assumes that exposure can be 

controlled in such a way that a chemical of concern can continue to be used. 

A look at current research programs underway at federal research institutes 

confi rms this direction, which is in keeping with a more general trend towards 

personalized genomic medicine. Th e two, of course, go well together. Th is 

institutionalized approach to identifying and protecting vulnerable popula-

tions, however, is of concern for at least two reasons. First, it takes for granted 

much of the history of understanding how we’ve come to know about hazards 

and health risks associated with chemical exposures via communities dispro-

portionately exposed to specifi c chemicals. We know much of what we know 

because of a century plus of action and activism by workers and environmen-

tal justice communities demanding research into the eff ects of exposure to 

specifi c chemicals and classes of chemicals. Th ese vulnerable (because dispro-

portionately exposed) communities will disappear in a top-down system that 

seeks to erase communities defi ned by geography and occupation and replace 

them with individuals placed into categories constructed based on personal 

biological data. Th e danger is the same one presented by the nonspecifi c bio-

monitoring data being collected by the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-

vention through NHANES (the National Health and Nutrition Examination 

Survey). While the accumulated data has on the one hand provided a boon to 

public health research, its lack of much demographic information (e.g., geo-

graphic) has created the potential for a scenario that says we are all exposed 

(perhaps even equally so), potentially silencing the most important tenant of 

the EJ movement: that their exposures are disproportionately high. Th e same 

might be said for workers.

A second group also disappears in a top-down approach such as this: com-

munities disproportionately exposed because of some other (e.g., medical) 

necessity. Th e work of the group Health Care Without Harm, for example, is 

designed to defi ne a diff erent sort of vulnerable community, those in healthcare 

situations. Indeed, for anyone who ever passes through a hospital Intensive 

Care Unit (ICU) or Neonatal Intensive Care Unit (NICU), the shear volume 

of synthetic materials and the intimate ways in which they are connected to 

patients is truly remarkable. Vulnerability in this situation is not a matter of 
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inherent susceptibility but results from intimate and constant contact—and 

therefore constant dosing.

Th e knowledge generated by and because of the actions of these groups has 

been crucial for furthering our more general understanding of the hazards 

posed by chemical exposures. Th ese cases speak more broadly to the impor-

tant role that citizen action, NGOs, and broad public participation have played 

(and continue to play) in creating this moment in which we are rethinking 

how we conceptualize and deal with the risks associated with chemicals. In any 

new system, these communities will continue to play a pivotal role.

Moving Forward

Th e situations presented above present certain challenges that can’t be met 

by simply developing a larger, more centralized, global regulatory system. In-

stead, both situations could benefi t from innovations developed more recently 

that have helped to provide voice, agency, and alternatives in thinking through 

and acting in response to chemical exposures. More importantly, perhaps, the 

decentralized and overlapping elements of these innovations could make a 

system of governance more robust and more redundant, which would alleviate 

pressure on the regulatory agencies and ensure exposure gaps are covered.

Th e systems of cooperation that develop between stakeholders—particularly 

those between industry and neighboring communities, industry and NGOs, 

and industry and regulators—have created precisely the sorts of elements that 

ensure a robust system. As the U.S. government has struggled to fi nd a way to 

include the public in decision-making processes, industry has found its own 

way (National Research Council 2008). Th e CAP system may be fl awed, but 

many of those fl aws are attributable to the lack of a presence of government 

agencies. A stronger regulatory eff ort should support these interactions with-

out squelching them. Likewise, the voluntary agreements between, for example, 

DuPont and EDF, provided a creative starting point for thinking about limits on 

nanoscale research. But those interactions should be beginnings, not ends.

In a decentralized system, data fl ows from many places; a more centralized 

system of governance should work to maintain these fl ows and to fi nd ways to 

integrate them. Th e original TSCA was designed to incorporate data from labs 

around the globe. Th at never happened. In the meantime, data began fl owing 

from other locations as well—citizen science projects, epidemiological stud-

ies, genomic studies, and the like. As they stand, these data points appear to 

be disconnected and incommensurable. A twenty-fi rst century system fi nds 

meaningful data in untraditional places and fi nds ways to make them contrib-

ute to a more complete picture.

Programs such as Design for the Environment and green chemistry found 

roots in the rocky soil of the EPA following the asbestos ruling. Th eir empha-
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sis wasn’t on regulatory action, but on the promotion of alternatives. Th eir 

successes should be noted, their reach expanded, and their power increased 

by giving them a more prominent place in a system of chemical governance. 

But this framework will have to keep careful watch: calling something green 

doesn’t make it so. A smarter and more fl exible program recognizes its limits, 

and realizes that perceptions of risk and safety are epistemologically and tem-

porally bounded. At any moment new data may change our views on a chemi-

cal. Th e process of substitution and innovation, then, is a continuous one.

All of these changes would be for naught if we didn’t take as a cornerstone 

a sense of justice in developing this system. Traditional risk analyses and cost-

benefi t ratios have failed not only because of the limits on our ability to use 

the right information to make this calculations, but because they erase the 

contours of risk and benefi t and exposure that characterize our globalized net-

work of production and consumption.

Notes

 1. See general histories of chemistry such as Brock (1992) and Levere (2001). Not sur-

prisingly, the stories told from within the chemical sciences highlight these features 

even more. Th e stories that come closest to highlighting both of these features typi-

cally come from reformists, such as those involved in marginalized activities like green 

chemistry. See, for example, Anastas and Warner (1998). But even in the latter cases, 

greater control is sought to make up for previous lapses in control.

 2. Th e Toxic Substances Control Act: From the Perspective of J. Clarence Davies, inter-

view by Jody A. Roberts and Kavita D. Hardy (Philadelphia: Chemical Heritage Foun-

dation, Oral History Transcript, 2009).

 3. Th e Toxic Substances Control Act: From the Perspective of Steven D. Jellinek, inter-

view by Jody A. Roberts and Kavita D. Hardy (Philadelphia: Chemical Heritage Foun-

dation, Oral History Transcript, 2010).

 4. Corrosion Proof Fittings v. EPA, 947 F.2d 1201 (5th Cir. 1991).

 5. Th e Toxic Substances Control Act: From the Perspective of Charles L. Elkins, inter-

view by Jody A. Roberts and Kavita D. Hardy (Chemical Heritage Foundation, Oral 

History Transcript, 2010).

 6. Th e Toxic Substances Control Act: From the Perspective of Mark A. Greenwood, in-

terview by Jody A. Roberts and Kavita D. Hardy (Chemical Heritage Foundation, Oral 

History Transcript, 2010).

 7. Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986.

 8. Th e Toxic Substances Control Act: From the Perspective of James Aidala, interview by 

Jody A. Roberts and Kavita D. Hardy (Chemical Heritage Foundation, Oral History 

Transcript, 2010).

 9. Environmental Defense—DuPont Nano Partnership, Nanorisk Framework (2007).

10. Important work here includes Bullard (1983 and 1990), Pellow (2002), and United 

Church of Christ Commission for Racial Justice (1987).

11. See, for example, Corburn (2005) and Ottinger (2009, 2010).
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12. See, for example, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 2009. Fourth National 

Report on Human Exposure to Environmental Chemicals.

13. Provisions for biomonitoring were present in both draft  chemical reform bills submit-

ted to the U.S. House and Senate TSCA reform. See Safe Chemicals Act, S.3209. 111th 

Congr., 2d Sess. (2010) and Toxic Chemicals Safety Act, H.R. 5820. 111th Congr., 2d 

Sess. (2010).

14. Th e Toxic Substances Control Act: from the Perspective of James Aidala, interview by 

Jody A. Roberts and Kavita D. Hardy, (Chemical Heritage Foundation, Oral History 

Transcript).

15. See Roberts (2010).

16. Both describing and adjusting this balance has been a topic of inquiry for decades, 

from Alvin Weinberg’s treatment of “science and trans-science” (1970) to Sheila Ja-

sanoff ’s exploration of the role of science advisors (1994) to the work of Roger Pielke 

(Pielke 2007; Pielke and Klein 2010).
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