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Abstract

Rising levels of persistent organic pollutants (POPSs) in the environment have sgowethments
around the world toengage incooperative actioron a globalscaleto control those chemicalthat
posesignificantthreatsto human health and the environmen®olitical efforts to mitigate the risks
posed by these chemicals are impeded by the technical complexity associated with POPs pollution,
and are thus predicated on the scientific assessments of experts in fields such as chemistry and
toxicology. Policymt 1 SNAQ NBf Al yOS ®yguidaizd Snyriskh abseBmesht EandS NI A &
managementhas reduced their control over policy and has given sciendigtsority to determine
socially acceptable levels of riskhus blurring the boundaries between sciencedapolitics
Conversely, the implications of sciedsased decisiomaking have increased the interest and
involvement of political actors in a phase of evaluation that is often seen as objectivéyafze,

and free of political interest. This thesisadyrzes the ways in which various actors with scientific
expertise ¢ representatives of governments, industry, and environmental/public health NGOs
working under the auspices of the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants have used
strategicissue framing tactics to promote predetermined policy agendas during the scientific review
of chemicals proposed for regulation. This research breaks new ground by analyzing the ways elite
decisionmakers strategically frame issues in order to influetice policy preferences of other
elites, and by evaluating the role of issue framing in the context of live policy negotiations. Key
findings include the following: 1) the formation of epistemic communities of technical experts is
precluded by political gessure on scientists to represent government/organizational interests, and

2) gientists strategically frame issues in ways that support the social, economic or political interests
of the governments or organizations with which they are affiliated, thostributing to the
politicization of sciencéased decisiommaking.
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Chapterl: Introduction

In May 2004, the Stockholm Convention on $t&ent Organic Pollutants (Stockholm Converition
entered into force as &gallybinding globabgreementdesigned to reduce or eliminate a category

of transboundary chemical pollutants deemed to pose a significant threat to human health and the
environment. The Stockholm Convention is the culminabbrma series of international efforts to
establish global regulations for the production, use and disposal of tteese substances While

thirty chemicals were initially proposed for r@lgtion, a subcommitteeof representatives from
industrialized natins unilaterally whittled the list down to twelve, informally knowl & & G KS RA NI
R21T Sy ¢ 6+ y RS Fliminatetl fioinShenitial Jist of substancesvere a few chemicals

that are nearly identical to those within the dirty dozen, both structurahd in their effects on
human health and the environment. This regulatory anomaly is puzzling, given that the stated goal
of the Convention is to protect human health and the environment from the daragssciated with
exposure topersistent organic paitants POP) If Parties believe that thesks posed by one
chemical areserious enough to warrant global action, why do they balk at taking the same action to

eliminate a chemicahat has been shown to pose nearly identical risks?

Several answers tthis question have been proposed by researchers. These tend to fall into one of
three categories: 1) a lack of scientific consensus on the risks posed by particular chemicals
(Damstra et al. 2002; Selin and Hjelm 1999; Selin and Eckley, 2D@3)ackof available substitutes
(Janssen 2005; Santillo and Johnston 2088) 3)potential financial gains or losses for nations or
influential stakeholders (Vogel 1997; Sprinz and Vaahtoranta 1994, Jaffe et al. 1995). While each of
these answers can be substated by evidence, thegtop short of considering the ways that these
arguments may be deliberately and strategically employed by actors seeking to support specific
policy preferences.In other words,they do not provide a complete explanation of the decision

making process, becaudeey ignorea key elementri many political negotiationsieresthetical use

13



of information by actors involved in the polimgking process. hEse explanations may not fully
account for discrepancies in regulatory decisions because they overlook the potential for strategic
manipulation of the information used to define a problem, its social, economic and political

implications, and the range of possible solutions.

In particular, such explanations fail to account for the role of science and sciegtgos in
policymaking, an oversight which is presumably basetherasaimptions that 1) sentists serveas
disinterested sources of factual, unbiased knowledge about theipalysald, and 2) science can be
separatal from politics during the policymaking procesé/hile severalacademicsave challenged
these assumptionglasaoff 1990 and 2004; Forsyth 20@ernstein 2001Haas 1992athis view of
the role ofscience in plicymaking persists ipolicy research{as cited aboveand in institutional
design. For example, bothhe institutional structureand thelanguage of tb Stockholm Convention
reinforce the notiors that technical evalution of scientific data can beleanly gparated from
policymaking, andthat the relationship between technical advice and policy decisiass
unidirectional. In this context, science is presented as a form of input daat be taken at face
value it is an explicit premise of the Sfo 2 f Y / 2 y @S y-indkidg/pibaessRiaddidnéer 2 y

advice is not imbued with political, economic or social interests.

In order to more fully understand the decisiomaking process that leads to regulatory anomalies
such as that described abovejsghecessaryo critically evaluatahe role of those actors responsible
for the initial stages of decisiemaking in the Stockholm Convention, as well as the ways in which
these actors use scientific data tnform decisioamaking. An episttmic communites approach is
well-suited to this type of analysias these approachescour for the role of technical expertisi@

the formation of the prefeences of decisiomakers. The focus of the approach, particularly as

conceived by Peter Haasn common polbé 321 f & SNRA @SR T NRndeffach K NB R

NBfFGA2YES SFtARAGE (S84l xasintoyfiestiozyife @Nbodlfhgld LINA y C
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perception of scientists aapolitical actors who are detached from policymakiirtpas 1992, p. 187)
This approach suggests thatany scientists are bth interested and activen the policymaking
process and havepreferences derived from their technical expertise Motivated by shared
understandings of a problem and normative b#dieabout appropriate policy responses, these
transnationalnetworks ofexpertsdeliberatelypromote their valuedased agendaas they provide

policy advice to nomexperts (Haas 1992a).

Furthermore, given that scientisfgarticipating in the policy pro@sare responsible for translating
complex technical knowledge into usable informationgoticymakingthese expertare in a unique
position to use strategic issue framing as a tool for defining issues and directing discourse about
these problems in wagthat will support theirpolicy preferences Strategic issue framing is a tactic
used by individuals tbuild support for their preferences gmphasiing certain aspects of an issue
while deemphasizing or ignoring othgidruckman and Nelson 2003; Changd Druckman 2007a)
While all scientists participating in the policymaking process could use their technical expertise to
support their individualpolicy preferencesthe coordinated action okpistemic communities may
carry particular weightassuchcommunitiescan use the strength of numbets support their policy
goals. This thesis does not suggest that all scientjssticipating in the work of the Stockholm

| 2y @SY(iA2y Q& t ht FPORREHE Bub of Ar2eyidtemit (c@rdnunitor that the
POPRC itself constitutes such a community. Rathdieyaim of this research is to explore the
possibility that one or more epistemic communitiessafentists and technical expetsve formed
within the context of the Stockholm Conventioiihe strangths and limitations of using an epistemic

communities approach are explored at length in Chapter 3.

Given the prominent rolegiven to science in the decisiemaking process of the Stockholm
Convention in which scientific data arpresented as objedte, neutralinformation and scientists

are identified as politically independengbjective anddisinterested technical advisordis study is

15



designed to exploréwo interrelated issues: the role of strategic issue framing in policy discourse,

and the ways in which scientists mayse this tool as theytake advantage of their asymmetric

control of technical knowledge to promote political goalgsing the Stockholm Conventias a case

study, this thesis will evaluatethe distinct roles of science andscientists in globaPOPSelated
policymaking, with garticularfocus on the way scientific information may be used to inflcez 1)
FOU2NREQ LISNODSLIiAz2ya 2F (GKS NAala LRASR o0& &LISOA
deliberate, consciousraming of problemsand 3) regulatory outcomes within the context of the

Stockholm Convention on Bastent Organic PollutantsThese aims will be discussed in more detalil

in the following section.

1.1 Science and3obal Governance of POPs

Rising évels of persistent organic pollutants in the global environment have spwyosdrnments
around the world toengage immultilateral action to regulateoroduction anduse of thosechemical
compoundghat pose the greatest dangers to human health and theiemmment. However, efforts

to mitigate the risks posed hbihese substancedrave been impeded by the technical complexity of
the problem, and policymakers have called upon scientists with expertise in fields such as chemistry
and toxicology for guidance norisk assessment and management. As with many other
environmental policy problems, the inability gfolicymakerswithout scientific backgrounds to
independently assess the risks to human health and the environrhestchanged the traditional
division of labor between scientists and policymaketfa. the case of the Stockholm Convention,
scientists with relevant technical expertisge asked to make predictions about the potential risks
associated witlcontinued useof particular chemicals Inthis context,scientists araneededto assist
policymakerswith the formulation of regulatory policies intended to reduce the potential for harm
to human health and the environment. Tlgeographicscope andenvironmentaldegree of POPS
pollution are often highly uncertainwhich can lead to disagreement among actors about the

appropriateness of proposed regulatoagtions. When environmental regulatioms likely to affect

16



economic or social interestsf stakeholderssuchconflicts can be especially difficult to resolve, and
scientific recommendationsay come under intense scrutiny. Such conflict is evident not only in
discussions related to global POPs regulation, but in issues such as climate change, biodiversity, and
mercuy pollution, to highlight just a few examples. When economic, social, and political interests in
regulatory action are significantthe policymaking table can be a hostileonflictridden

environment and the boundariebetween science and politics magcome blurred.

While both scientists and policymakers nsgekto maintaincontrol over theirrespectivespheres of
expertise the technical complexity of environmental hazards is changing the functiormtbf
science and scientists within theolicymaking process. Scientists not oalst as interpreters of
technicaldata as they assess the risks posed by various chemicals, but also as risk managers who
advise derision-makers how to reduce ongoing exposure to these chemtbalsoccurs as a result of
processes such as waste disposal and recycliftgese two roles arsubstantivelydifferent and can
require scientigs to move from traditional scientific analysis of the properties of chemicals to
evaluation of the social andconomic issues associated with continued use or elimination of these
substances In the context of the Stockholm Conventiomch work involves assessing the short

and longterm risks to human health and the environment, the availability and affordypbdf
possible substitutes, and the feasibility of implemtiag phased elimination or bansas well as
identifying andmanaging the specific and often conflicting interests each Party to the Convention
may have in continuing or discontinuipgoduction andor use of a substance. Given that scientists
are involved in the earliest stages of policymaking, these actors have a unique opportunity to shape
the way issues are understood and debated, particularly by those without the technical expertise
needed to arive at independent understandings of a particular phenomenon. The hybrid role of
scienceadvisorand policymakerwhich is being played by many scientific expent?OPRQjives

rise totwo of the key questions guiding this research: 1) do sciengistgage in coordinated action
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to promote their valuesdbased agendas, and 2) doesastgic isue framing influence the technical,

sciencebased evaluations of chemicals nominated for listing in the Stockholm Convention?

Initially, the Stockholm Convéon coveredonly twelve pollutants although many more were
proposedfor listing (Vanden Bilck002) Analysis of the process chemical reviewprovides a
fascinating look at the complex web of relatibizss among politicians, bureaucrats, industry
officials, and civil society activists, particularly in this era of increasing globalism. Actors within each
of these categories have had unprecedented involvement in and influence over the international
negotiatk y & G KAOK LINAR2NAGATS SO02y2YAO0:I LREAGAOLIE | yR
their increasing ability to influence international policy is critical to the future of chemical regulation
under the Stockholm ConventioriThus, he primary goal of this research is to explore the process

by which chemida are evaluated and recommended for listing in the Annexes of the Stockholm
Convention with particular emphasis on the way that scientists may use strategic issue framing to
support their policypreferences in the course of technical evaluations of chemicals nominated for

listing.

To achieve this goal, this thesis analytlks interests of key participantsin the work of the
Stockholm Conventignthe strategies they employ to influence regulatooutcomes, and the
relationships among these actor©f particular interest is the work ohé POPs Review Commitiee
which is responsible for evaluating chemicals proposed for listing. This committee acts as a
gatekeeper to the Convention, as propasab list chemicals are only considered by the Conference

of Parties (COP) aftextensive scientific revieWy the scientists participating in the work of POPRC.
This research combines a constructivist perspectivéhe role of scientists in policymalgrwith a
rational choice analysis of the ways in which participants will attempt to manipulate the decision
making process and associated discourse in order to support their policy preferei@cifically,

this research first considers the way thatestists work as interpreters of technical knowledge to
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define problems and possible solutions, and then builds on this analysis by considering the extent to
which scientists may use their unique expertise and position within the policy process to promote a
political agenda. This theoretical approach and the bridge between the constructivist and rational
choice perspectives which guide this analysisdetailed in Chapter 4. The following sections will
contextualize this research with an overview of pstsnt organic pollutants and the global
agreement which has been established to mitig#lte risks they pos¢o human health and the

environment.

1.2 Persistent Organic Pollutants: An Overview

POPs can be divided tin three principal categoriesindustial chemicals, pesticides, and
unintentionally-created byproducts of thermal processes or waste disposal. While many scientists
believe that POPs are most likely to enter the be@jingestion of contaminated foods, such as fish,

the exact paths POPsavel from industrial products to humans remain uncl¢Besource Futures
International 2001) One scientist has recently linked the spread of POPs to dryer lint; she suggests
that PBDEs and other flame retardants are released from textiles whenethegyunter the heat of

the dryer, and are transmitted to humans when they handle the lint and later touch their eyes,
mouths, or noseqSchecter et al. 2009)This study is illustrative of both the pervasive nature of
POPs and the extensive knowledge gtias preventpeople fromeffectively reducingheir levels of

exposure.

While many chemicals can be harmful to the environment and human health, POPs have several
characteristicghat distinguish them from othetoxic chemicals By definition, POPsepersistent,

which means they do not break down upon release into the environment, and bioaccumulative,
which means that they increase in concentratias they are passed through the food welbhus,

the fatty tissues of top predators tend to contain thHaghest levels of POPs, which can be

problematic for humansvho rely on these animals for fooDewailly and Furgal 2003)POPshave
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low water-solubility and high mobilitythey are ableto travel thousands of kilometsrfrom their
sources of emission aiboth water and air currentsThiscrucialcharacteristic, referred to as long
range environmental transport (LEET), means thataddressingPOPs pollution requires global
cooperation, asunilateraldomestic or regional efforts to reduce or eliminate thesgéstances will

not prevent firther contamination POPs are particularly attracted to colder climates, where
freezing temperatures cause them to condense and fall to the earth or sink to the ocean floor.
Althoughfew POPs are produced or used in thethernmost regions of the globesome of the
g2NI RQa KAIKSald O2yOSyiaNYrAz2ya 2F thta.dey oS 7
impact on humansn this regionhas been dramatic: in recent tests of the umbilical cord blood of
newborn infants, the blood of infants from areas near the Arctic were found to contain between two
and ten times the amount of POPs found in the blood of babies born in more southermgegio

(Hillman 1999).

Once absorbed into living creatures, POPs are passed upward through the food chain in a process
called biomagnification. The concentrations of chemicals increase as they move through the food
chain, and naturally can be found in tiggeatest concentrations in humans and other predators at
the top of the food chain (Hillman 1999 OR are lipophilicmeaning that they are both attracted
to and absorbed by fatty tissues béimans and other animalsOne researcher has described POPs
ad (RARYyIZE¢ HKAOK SELXFAya sKe (KSe CGichbreasS T2 dzyF
milk (Schecter 2003)Consequently,he risks to infants arparticularly high As one study notes:

Ironically, it is the fetus and the nursitmgfant that receive significant exposures or

the greatest body burdens of environmental P®RB. Nd8d @fants are

effectively at the top of the food chain. Their daily intake of TCDD, for example, is

typically 50fold higher than that of adults, on aody weight basis, and they absorb

90% of the ingested TCDD (Hooper and McDonald 2000, p. 388).

TCDD (tetrachlorodibenzmdioxin) is created unintentionally as hy-product of incomplete

combustion of wood and other fossil fuelsnd may also be creatatliring incineration of industrial
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and municipal wastesTCDDand otherPOPs can also be transferred transplaelly from mother

to fetus.

The physical characteristics of chemical pollutdatgely determinethe type d political problem

they pose. For example, chemical pollutanthat are not subject tolongrange environmental
transport may bedealt with effectivelyon a local or regional levelThehigh mobility associated with
POPs, howevermakes them a global problerthat requires a unified international response.
Abatement in one region will not prevent that region from experiencing the literal fallout created by
continued production and use of these pollutants in other areas. Recognition of the need for a
comprehensivetreaty to coordinate international actionarose from scientific assessments
conducted for theUnited Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNEG®E)ention on Long
Range Transboundary Apollution (CLRYP) POPs Protocd, regional POPs agreement ango29
Northern countries (including neBuropean countries like the US and Canadh)chled to calls for

a broaderglobal agreementlevoted specifically to persistent organic pollutaf@elin 201Q) While

the Stockholm Convention has been hailed as aprecedented global effort to tackle chemical
pollution, to date it lists only 2 of the many chemicals which coupsbtentially be categorized as
POPs. A number of chemicals with similar properties to those addressed by the Stockholm
Convention have beeteft unregulated,in spite ofgrowingevidence of the risk¢hey pose to the
environment. As POPRGhiftsits focusfrom chemicalghat have been phased out of production
O0aRSIRéE OKSYMAIKNSBL ailiaf 6 KFAKRSE &8 LINR R&O@B&Rhing Y R dza ¢

consensus otlisting new POPis likely to become increasingly difficult.

1.3 The Stockholm Conventioan POPS: An Overview
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The Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants entered into force on 17 May 2004,
when France submitt the fiftieth instrument of ratification, acceptance, amval or accession to
become a prty to the convention. As of 17 March 2011, 1%tates or regional economic
integration organizationdiave become arties to the Conventionh{tp://chm.pops.int 17 March

2011).

While thirteengroupsof substances were considered for inclusion in the Stockholm Convention, in
May 1995 the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) Governing Council adopted Decision
18/32, which suggested that the initial assessmgimouldbegin with a shortlist of twelve individual
chemicals, the names of which were specified in a footndtanden Bilcke 2002) This footnote
gave the impression of a consensus on #mrtlist of chemicalsthat would besubject to initial
review, lut the selection of these particular substances was not basedopen, inclusive
negotiations among interested partiesr on any official decision by the governing authorities (the
Executive Body of th€ LRTARvas overseeing the process at this time). thHea the choice of
OKSYAOIFIta fAaldSR Ay {(KAa F22G4y20S aNBTtSOGa
AYRAZAGNRALF £ AT SR O2dzy iNAS&a (KIG gFyiSR G2 fAYAQd
according to Christian Vanden Bilcke (200. 329). Nevertheless, thghortlist of chemicalén the
footnote of Decision 18/32 rapidly became the generally accepted focus of further proceedings. In
the Washington Declaration, adopted in November 1995, participating States agreed to:

Develop a pbal legally binding instrument for the reduction and/or elimination of

emissions and discharges, and, where appropriate, the elimination of the

manufacture and use of the POPS identified in Decision 18/32 (Vanden Bilcke 2002, p.

329).
The final mande for the next round of negotiations, adopted in 1997 by the UNEP Governing

/[ 2dzy OAt £ &a0GFGSR UGUKFG GAYYSRAFGS AYUSNYFGA2YL§

StEAYAYFUSXGKS (6St @S thta aLISOATA StRg theyfocud bf 5 S OA &
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the talks to the shortlist of chemicals defined according to the interests of a small subgroup of
nations. Thus, the initial targets of the Stockholm Convention were established, with provisos for

the future addition of other persisterdrganic pollutants (Vanden Bilcke 2002, p. 329).

1.3.1Listing substances as POPs

POPgegulated by the Stockholm Convention are divided into three Annexes, and may be listed in
more than one(e.g., Bs are listed in Annex Recause thg were produced intentionally for

industrial purposesand in Annex C, because PCBscagated unintentionally as ay-product of

landfill fires and other forms of combustion)Annex A requiredParties to the Conventiono
GLINPKAOAGU | YRK2NIAYRBE NI IR O8S YISt ada0BaAF RSOSaal NB
dza S éthe 3ubstances listed thereifArticle 3.1a). Import and export of these chemicals is
NEE&GUNROGSRE gAGK SESYLIiA2zZya F2N (N2JpaR2Z RE & GKS¢
(Article 3.2(a). Individual countries may request tirdinited exemptions for continued use of
substances listed in Annex A, when alternatives for specific needs are unavatieleptions will

expire upon the date indicated by the Party to which themption applies, or, if no date is given,

five years after the date upon which the Convention entered into force for that particular chemical.

The Conference of Parties (COP), which controls the register of exemptions and oversees
implementation of the Gnvention, may grant an extension of up to five additional years. During the
periods of exemption, Parties are expected to develop plans to reduce dependency on chemicals or,

as in the case of unintentionally creatbg-products, find alternative means afaste disposal which

will eliminate the production of hazardous chemicals specified in the Convention.

Annex B was designed to include substartbes may be exempted for specific usedichare not
time-limited. For example, DDT can still be usedoK S LJdzZN1J2 &4S 2F RA &SI asS 02

al ST STFSOUADS FYR FFFT2NRIOES EOGSNYFGAGSE | NB
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II, paragraph 2).The only other chemical currently listed in Annex B is PFOS, which is used in a

number d medical devices (e.g., intravenous tubes used in hospitals).

Finally, Annex C includes those PQRRat are unintentionally-created by-products of common
manufacturing and waste disposal practices. Three of the most combygproducts are
polychloringed dibenzep-dioxins and dibenzofuran®CDD/PCDRCB and PCBs, all of which are
listedwith exemptions in the Stockholm Convention. Thbgeroducts are usually created through

the incineration of waste (including both the residential burning okltraand the incineration of
entire landfills), chlorine bleaching of pulp, production of chlorine itself, and thermal processes used

in metallurgy (Annex C, Part Il).

The StockholmConventioncontains provisions for adding new chemicaldttoAnnexes. The POPs

Review Committee (POPR@hich is the focus of this researdigs been established to conduct

scientific reviews of chemicals which have been nominated by Parties for ([Birogsion COP.1/SC

1.7, pursuant to Article 19.6f the StockholmConvention). This Committee plays a key role in
aSGaAy3 GKS 3SyRIF F2NJ GKS {(i201K2tY [/ 2y@SyiliArzy
decisions to list new substances in the Annexes of the ConventibROPRC is satisfied that a

chemical meets the criteria for listing, it will forward to the COP a risk management evaluation and
recommendation for listing.Theoretically, the divisions between COP and PORC are clearly defined:
POPRC is responsible fomnductingscientific analysis of chemicals, and COP is responsible for
discussing the socioeconomigsues associated with listingn practice,however,the distinction

between these two spheres of responsibility can be blurred, as countries opposeshttation

frequently introduce socioeconomic issues U t ht w/ Q& Raide(ydestidris abodt > I Y R
GKS AOASYUGAFTAO QGFtARAGE 2F tht w/ QaTheskHSwsy a8y Rl G A
their implications for decisiomaking, will be anlgized in greater detail in subsequent chapters of

this thesis.
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1.3.2Enforcemenpf LJ: NJi Hligatiofs 2

Parties areequiredto submit detailed plans for compliance with the regulations of the Stockholm
Convention within two years of accession to tl@onvention. Noadditional enforcement

mechanisms have been established at this point, although the Conference of R&@HR)is

charged with developing procedures and mechanisms to judgecoampliance and for subsequent

action (Article 17). The nerompliance issue is highly controversial, as many developing countries

believe that they will be disproportionately affected by any measures which would allow developed
countries to monitor their actions. While regulation of chemicals isften compatiblewith the

economic interests of developed countries, which produce patented substitutes and alternatives,
transitioning to production and use of alternative substanceay create economic hardship for
countriesthat manufacture the older chemicals. This issuashotly debatedin May 2009at the

fourth meeting of the Conference of Parties to the Stockholm Convention, with developed and
developing countries competing to frame the issue. Developed countries argued that establishment

of a nonrcompliance mechasm was (and continuestob&&d a Sy 4G A+t F2NJ GKS &t S3A
| 2y @SYyliAz2ys SYLKFaATAy3d GKIFEG aF g2NIR FTNBS 27F ¢t
FOO02dzy i 6t S F2NJ GKSANI O2YYAGYSyGa dzy R&dpiigkS / 2y
countries, led by China, India, and Iran (all of which have significant economic stakes in chemical
YIydzZFF OGdzNAyYy 30 dalFRFEYFYyGfe 2LIRaSR oKIFIG (GKSe 02
RSOSt2LIAY3 O2dzy i NAS& ¢ A UK adzial. 2009Sp. 16).Colintdes toédk (2 02
virtually the same positions at the fifth meeting of tl@OR held in May 2011; ebpite extasive

debate littl e progres$as been madéoward agreement.
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1.4 Conclusion

The Stockholm Conventiois a living treaty desigmkto identify and regulate new POPand to
provide financial and technical assistance to Parties as they seek to implement their obligations
under the Convention Its initial success in banning 12 chemioalkss bolstered by COR (2809
decision to list ninedditionalsubstances in its Annexes. Ta®ckholm Conventiors now moving
into difficult territory, however, as & bodies havdegun to consider steps to reduce or eliminate a
ydzY o6 SNJ 2 F af thadd8e of sigifiaid @dondraiSidportance to a number of countries.
In stark contrast to the closeddecisionmaking processhat led to regulation of the first twelve
substances, decisions are now made in a series of steps which are transparent and opparteall
and observers. The increasing importance of the socioeconomic implications of regulatioease
the likelihood that both prties andobservers will use a variety of political tactics to promote policy

decisions which support their political agendas.

The subtle ways in which political actors may attempt to manipulate the process are sometimes the
most powerful, as they can go unnoticed and unchecked by other participants. Strategic issue
framing is one such way of exerting influence over the coufsgofitical discussion and decision
making but its role in global chemicals policymaking has been unexplored by previous reséhaech.
goal of this thesiss to provide asystematic analysis of the way strategic issue framing tactics are
used by participnts seeking to influence the agenda and decisions of the Stockholm Convention.
Unlike previous studies of issue framing, which have pmgidantly explored the wagin whichelite
actorshave framed issues for less knowledgeable listeners by exploringancegierage, plitical
campaign speeches, and other forms emay communication Qallaghan and Schnell 2001;
Druckman et al. 2004; Jerit 2008)js study will focus on the wayin whichelites frame issues for
other elites in the context of live policy getiations. The role of science and scientists in the
Stockholm Convention is of particular interest, as these actors have asymmetric control over the

technical information which is the foundation of the policymaking agenda. In their positions as
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advisos to bureaucrats, scientists have the opportunity to strategically frame information to support
or oppose regulation of substances. If these actors are influenced or driven by political motivations,
they may be able to employ strategic issue framing tacin ways that are more influential than any

other actors working in this policy sphere.

This thesis will analyze the use of strategic issue framing during technical evaluations of substances
nominated for listing, considering in particular the motivefsscientists, the ways in which issue
FNI YAYy3d A& dzaSR (2 AyTtdzSyoOS GKS O2dzZNES 2F RSOl
the implications of issue framing for decisioraking under the auspices of the Stockholm
Convention The next tvo chapters will establish thé¢heoretical foundation for this analysis
Chapter 2will outline the mechanics, uses and previcstsidies of strategic issudraming, and
Chapter 3will explore the epistemic communities approach, which provides a el foundation

for analysis ofcoordinated political action among saigsts. Chapter 4will outline the
methodologicalgoals of thisresearchand the means by which the analysis will be conducted.
Chapters 5 through Will present the findings of this reaech, discussinthe role of scientists in the
Convention and the ways in which various participants utilize issue framing tactics to support their

agendas.Chapter 8 will conclude the thesis with a discussion of the findings andpitagitical and

theoreticalimplications
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Chapter2: Framing Theory

In the introduction to their study of media framindglaren Callaghan and Frauke Schnell &writed L y

the world of public policy debate, as in the world of politics, elites win only at the expense of their
2L ySyidao 'YR NKSG2NAO Aa (GKS Whie soin@schblary y A y 3
g2dzf R O2yGSald UGKS dzo Ses@ideframingSths St&tdident undeFsDie2theh O ¢ U
importance of the strategic use of frames in policy discourse. As a tactic used by political actors
seekingto garner support forthose policies or decisionghat will be most favorable to their

interests framing structures debate and decisiamaking by highlighting certain considerations

while deemphasizing or ignoring otherBramingssues teemphasize new or different elementsn
OKFy3aS 'y I dzRA Sy 06 support iSNadiSiduilsiwhgpéior tb idrreframing of

an issuemight haveopposeda particularcourse of action When used strategically, framing can be

a powerfulmeans of influencindebate and policymaking.

Growing scholarship on framing has led researcherdisciplines including psychology, sociology,
behavioraleconomics, and political science to analyze the possible effects of framing on discourse.
This thesis builds oforegoing researt in two ways: firstby analyzing the use and impact of
framingin live policy discussions, and second, by considering thes Way elite decisioamakers
frame informationin order to influence the preferences of their peers the decisioamaking
process Using the POPs Review Comest of the Stockholm Conventioas acase study, this
researchanalyzeghe ways in which individuals participating in thearliest stages opolicymaking

use framing tactics tgrotect their interests, set the agenda for P@ekted policymaking and
promote their policy goalsWhile therole ofissueframing has been studied extensively with regard

to its top-down application by political elites, media, and social movement entreprensesking

grassroots support for political agendasas well as its bottorup applicatiors by collectiveaction



movements and othegroupsseeking to influencegoliticians and other individuals with decision
making powerto date, no studies have explored the wayin whichelites frame information for
other elites Furthermore, vhile some studies have suggested thatlividuals with relevant
expertiseare likely to be particularly responsive to framirgrigckman 2004 none haveanalyzed

the role ofelite issue framing in live policy negotiations

9 E LJSusdiai flaming tacticén sciencebased decisiomaking is particularlyntriguing, because
scientists who serve as technical advisors to policymakers are in a unigue position to defise issue
and set the agenda for polipyaking. In their roles as gatekeeperstt@ policymaking process
scientistscanplay a critical role in determiningow issues will be understood amgtalt with on a
global scale. Analysis of the influence of scientifadvisos in policymaking concentrates on a
specific areaf scientific work:the transhtion of existing technical knowledge into informatidimat

can beunderstood by policymakers angsed to support policy choices. Advisory committees such
as POPRC do not produce original data; rather, they gather and evaluate existing evidence in order
to make policyrelevant recommendations to bureaucrats and other decisimgkers, most of whom

lack scientific expertise. The scientists who are members of POP&®E expected to use
predetermined scientific criterido assessdata and decide whether particular substances can be
categorized as persistent organic pollutantsThis pocess is often complicated by scientific
uncertainty about a host of elements, which may include issues ranging from research methods to

applicability of the findings tthe climate inparticular geographic regions.

Scientists working on environmental issues, and particularly on chemical regulation, ardamieh
with data gaps and other impediments to full understanding of these complex problés&kodvin
and Underdl noteX Xtlde process through which scientific knowledgdransformedinto decision
premises is neither pure science nor pure politics. It combines elements from both realms and adds

AGad 26y RAAGAYOGAGS (Beientidls Oiisthittiprét knovdeiige indorder ion  LID
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make it relevant to and usable for policymaking, and in so doing, scieetngfage in the early,

influential stages of policymaking OO2 NRAyYy 3 (2 {1 2ROAY inteypretediny RSNRI €
the context of a particulapolicy problem, can knowledge be utilized as policy prengi§2800, p.

30). In the contextof the Stockholm Convention, datae evaluated to determine whether they

meet predetermined sientific parameters These parameterallow scientists and policyrkars to

categorize chemicals with certain qualities taansboundary pollutants which require a global
response,as opposed to local or regional regulatory action (Selin 2018)chemical can be
categorized as a POP if it is bioaccumulative, toxic, pensjisand subject to longange
environmental transport. Furthermoreugiging whether substances meet these criteria involves
determining whether they meepredetermined numerical valuethat were agreed upon during
negotiations of the Stockholm Conventio The political necessitthat led to the creation of the

concept of a POP (a categoegtablisheddo & / [ we¢! t Q& &I, which frecedBlSthe2y t hit
developmentof a global agreement to regulate these substaneksnonstratesone way that policy
shapesscience(Selin 201Q) In turn, the interpretive responsibility of scientists gives them a unique

influence over the policy process, allowing them to define issaealuate therisks and hazards

associated with particular substancésr lack thereof), andirect the attention of policymakers

toward particular issues and away from others.

In the context of the Stockholm Conventiorgientists who serve as members of POPRC are
responsible for determining which chemicals meet the criteria for listing & Almnexes of the
{G201K2tY [/ 2y@SyiGdA2ys GKdza &S imaking & wélksSdefiniBgSY R T
the key issues for neacientists who participate itater stages othe process as decisiemakers

and representativesof governmentscorporations, environmental or public health NGOs, efn

other words, scientists frame the issues for individuals who lack scientific expertise. The process of
determining how issues should be framed is likely to be contested among the scipatittspating

in the work of POPR@sexpertsthemselves may reach different conclusions about Wadidity of
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evidence, and subsequently, theolicy implications of the data under reviewThe epistemic
communities approachs a useful analytical framework for euating the role of those experts
LI NI A OA LI GAYy 3 A Y systematigally addresses Nide SpreférebcefAsdientists in
policymakingand facilitatesconsideration of the ways in which scientists may use issue framing to

promote their policy goals.

This researchiraws on both constructivist and rational choice perspectivesxplore the use and
effects of framing on policy discourse Combining these twoapproacles facilitates deeper
understanding othe mechanics of framing and the role of science in policymaking, both of which
can be explained by constructivist theories, as well as critical analysis of the way framing is used as a
tool by rational actors who are seeking to promote their interestgpaticymaking Combining
constructivist and rationalist perspectivesovides an analytically rich studiiat considers both the
mechanics of framingwhich is fudamental to understanding how this tool can be usedntuence

debate, and the way in which paicipants in the decisiomaking process use framing as a means of
protecting their interestsand promoting their policy preferencesTheresulting analysiprovides a

more complete pictureof the role of framingin decisioamaking than would be possiblié this
research were to be limited to a singlleeoretical perspective. This approach has been taken in
other studies ofinternational cooperation including stdies of biosafety (Falkner 280 the
International Criminal Court (Fehl 2004), and the Wd@khk (Nielsoret al. 2006). As Ziurn and
Checkel arguein spite of the attendant methodological challengdmking constructivist and
rational choice approaches alledda OK2f | NB G2 RS@Sft2LJ Gl NAdzySyda
g2 NI R I & 2805, p.NB7b)iThis ghesis wilt dratv on both approaches in order to explain the
impact of issue framingn decisioAamakingat the interface of science and politics; an area in which

insights from both approaches are not only applicable but essential
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The implementation of this approach is facilitated by the nature of issue framing and the role of
science in policymaking.Faming isa constructivist concept that provides insight intioe way
people make sense of the world around them. As interpretdrgechnically complex knowledge,
scientists play a critical role in defining issues andiggigolicymakers and the puhbli¢dowever, as
previously noted, the relationship between science and policy is often reflexive, and particularly so
in the case ofsciencebased environmental policymaking, in which political needs and scientific
expertise are blended to create cooperative solutions involving numerous stakeholders with diverse
interests. Thus, scientists are capable of using their expertise to frasigesandin the context of
sciencebased policymaking, they are likely to have policy preferences and may use their unique
expertise to deliberately frame issues in ways that support those preferen&sghis research will
show, constructivist theorgxpldans the mechanics and influence of framing, and rational choice can
explain how strategicallgninded actors may utilize framing tactics to promote their interests.
According to constructivist scholars, scientists construct issues asnieegret technical knowledge
(Regler 200). POPRC scientists construct and defeadity as theyanalyze data and determine
which chemica may be considered to be POPNotably, theconceptof a POP is itseH political
construct created to enable policymakeis work at the international level to regulate substances
which have a global impadSelin 201Q) Thus,this thesiswill focuson the way that scientists
working in the context of global environmental negotiatioimerpret data and make technical
decisons with significant socioeconomic, political, and environmental implicatioses strategic

issue framing to support their policy preferences.

As this chapter will illustrate, framing is a broad conciait hasbeenapplied to diverse areas of
reseach. The following sections will explore the origins and evolution of the concept of fraitsng,
influence a public discoursethe primary categories of actors who use framing, and the unique

ways in which scientis@re capable oframing knowledge and technical information
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2.1The Origins and Bvelopment ofFrame Analysis

The concept of framing was first used in 1954 by Gregory Bateson in reference to epistemology and
animalbehavior(Noakes and Johnston 2005). Bateson used thm ter describe the way animals

sent messages about appropridbehavior depending on whether thetvehavior(e.qg.,fighting) was

GNBIFf € 2N I F2 NXndée sbsdrationdvete effectiiey categokizifig) their messages

to one another within franes of reference (Bateson 1973). According to Oliver and Johnston, a
FNFYYS Ay (KAa aSyaS asSNwsSa Fa dal YSilF O02YYdzyAOlF i
2yQ¢ Oht AGSNI YR W2Kyaidz2y wnnpX LI mypthésbcial LY M@
sciences, using it to describe the subjective meaning imparted by individuals to an event or
occurrence. For example, observation of a group of childrensohaolplayground could evoke the

FNFYS 4GNBOSaaodé { dzO Kn dn cefdiileérBentydf tHeksteneF¢eedioadl | (G G Sy
equipment,the presence of teachers, etdhat are key to- Yy A Y R hi@rpr&alon bf@heevent

In this way, Goffman arguegeople use frames to make sense of the world; to give meaning to

aspectf a scene which would otherwise be meaningless (Goffman 1974).

{ AyOS D2 7T7¥Y!l yRame Addigsitthe Gonagpt & ffami@has evolved considerably and

is now used in many areas of the social sciences, including (but not limited to) ghdditience,
sociology, linguistics, media studies, psychology and gender studies. The concept has been applied
to many different phenomena over time, anits numerous definitions and usages areften
disparateand incongruent The multitude of usages caomplicate framebased analyses, as many
authors fail to define their understanding afK S G S NX¥¢ framTtiélofsketyad yet use the

term to explain various phenomena, or even to critique the concept it€fragee and Roefs 2004

There is no sigle, coherent theory ofrbming (Mintz and Redd 200Bevy 1997)a deficiencywhich

33



makes clear explication of the primary contemporary uses of the concept essential to the foundation

of this research project.

Scholarly literature analyzing framesflects significant differenceis the way I & i% d&fin¥dS £

and subsequently evaluated. While some scholars fenadyzed frames as tools used by media,
politicians, advocacy groups and others to deliberately promote particular understandings of issues,

other scholas have taken a more traditionally constructivist perspective, defining frames as
subconscious means ohderstanding or interpreting events or issuesor example, ithe field of

policy studies, Sém and Rein define frames @sdzy RSNI @ Ay 3 &0 NHzOGdzNBa 27F ¢
F LILINBOAL GA2yé S6KAOK NB ail OAlG X 8KS2ypRHE SESY LI
23. ¢ KA&a RSTFAYAGAZ2Y A& Of2aSteé fAy]1SR ofsBuctDi« TFY I yQ
approachwhich sees frames asterpretive schemaumans unconsciouslyse to make sense of the

world. Such frames are indistingua K 6 t S FNBY AYRAQDGARdAzZ £ 4aQ @ASgaz 2
in this conceptualization, a frame represents individudg sQunderstanding of an issuand

illuminates the elements oftie issue that a given persaonsiders to be importantThis defiition

of a frame differs substantially from the kind of frames analyzed in this thesis. This research
considers the way that rational actors (scientists participating in a formal global environmental
policymaking process) deliberately, consciously anmdtegically employ frames to support their

policy goals.

Exploration of the literature onhis rational approach to framingframing that is deliberately used

by actors seeking to shape the views and preferences of othemsveak two fundamentally

different types offraming, which James Druckman (2004) refers te@svalency framingindissue

framing. Equivalency framind y @2 f 9S4 GU0KS dzaS 2F RAFTFSNByGsI o
LIKNI aSa¢ (G2 RSAaONAROS G(KS al whisBIKBIKR XSV 2y aKAf 8

LR GSyaAalrftte NBt SOl ydeempghasigiagh &t Sighbridgh @thed €onsidefationsS
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(Druckman 200). These distinctive approaches framingd KI S RAFFSNByYy G A YLX A O}
occur via distinct psychological processes, and have varied moderators. In this sense, it is somewhat
YA&afSFERAY3I GKFEG GKSaS (62 £LINPSO SENERSIAS a3 Kok 5SNNHzAH KYS yw
To further omplicate matters, while it is possible to outline thasic share@lements ofthese two

categoriesof framing, questions abouthow frames work, who can utilize frames effectively, and

how frames can be defined and measured auhject to intense debateThese problemsas well as

the distinction (and arguably, the significant potential for overlap) between equivalency and issue
frames will be exploredin more detail later in this section. First, itngcessaryto outline the

common basis for framindneory as it is used in the social sciences.

2.1.1 The fundamentals of framing

a @mes are principles of selection, emphasis, and presentation composed of little tacit theories

about what exists, what happens, and what mattérs ¢ NA G Sa ¢ 2 PR6). BArdniingy 6 m )
effect occurs when a speaker highlights the importance of certain elements of an issue, problem or

event while deemphasizing or ignoring otkerleading listeners to give priority (or sole
consideration, in some cases) to the emphasittesines or termsvhen formulating their opinions.

I Y2NB G(GSOKyAOI ¢ STAYAGA2Y Ad LINRPOJARSR o0& {y2¢
a0KSYIidl warode GKIG arxYLXATASA yR O2yRSyasSa wi
encoding2 2S00 &z &AlGdz GA2yas S@Syias SELISNASyOSa |y
LI &4 SY@ANRYYSyi(¢ 6{y26 YR .SYyF2NRI MPpPHI LId ™
LISNOSA @SS ARSYGATE yR I 02FNQ (KBS yaizaNI RA (FKIA yT I GNKBS
Benford 1992, p. 137)This process of contextualization can be politicized by the use of frames to
characteize an issue in a way thaeads audiences to support or opposa particular action.

Accordingto Panand KosicE G FNJ YAYy 3 A& 'y ARS2ft23A0Ff O2yGSa
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but also over matters such as who is responsible and who is affected, which ideological principles or
SYRdANA Y3 &1 ftdzSa NBE NBfSOFyids FyR aKBNBThisi KS Aa
characterization of framing leans heavily toward issue framing in particular, as opposed to
equivalency framing (the distinction between the two will be explored in more detail in the next
section), but it is possible to use both typesoMray 3 G2 YIF yALIzZ 4GS 'y | dzRAS

problem or concern.

Framingtactics areused bya broad range of actors seekitmpromote a particular view of an event

or issue. In the political realm, studies have shown that framing is used loyrpakers, social

movement entrepreneurs, representatives of private interests, and members of epistemic
communities, among otherNoakes and Johnston 2005; Sell and Prakash 2004; Haaa).1Bi92

targets of framing efforts are not limited to potential sagrters of a particular agenda; rather,
FOG2NAR 6K2 dzaS FNIYAy3I (GSOKyAljdzSa alF NBE @GASsSR
LINE RdzOGA2Y YR YIAYGSylFryOS 2F YSIFEyAy3d F2NJ 02y aiA
(Benfordand Snow2000, p.613). Thus, framing is a technique by which actors seek to construct
parameters forthought anddiscourse about an issue or event among all who are exposed to the

frame. Benfordand Snowemphasize thasuch framesare not merely neutral interpretationssed

08 |y AYRAQGARdAzZrE AyuGSNylrtte G2 33X &nceptoh giAy3a (2
framing; mather, frames can beleliberately constructed and used by individuals as tofids the
advancement of political or social agenda. In other wortl®ey @n be strategically designed and

deployed by individuals seeking to influertbe decisioamaking processes others.

Thisconceptionof framing as a tactical device for political manipulation is closely related to William
WAl Bealpa T GKSNBAGKSGAOAZE HKAOK Aa SaadSydalrttes a
a2 &2dz Oy 6Ayé O6WA{ISNI mdbycZ LI AELOD I OO2NRAY 3

to manipulate the opinions of a target audience. In particilari KS KSNBaGKSGAOA LYy &
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nature, importing to his description the exact twist that leads others to respond to nature as he
gAaKSEE OwWwA]lSNI mdbycI LId EO D ¢ KAA | &Liphaiticez T K S NJ
in which franing is deliberately usetb set the agenda for debate by presenting a problem in a
mannerthat is likely to lead the audience to respond to an issue in a particular way. The overarching

goal of the heresthetician is to define, or if necessary, redefingfirdimensional issue space so

that he can achieve his political goals (McLean 2002). By restructuring an issue to highlight different
considerations, the heresthetician can change the focus of the debate and, potentiallyedtison

about which policyresponse is most appropriateThis strategic manipulation of political debate

need not change the underlying preferences of the audience, but as with strategic framing, it will

change the emphasis of the debate so as to influence the way an issueas/pdrand considered.

Ly GKA& ¢Fe&X aGNIGIS3IAO0 FTNIYAYI RAFFSNE FNRY NKS
YAYR GKNRdzZAK | NB ®20&y (Ldd o/yfnAoyrd S NIKISE §Nge (2 wA 1 SN
manipulation lies in the way arxisting problem is linked to different considerations, such that the

new considerations can be givemiority over the old. James C. Clingermayer cites the use of land

zoning controls in the Unites States as an example: he claims that wealthy, homogeoops of

homeowners seeking to prevent leilwcome families from purchasing land in the general vicinity of

their neighborhoods will campaign for zoning rules ostensibly designed to protect the environment,

reduce urban sprawl, cut down on congestion,. 20010 ©® . @ FN}YYAYy3I A&aadsSa Ay
LX FYyYAYy3 LINAYOALX S&ad>¢ 6SIfliKe K2YS2gySNAR | NB | 0f
neighborhoods without openly stating that these group® anot wanted (Clingermayer 2004.

377). Clingrmayer acknowledges that these arguments may be sinaetienes and in such cases,

exclusion of lowncome groups is unintentional. These situations, which Clingermayer refers to as
GKFLILISYadtyO0Ss¢ RATTFSNI aAIyATAaddbughiibsdes ByNattofs (1 K S
seeking to structure political debate in any way that is likely to bring about their desired outcome. In

this example, policymakers are not asked to consider the potential effects of exclusive zoning laws
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on economically disadvamaged citizens; rather, they are asked to consider the impact of
development on the environment. Thus, their underlying beliefs aboutat2 S NY YSy (1 Q&
addressing thavelfare of individual citizens are not challenged, and their preferences onigbae

may remain fixed while they choose a policy which actually contradicts those beliefs.

Druckman and Nelson (20p8raw a similar distinction between strategic framing g@egdsuasion via

NE

belief change While persuasion is often intended to changg LS SQa o0St ASFax FNI

change theimportanceindividuals attach to those beliefs. Druckman and Nelson provide a clear
illustration of the difference between the two concepts with the following example:

XAF aLISI| 1 S NgropSaly O ks 6f dree Ispedch, thed the audience

will subsequently base their opinions about the rally on fspeech considerations

and, perhaps, support the right to rally. In contrast, if the speaker uses a public

safety frame, the audience will base the&ipinions on publisafety considerations

and oppose the rally (2003, p. 730).
In this illustration, the considerations highlighted by the speaker are unrelated to one another; they
are not simply two sides of the same coin (e.g.,-poanti-free geech). Rather, the speaker is
contextualizing the issue so as to establish parameters for discussion and reflection. By embedding
the issue within a publisafety frame, the speaker can deflect attention from considerations of the
INER dzLJQ &  f i Possibly Mdng &dud hisldesired outcome. Likewise, by utilizing a free
speech frame, the speaker can deflect attention from a FAMNE dzLJQ& LR 4GSy GA Ll €
concentrating on the broader rights and freedoms of all citizens to express their opiniois] S NI &
heresthetician would engage in precisely this type of manipulatiby strategically choosing which
elements of an issue to emphasize, the heresthetician would attempt to change the perspective

from which an audience views an issue, thereby ptitdly changing the foremost considerations in

the decisiommaking process.
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particular issue; rather, they can be used to persuade individuals that ¢higinal beliefshould be

superseded by the concerns highlighted by a new frame. Frames encourage individuals to assign
gSAAKG G2 LI NIAOdZA NI StSYSyida 2F +y A&aadsS Ay |
AYAGALFG2NE G6aylla CNFRSWSRR 8nmmdddll &8 y2 ySg AyT2N
influence on our opinions may be decisive through their effect on the perceived relevance of
FEGSNYIFGAGS O2yaAi RebAI(IDI2p 226)¢ ThudHrdimes nbap beauded to
persuade, but they simply persuade individuals to prioritize aspects of an issue in different ways.

t S2LX S YIe OKIFIy3aS (GKSANI LRaAdGA2ya 2y |y AaadzsS ¢
heresthetician uses strategic framing to shape policybfms and political debate in such a way

that his preferred outcome will be achieved.

Ultimately, however, framing is just one aspect of heresthetics, which is closely tied to social choice
theory. Riker is concerned largely with how individuals canlarsguage to manipulate others, but

he also focuses on the strategic manipulation of processes less closely related to framing, including
20KSNJ F2Nxya 2F F3SyRI O2y(iNRf 6Sodadr 2NRSNAyYy3I 2
view, the herethetician makes use of all available tacticsréstructure the world in a way that

favors his or her preferencesStrategic framing is fundamental to a heresth@ A | y Qa I LILINR | OK

is notthe only herestheticalactic.

The foregoing discussion ffAming theory represents the analytical perspective used to define and
assesdraming theory for the purposes of this research. The following sections will clarify this
approach anddifferentiate the specificdefinition of framing used within this thesisom other

commondelineationsof the concept.
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2.1.2Distinguishing between the effects of framing and priming

It is important to distinguish framing from the conceptpsfming, which is often used in the context
of studies of the influence of the media on public opinion. Priming refers to the process of
AYONBFaAAY3 |y AYRAGARIZ f Qa O23yAGAGS I O0OSaa G2 |
recently exposed todieas will be more likely to retrieve those themes from their memories than
older, less regular and therefore less accessible cognitions (Bretvat. 2003). While some
theorists €.9.,Kinder and Sanders 1996) have suggested that framing is just ars&xtest priming,
Nelson et al. have shown that framing and priming are substantively different processes. Whereas
theories of priming are based on the idea that concepts which are more accessible will be recognized
more easily and more quickly by indivals, theories of framing suggest that individuals exposed to
frames may attribute greater weight to already accessible considerations which have been
emphasized by a frame initiator. Priming may work independently of framing by increasing the
accessibil®@  2F LI NI AOdzE  NJ ARSIFA&X o0dzi FNYYAYy3I At A
relevance and importance of those ideas. As Nelson and Oxley point out, not all accessible ideas are
equally relevant to a particular issue, and when formulating opinioimglividuals will not
GYAYRt Saateé NBLISIG SOSNE O23ayAraAroSte | OO0OSaarot !
Rather, individuals will assign degrees of value to the pieces of information they have mentally
stored, and then consider the rdlge importance of each idea as they are formulating their
opinions. Framing can influence this process of weighting various ideas. Druckman clarifies this
difference using his free speech/public safety illustration:

GC2NJ SEF YLX S5 A yiraohifdn Raibol® B Kuw Kluk AKiaA rallii KrS

whichever consideration¢ free speech or public safety, happens to be

(automatically) accessible due to the frame, people consciously think about the
relative importance of the considerations suggested by the famed H nnm LJ® mMnannouv d
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While studies of priming focus on how levels eXposureto particular ideas affects individual
opinions, studies of framing focus on how shifts in the actaitent of ideas influence opinion

formulation (Druckman 2001).

2.1.3The role of strategic framing in policymaking

The strategicuse of frames as tools designed to influence perceptions of issues and establish
parameters for debatdnas significant implications fqrolicy discourse andiecisionmaking As the

previous sedbns illustrated,framing affectsdiscoursein two ways first, as a mechanism for

interpreting and communicating reality, and second, as a heresthetical tool designed to structure
20KSNJ LIS2L) SQa dzy RSNREGFYRAY3I 2F YEWRNAZAMSTFENBYOZ
interests. The former role of framing is@nstructivist interpretation othe way people understand

and communicate about the world around them, while the latter focuses on the way rational
individuals attempt to manipulate the widl around them to promote their interests. While
understanding the mechanics of framing is critical to accurate analysis of the effects it can have as a
heresthetical tool for influencing discourse, this study will focusaoalyzinghNd G A 2 y I f ofl OG0 2 N& ¢

framing as a mechanism for promoting their interests.

While framing tactics are often used by elites to characterize political problems in ways that will win
the support of less powerful or less knowledgeable actors, elites can also effectivdhamaag to
characterize issues or concerns for other elité®esearch has shown that certain types of framing

are actually more effective among experts than among groups with less knowledge of a particul
subject (Nelsortal.m ppT 0 ® L ykpeitSimblyibg iOaief sisdeRtiblétSissue frames because
they possess the knowledge and ability to connect the considerations suggested by the frame to
GKSANI 2LIAYAZ2Yyaé¢ 05 NHainy Is ¥ffective mntechnitalp knaviedbased LT
discourseone couldexpect to find evidence of itgsein policymakingdebates at the highest levels
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of governance, including withithe policy negotiation®f the Stockholm ConventionGiven that

previous studies have shown that issue frames are most effective when employexpeyts

seeking to influence otheexperts (Druckman 2004use of strategic framing in the context of

t ht w/ Q& -mBKh@ s affpartiCular interest. FurtheBrNB X 3JA GSYy t ht w/ Qa LI2a
A §S1SSLISNI (2 (KS /2y@Syitrzys ad00SaaTtdd TN YAY

have a particularly strong impact on the course of decisi@king.

Thus far this thesis hasoncentrated on conceptrelated to framing as a general theory, but it is
important to recognizethat framing can actually be divided into two distinct categories: issue
framing and equivalency framing. These two varieties of framing differ substantially in application
and function. While the distinction between the two concepts is often ignored, analytical precision
demands that they be discussed with greater specificity and care. The following sections will provide
a closer analysis of the two types of framing, their ddfeces, and their potential relevance to

policymaking under the terms of the Stockholm Convention.

2.2 BreakingDown the Goncept: Issue Famesand EjuivalencyFrames

As Druckman (2004as noted different methods of framing can be usedparsue a rage of goals

This range of applicability is based in part on the important differences between issue frames and
equivalency frameshow they work, how they can be measured, and what their implications are for
the policymaking process. The two types minfing are also based on distinct cognitive processes,
and the effects of each are manifested in fundamentally different wathoughboth issue frames

and equivalency frames emphasize some elements of a problem and deemphasize others, thereby
causing he audienceto concentrate on the former and ignore or attribute less value to the latter,

issue frames and equivalency frames cause such an effect in different ways (DruckmarvZbid).
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issue frames are expected to be of greater gigance to this reearch project, equivalency framing

and its potential overlap with issue framing should not be ignored.

2.2.1Fguivalency fames

Equivalency framing involves presenting an individual with two different, but rationally equivalent,
choices. In theigroundbreaking study of equivalency framing effects, Tversky and Kahneman

(1981) asked subjects to choose between two national health programs intended to deal with the
STTSOGha 2F +y ddzydzadzZ t ! &ALy RA&SI adS&Pro§ramds Ol SR |
08 GKAOK daunn LIS2LAES gAatt 06S al@SRzZé 2NJ LINPANI Y
cnn LIS2LXS Attt 0S al @SR YR | Hko LINBPOIFIOAfAGER
1981, p. 453). The wording of these alteri A #Sa& ¢l & RSaA3IySRstairdk GSad |
within a framewhich emphasized potential gair{the phrasing of the alternatives stressehe

number of lives that could be savedjithough the alternatives were logically equivalen2%of the

subjects chose the riskverse option, Program A, while onl\28% chose the seemingly riskier

Program B.

A second group of subjects wasesented withthe same story, but instead of emphasizing the

number of lives thatouldbe saved with each &rnative, the choices were worded negativelg: A T

t N2PINIY / Aad FR2LWGSR nnn LIS2LX S gAatf RASZE | yR
GKFG y2 2yS gAafft RAST YR HkKko LINRPoloAftAGE GKI G
alternatives in the second test were logically equivalent to the choices in the first, the response
pattern was reversed: 22% chose the first alternative, and 78% chose the sederdsky and

Kahneman repeated versions of this test with several different geqinrludinguniversitystudents,

faculty members and physicians), and the results were consistent: the shift in wording from positive
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to negative (or from gains to lossesps accompanied by a shift from rislverse to riskseeking
decisionmaking. Theifidingsof ¢ 3SN& { & | Y R Y th&llgh§ertheyfeDets ofiekpixited
utility theory, which posits that individuals faced with alternative courses of action will attempt to
maximize their utility by multiplying the value of each possible outcome bythbbability that the
outcome will occur, and then summing across all possible outcoriiége. subjects in Tversky and
Y I Ky S ¥tudy ev@luatedheir choices according to the fraraén which they were presented,
meaning that their choices were influenceq lactors that changed their perceptions of their

expected utility.

The findings also challengme of the core tenets of rational choice theory, which assumes that
individuals have invariant preference$n other words, if an individual prefers poligyto policy B,

this preference should not change if the policies are described in different, but logically equivalent,
GSN¥Yao 14 ¢@PSNAl1& YR YIKySYlLy SELfLIFAYS GRATTS
should yieldi KS &l YS LINB T 8R)B iyi G& £981cstudp,ytree preferences of subjects

changed according to th@erspective from which the problem was framedven though the

Fft GSNYIFGA@PSa 6SNB t23A0rtte SldAgGlrtSyio . SOI dz
X OK I y Befspecti Toften reverse the relative apparent size of objects and the relative
desirability of optiong G NARGS ¢FOSNE]1&@ YR YIFIKYSYlLYy omMmdpymI LI

framing effects can cause individuals to have incoherent preference orderings

Based on this andubsequent experiments, Kahneman and Tversky develgpespecttheory,

which posits that people: i) are more sensitive to changes in assets than to the net levels of assets, ii)
assign greater weight to losses than to gaiisténd to value current assets more highly than assets
they do not yet jpssess, and iv) tend to be riakerse with repect to securing gains and riskeking

with respect to avoiding losses (Levy 199jospect heory is still in the comparatively darstages

of development, and has been criticized by some researchers as being riddled with too many
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conceptual and methodological problems in readrld applications to be useful in empirical studies.
For example, Jack Lewaygues that the primary probia with the theory is that it is based on
descriptive generalizations of behavior that are explained by findings derived from strictly controlled
laboratory conditions. Levy argues thtte resultsof such highly structured experiments are
unlikely to be eplicated in studies of realborld decisioamaking situations, and furthermoré¢hat
prospect theory is currently unable to explain the cognitive processes that give rise to these

decisionmaking patterng1997).

While exploration of the cognitive prosses underlying the effects of equivalency framing and
prospect theory is beyond the scope of thigesis(and is more appropriate to studies of political
psychology than public policy), the patterns of decigioaking highlighted by this type of framing

are potentially relevant to analysis of support for global regulation of persistent organic pollutants.
As highlighted abovejudies of equivalency framing have demonstrated thadividuals are often
risk-averse when faced with a choice of actions thatuld either result in gainingutility or
maintaining the status quo, buare riskseeking when faced with prospective losd@&erejkian

2002) In other words, people tend to be willing to take risky actions to protect the current assets,
but they are less willing to take risks to secure gaifisis finding has important implications for the
influence of strategic framing of issues involvingnsoelement of risk, particularly with regard to
gains and losses. For example, if a ban on a particular persistent organic pollutant is proposed at the
global level, it is possible that framing the issue in terms of risk to health (which involves té risk
personal loss of utility for individuals who are likely to be affected) would gaeatersalience than
framing the issue aan environmental hazar@which could still involve risk in terms of losing a
valued commodity, buts the risk is less diredgt, Y @ y 20 06S ¢SA3IKGSR |a KSI

health).
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social dilemma. The results of their 1986 study showed thahewm an issue was framed as a
commons dilemmain which resolutiorrequired individuals to exercise restraint in taking from a
common pool resource, people were willing to ceopte. In contrastwhen the issue was framed
as a public goods problem, which required people to make songk ddrcontribution toward the
provision of the good, individuals were lesdlling to cooperate This finding supports one of the
primary tenets of prospect theory, which states that individuals value the status quo more than
future gains, and that they agn greater weight to potential losses than to potential gains. In the
public goods frame, subjects would be required to make an actual contribution, thereby incurring a
loss, whereas in the commons frame, people could cooperate by refusing future tanshy

maintaining the status quo.

LT GKS AYLXAOFGAZ2ya 2F . NBSSNI YR YNIYSNRA& adidzRi
to global regulation of persistent organic pollutantsis possible to suggethat the decisions of key
actors wil be influenced by the frame in which the dilemma (whether to regulate a particular
chemical) is embedded. For example, an environmental advocate might characterize continued use
of a chemical as an act of taking from a common pool resource (every giroduataining persistent
organic pollutants causes direct environmental harm, and this harm is multiplied by each POP
containing product purchased by consumers). A consumer considering her potential gains or losses
from this perspective would recognizeahshe could cooperate by refusing to purchase products
containing the chemical, and still maintain her status quo. On the other hand, a chemical
manufacturer facing economic losses resulting from a ban on a particular chemical would view
support for theban as a contribution to the provision of a public good (a $@f® environment).

The chemical manufacturer could attempt to counter the common pool resource frame advanced by
the environmental advocate by reframing the issue as a public goods probiéra: particular

chemical is banned in order to achieve a B®fe environment, consumer freedom to choose
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which products she wants to use. If the consumeii del f £ &8 @I f dzS& GKAA&a &NRIK
chemicals she wishes, the chemical manufacturer might successfully change the value she assigns to
each consideration by shifting the frame from that of a commons dilemma involving restraint to a

public goods prolem involving loss.

As this example illustrates, global regulation of POPs can be framed as either a public goods problem
or a commons dilemma The way in which this social dilemma is framed ctaide a significant
impact on the decisiomaking proesses not only opolicymakers, but also on the opinions and
interests of stakeholders throughout the policy spher&herefore, while many studies of public
policy focusstrictly on the way issue frames are used to build support for a policy or poktigaida,
equivalency framing effects may also have a significant impact on the way the &symesented

and perceivedby key actors Therefore, while this research will concentrate primarily on the
influence of strategic issue framing on P@®@ated policymaking, the potential effects of

equivalency framing will be considered where such effects may influence denisiking.

2.2.2 Issudrames

The second type of framing effektRSyY G A FASR o6& 5NHzZO1YlLY 6HAanmM0O A& 0
O2yaiUNHzOGA2yas 2NJ RSLIAOGAZ2YA 2F | .Lox6 kf@RdtdINROf S
4 AGGKSYFGAO FNXYAyYy3IAE odaAiyidl YR wWSRR HannooI daA
emphasizing a subset of potentially relevant considerai a speaker leads individuals to focus on
(K548 O2yaARSNIGA2YA 6KSY O2yail N0 GrangednitidtdsS A NI 2 L
often use particular words, phrases or imagegtovide ashorthandinterpretation of an event or

issue. Thimterpretation creates a poindf reference from which subsequent courses of action may
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be judged. By drawing attention to certain elements of an issue while deemphasizingodnggn

others, frame initiatorsseek to focus future debate and individual dgoirmaking on particular
RAYSyaAarzya 2F |y AaadsSo CAdINIKSNY2NBE FNI}YSa |1
issues and particular considerations, increasing the likelihood that these considerations will be
retrieved when thinking about an issie 6 CSf RY | y -36& duotEd il Miitz anrdcRedd

2003). Issue framing is frequently used in political communication by the media, elites, and social
movement entrepreneurs, and it is this type of framing effect that many theorists refer to when
analyzing collective action movements and policymaking (see Zavetoski et al. 2004; Pri@deébal

KohlerKoch 2000and Riker 1986

Ly O2y N} ai 02 SljdzA @l £t Sy Oe F NI Y $akig piokesoK Ay Ff
subconsciously, issue framésad people to consciously evaluate the importance of elements
highlighted by the frame initiator. Thus, the cognitive processes underlying the two types of framing

effects differ substantially. As Druckman explains:

With issue frames, conscious weighting of alternative considerations, including those
suggested by a frame, can still sensibly lead one to endorse one of those
considerations, such as public safety or free speech (i.e., issue framing effects can still
occu). In contrast, deliberate weighting and endorsement of a given consideration
makes little sense for successful equivalency framing effects since it suggests, for
example, that people deliberately decide if 90% unemployment is preferable to 10%
unemploynent (i.e., equivalency framing effects would not occur) (2004, p. 674).

Accordingly listeners may be fully aware that issues are being framed in particular ways, such as
when two opposing social movements seek to frame an issue in competing waysgpanents of
FO2ZNIAZ2Y Ay GKS '{ZX 4K2 NBFSNEIAKIBSBXEIKOEAT R ¥ =

fATSHKATS AdzAJLI2NISNE 2F € S3IFf | 0 DOK2MDBBNSE T SNI |

! See for example, theChristian Patrons for Lifeebsite <http://www.cpforlife.org> [Accessed t4February
2010].
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emphasizing the legal rights of wonfen By drawing attention to particular elements of a subject,
issue frames seek to change the importance individuals attach to their beliefs (Druckman 2001). In
other words, listeners consciously consider the relative importance of elements highlighted by a
particular frame, and oftendo soin comparison with considerations highlighted by a frame

promoted by a competing actor or organization.

Thus,while individuals may or may not be conscious of the framing of an issue, even total awareness

and understandig of the way a problerhas been framed will not necessarily diminish the impact of

GKS FTNIYSO Ly FILFOGX &a0GdzZRASE KI @S aKz2éy daAy (KS
FTNI YS&8E 0O05NHzO1 Y'Yy HwHnnnI Lsensitiveytathe presentekoh ffades BIE LIS NI
discourse, they are also more likely to use their expertise to connect the emphases of the frames to
their knowledge and understanding of an issue (Druckman 2004). In this way, the potential uses and
effects of issue frames diffesubstantially from those of equivalency frames. While equivalency
frames can result in illogical preference formation, issue frames are intended to structure debate
and highlight elements of a subject which frame initiators believe should be takendngideration

as listeners form opinions within the context of rational decisioaking.

2.2.3Issue faming inthe Stockholm Convention

The heightened effectiveness of issue framing in discussions among experts is directly relevant to
decisionmaking under the auspices of the Stockholm Convention, and particuléolythe
deliberationsof POPRC.As a scientific committee which is making decisions which often carry

significant economic and political implications for stakeholders, the work of POPR lpsehtial

2 see, for example, the Abortion Rights websitetts:/iwww.abortionrights.org.uke [Accessed 14February
2010]
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to become highly politiced. Furthermore, POPRC is made up of scientists from a range of
disciplinary backgrounds, which may lethé experts to reachio conflicting conclusions about the
validity and importance of evidence discussed in iefato various chemicalslssue framing could
play an important role in influencing discourse under either scenahios,tthis study will not only
seek to identify patterns of framing in PQGPRNd the relative influence of frames usedt also the

motivations of the frame initiators

The epistemic communities approach, which will be discussed in detail in the next ctiapiéates

analyss of the preferences of sciestsand distinguishes these preferences from those of interests

groups and othempoliticallyvmotivated actors. This approach assumes that such preferences are
RSNADPSR FTNRBY a0ASyitrataqQ G§SOKyaAOrft 1y2¢ftSR3IAST |
(Haas 1992a) In contrast, political preferences which are derived from smmimomic interests,

such as those attributed to governmenisdustry associations, and advocacy groaps based on

criteria which are external to science and will not necessarily be affected by the introduction of new
scientific evidence.In either case scientific uncertainty is likely tplay a key role in discussions
Uncertainty may lead to conflict among epistemic communities of scientists, each of which may
attempt to use issue framing to strengthen their own arguments for or against regulatian of
substance. Furthermorgarticipants with socioeconomic interests in a substance can point to gaps

in knowledge in an effort to prevent chemicals from proceeding through the regulatory process. As

Selin notes, actors with interests in particular chémif & G FNBIljdzSy Gt e OAGS LI NI
FYR Of FAYa GKIG &dzLILIR2 NI GKSANI 26y LRAAGAZY BGKAT S
Highlighting certainty or uncertainty is a form of issue framingd @a$ such, demands close
examinaton to determine whether or not patterns can be identified which link systematic use of
particular issue frames with the socioeconomic interests of the parties with which scientists are
affiliated. Use obtrategicissue framing to promote political intests at this stage of review would

suggest that the process is more politicized than is generally acknowlealygdvould call into
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guestion the design of the policy process which is predicated on separate science from politics (the

policy process is desbad in detail in Chapter 5)

2.3 Stakeholders in the BlicymakingProcess

A range of actors may use framing tactics as a means of influencing discourse and debate, including
elected officials, bureaucratic policymakers, industry representativespaaty groups, and the

media. Most previous studies have concentrated on three primary categories: elite decision
makers, members of the media, and collective action movements. The following sections will
elucidate the findings from studies of each ofth S 3INR dzLJAQ dzaS 2F FNI YAy 3
preferences and will add a fourth categorg epistemic communities. This categoryf actors is

intriguing because, as interpreters of technical knowledgembers of epistemic communitiese

in a uniqueposition to influence the policymaking process.

2.3.1 Elites

Framing has often been studied from a tdpwn perspective; in other wordst has often been
analyzed a=a form of political manipulation particularly likely to be used by elites to infteetne
opinion of lessknowledgeable citizens (Mintz and Redd 2003; Kuklinski.&080; Callaghan and
Schnell 2001).Many such studies are based dretassumptionthat citizens are not well informed
about politial issues, a premisghich is widely a@pted in political science literature on democracy
(Callaghan and Schnell 2001). Elites may take advantage of this asymmetry by disseminating skewed
or selected information which supports their political agendas. According to Kuklinski et al

Those bst positioned to provide relevant facts, elected officials and members of the

media, lack the incentive to do so. Politicians want their preferred policies to prevall,
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and so AtheyAemE)Iovy 'manipulzi,tivAe rhetoric E}nd create Ehemes qng im@ges thAatVV\{iII
swaytts St SOU2NJ} US AY UKS RSAANBR RANBOUAZY X -
is to dramatize their own cause, not to educate and elucidate (200001 .
According to this argument, political elites use issue framing as a strategic tool to influence public
opinion. While basic issue framing may draw attention to particular aspects of an mstle,
framing may be unconsciouss conceived by Sahm and Rein(1994), who take a reflectivist
approach to analysis of frameddditionally, accordingt® 2 FFY Il yQa Ay i Shmayws&S Gl GA 2y
used simply to define situations or events without any intent to influence or change the perceptions
of others. In contrat, strategic issue framing is specifically intended to affect the opinions of
listeners so as to produce support far opposition tq a particular policy or political agenda (Mintz

and Redd 2003).

Evidence of elite framing can be found at all levaflgolitics, from locato global For example,

Mintz and Reddtite! yAGSR {GFGSa t NBaAaARSyld DS2NHS | o2 o . dz
t NSAARSY(Gd {FTRRIY | dzaa-&Iyi2alikEAdaABNE Dyz § KS I Nz
intention,theyargu& ¢ & (2 &SOdz2NB adzlJLl2 NI F2NJ NBIAYS OKIly
head of state. In this case, the framing was successful but the political strategy backfired, as Bush
subsequently lost public support when he failed to oust Hus@dintz and Redd 2003)Similarly,

Beate Kohleioch describes responses to a 2000 speech in which German Foreign Minister Joschka
Fischer proposed drastic changes to the governance structures of the European Uméob/K
Conservative party framed the speh as a threat to British independence, while New Labour tried to
YAYAYAT S GKS AYLERNIIFIYyOS 2F (GKS 3LISSOK 68 TNIYAY
514). An example of framing at the local level is provided by Zavetoski athal aralyzethe US
OYBANRYYSYy Gl t t WUBEBAJréguedtyuse ! ot flayids &simooth relations with

citizens exposed to chemical pollution (2004, p. 260). WUBeEPAdjustedits framing tactics

according to its beliefs about citizarkhowledgeof a situdion and willingness to defer to authority,
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but consistently attempted to use framing &mhance its standing with the communities in question
and ensure that it maintained control over information given to the public and decisions about

future action.

These examples are a very small sample of the studies of the effects of elite framing on public
opinion, but they represent the broad themes in the literatuydraming transpires at all political

levels, it can be countered by frames promoted by politmabonents, and it is used to generate

adzLJLI2 NI F2NJ 0KS FNIYS AYAGAlIG2NRE LRt AOE 3ISYRI ¢
L2fAGAOIE StAGSa FyR I @dSNIF3IS OAGAT Sya oONBIGSR
influence ove decisioamaking processes), many theorists have suggested that framing could allow
StAiSa G2 Sy3ar3asS Ay aFNBSsKSStAy3a SESNDODA&ASAE Ay
Druckman has shown that the effects of framing are bounded, however, and thandilized with

guaranteed success. He argues that individuals are more likely to accept frames promoted by
sources which they believe to be credible, while frames presented bycraible sources will have

y2 AyTFidzSyOS 2y |y causeReRizgds RadzlconSidined® hyAlighits 2oy tme, . S
information, etc., they rely on certain elites to provideterpretations of problemswhich help

citizens form their opinions. In order for an elite actor (which could be an individual, an

organization, aragency, etc.) to achieve credibility in the eyes of the public:

(s}

Gomou GKS aLISKF{1ISNRa GFrNBSG dzRASYyOS vYdzaid o
knowledge about which considerations are actually relevant to the decision at hand,

FYR O0HO (KS aadieske huSth@idve thak theBs&édker can be trusted to

NEGSIt ¢gKFEG KS 2NJ akKS (y26aé¢ O05NHzO1YlFY HnnmZ

If these two conditions are met, an actor can successfully use framing to influence public opinion. If
Iy AYRAGARdZ € jdzSadaayasl K26 OGEGNBRaGONBRIF Ol 2NDa
fAYAGSR 2NJ StAYAYIFIGSR SyYyiANBfteo ¢Kdzaz S@Sy AT

AYTF2NXYEGAZ2Y y2N | O2y & Anay Silybé ratiogallyeigagdd ifie pality NI A OA LI

53



process Accepting the frames promoted by trusted officials is similar to the fundamental
democratic practice of delegating responsibility for policy decisions to elected officials. In the case
of framing, however, Druckman argues that citizeise the frames promoted by trusted, credible

2TFTAOALE A & GIdARIYOSE Ay A yhekihg(Drickatan 20@)LIA YA 2y F 2

2.3.2 Media

Qedibility and trust are also key to the influence of a second category of actors: the media.
GBRttexr GKS YSRAIFI NB SELISOGSR G2 asSNwS a L
AYGISNBAGOXsK2 OKIYLAZ2Y (NYziKZ LIXEdzNG NRAGESY =/ |2t of 2 S
Schnell (2001, p. 186). In reality, however, media outlets oftdnfdalshort of such lofty goals.
Many have political preferences that are determined by organizaliaulture or by the leanings
and interests of their target audiences. Because media outlets are genleusilyessesvhich seek
to maximize income, it isational to suggest that one of their primary concerns would be to
maximize the size of their audiencdn order to attract as many consumers as possibtedia
outlets often use issue framing tactics to incregagblic interest in the stories being presated
(Kuklinski 2000; Callaghan and Schnell 2001). Kuklinskiwital

X television news, the dominapt source of ir]format[on ip Ar[]erican society, jseheks Eo )

ALAY YR YIAYyuUulAYy Alda QGASHGSNREQ AYUSNBAUOD w I

them incontext, it reports specific events and personal situations, and the more vivid,
the better (2000, pp.791).

In a study of media framing effects on the gun control debate in the United States, Callaghan and
Schnell found that the news media favor&lf SYSy ia 2F GKS RSoFGS 6KAOK
ONKRGSNRLE 2F RNIYIFE O2yFftA0ls yR 322R QA adz f aé ¢
group input did not seem to affect media fram&smany casepublic opinion of an issue was found

to correlate with the way the issue was frameBurthermore, media coverage doaest rely sogly
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on existing framespews outlets sometimes create their oWliNJI YS& Ay 2NRSNJ 2 Ay
interest in an issue Callaghan and Schnell found thaih the above casethe media
adisproportionately favored one side over the other, they disproportionatelyopuied or pushed

oneframe¢¥W/ NAYS YR (KS ¢F@Ni gz85 N2 B Kir2TFS¢@FSQff ySgga

It is important to note thatthe media are particularly susceptible to the influence of frames
promoted by other actors. Issue framage not static constructsthe framing processs dynamic
and evolutionary andframes may shift as the soetwltural context in which they are caoinscted
changes, or as the salienof a particular frame wanes. External actors often attempt to use the
media to convey their preferred frames to the public. Political elites in particular are often able to
take advantage of their positions of authgrito transmit particular frames through media outlets,
leading to charges of media bias. According to Pan and Kosicki:
X L2 ¢ Aij)\c}l- t +OG2NxR a1 S¢ UKS Ftz2g 27 AYF2NYLE G A
U206 NR UKSAN | Rl yul 3SP oS gdda AWSR ARAXAYRARNS A2FSU SYY.
not are found to be collaborating with the ruling elite in weaving this discursive order
(2001, p. 36).
¢CKAA& adlraSYSyd RATFSNBR FTNRBRY /FfflF3aKlIy FyR {OKyS
control, but it has beersupported in a number of other studies of media framing. For example,
ZavetoskietaQa wHnnn addzRe 2F GKS ' { 9YOBANRBYYSydGlf t NEB
citizens in Woburn, Massachusetts, who discovered high levels of toxic pollutaiit&i8 A NJ (2 6y Q3
water supply, found that the media adopted the frames promulgated by EPA officials. While these
studies appear to contradict each other, it seems that the findings of both may actually support the
argument that media outlets strategically gt those frames which are most salient and will attract
the largest audience. Gun control is a relatively accessible issue; technical knowledge is not required

to understand or formulate an opinion on the subject. In the case of the polluted waterissppl

however, technical knowledge is critical to understanding the risks posed by the chemicals.
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Therefore, while public opinion on gun control might be strongly held and less susceptible to the
influence of policymakers and other elites, the public vess lable to formulate opinions on the risks

posed by polluted water supplies without the intervention and interpretation of the experts
employed by the EPA. Ultimately, however, media outlets themselves may be unable to distance
themselves from the frame¢JIN2E Y2 1SR o6& 20KSNJ I OG2N&E® I O0O2 NRA
journalistic framing of issues and events does not develop in a political vacuum; it is shaped by the
frames sponsored by multiple social actors, including politicians, organizations, ana SsoOCi
Y2@BSYSYyGadé oOownnnz LI H McSHWhin atdnpiex hetwsrR & Eompelnyd Y A y 3

interests and demands.

Media outletscan be particularly influential source$ framing, as they often reach wider audiences

than any other actor. They bocreate new frames and endorse frames promoted by other actors.

They are directly involved in the fundamental work of framing, which is to define and construct
meaning for events and issues. Furthermore, by deciding how much coverage to give particular
issues, the media can significantly affect the salience of issues. Thus, the media play a very
AYLRNIFYG NRES Ay aSiddAay3da GKS LMWzt AO | ASYyRFEE 0o
the credibility attributed to media sources can influentteeir ability to frame issues. Sources
perceived to be highly credible have the potential to play a significant role in establishing the
parameters for public discourse about policy issues, and in affecting the salience of issues by

determining whichar@ y S¢ a8 6 2 NI K& ¢

2.3.3 Collective action mvements

As highlighted in the above discussionterest groupause strategic issue framing tactics to influence
public opinion and policymaking on various issuesA Y il YR WwWSRR | NBdzS GKI

56



attempt at political manipulation, occurs when an actor targets a decision maker and attempts to
AYyFEdzSyOS FdGAGdZRSa YR 0SKI@A2NE O6HnnoX LI mdn
attempt by leaders and other influential actors to insert intoetipolicy debate (or into group
deliberation), organizing themes that will affect how the targets themselves as well as the public and
20KSNJ | OG2NBR o0Sod3Ids YSRAI O LIS NaeSwightSquektigh the & & dzS ¢
appropriateness ofi KS (0 &NXJ2 &$F dzf ¢ G2 RAAGA yupdaiddogdovinS i 6 SSy
directions of framing, as both types of framing involve purposive action intended to influence
individual decisiommaking, it is important to note that framing used by political actors at glbints

within the political sphere to influencactors with varying degrees of political power.

Issue framing has been studied extensively as a tool of social movement entrepreneurs and others

who wish to spark or sustain collective action movemematsd the definition of collective action

framing closely follows the definition of issue framing. According to Noakes and Johimdtod, A G &
most basic, a frame identifies a problem that is social or political in nature, the parties responsible
forcausingthdINR 6 f SYZX |yR | &2fdziA2yé O6Hnnp Shiwvwvandd ¢ KA
Benford, whoargue thatissue frameshave three fundamental tasksdiagnosis, prognosis, and

motivation (Snow and Benford 2002).Diagnostic framingis intended to develp a new
interpretation and definition of an issue based on an understanding of the problem that is shared
betweenthose affected and thactorsattempting to use issue framing to characterize the problem

In this stage of framing, causality and blame dquroblem are attributed to someone or something

specific. In the second stag&ognostic framinga solution to the problem is suggested, and in the

third stage, motivational framing the frame initiator urges people to join a collective action
movement to bring about change. In this last stage new reasons for action are often proposed, as
GGKS LINPOofSY RSTAYSR Ay (KS RAIF3Iy2ara lefe GKS &
3SG LS2LX S G2 | Odé 0 b 2| HoBeder, fayidR dowmdtKlyays émphasize n p = L

SIOK 2F G(KSasS GKNBS aidl3asSao Ly FIOG= I NBdZS b2l
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media and the state interpret situations in ways that aresyimchrony with the status quo, thus
working to discourage collekt@ S | D055 B¥A). Thierefore,collective action frames can be
categorized as a subcategory of issue framing. While all issue framing may involve diagnostic and
prognostic stagegollective action frames are defined by the purposive use of motivational framing

to persuade people not just teupport a particular poligybut to join a collective action movement

to bring about change.

2.3.4 Epistemic Communities

The actors discussédd this sectiong political elites, the media, and collective action movements
constitute the three grops which have beeresearched most extensively with regard to their use o
strategicissueframing. However, his thesis argues that a fourth groop actors scientistsare also
central participants in the policymaking process, and that their role in decisiaking is crucial in
shaping the choices and policies that aléimately evaluated and discussed by the political elites,
interest groups, ad the media. As mentioned inthe introduction to this chapter, scientists are
uniquely positioned within the decisioimaking procesgo influence policymaking, and amso
afforded a level of credibility that other groups of actors must often work hatdezarn. These
factorsmake them a particularly interesting group a€torsin global policymaking.The epistemic
communities approach offers a means of aggregating and analyzing the preferences of s@adtists
other actors with relevant technical eggisein a way that distinguishes thespecialistdrom other
participants in the policymaking process. This approach suggests that, unlike other stakeltiodders,
preferences obcientistsand technical experts (in the context of POPRC, technical isxper those
with a level of scientific expertise that enables them to interpret and engage with tatawill be
discussed in detail in Chaptey &e derived from their technical expertis&hich informsboth their
understanding of a problem and its ggible solutionsThe next chapter will delineatide epistemic

communities approachdiscuss thecomposition of such groups in theory and in the context of the
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Stockholm Conventiorgddress the criticisms of this approach as a means for analyzing the role of

scientists in policymaking, and explainrggevance for this research.

2.4 Conclusion

The foregoing discussion is an attempt to pull together the diverse conceptions and theoretical
understandings oframing. Endeavors to define frames and framing are complicated by the wide

range of applications of the concept academic researctas well as the fundamentally different

cognitive processes undenhg issue and equivalency framin@hese cognitive processes should not

be ignored, as the conscious/subconscious dichotomy between the kiwds of framinghas

important implications for individal and collective decisiemaking. While studies of equivalency

framing have produced resulthat are difficult to replicateoutside a strictly controlled laboratory
SYGANRBYYSyGzZ SOARSYOS KI a -makifyidhlbd Heavilyfo&nced byA Yy RA O A |
their perception of risk. This finding suggests that equivaldraming effects could play rale in

the packaging of policy issues; frame initiators seeking a patipolicy outcome majgrame policy

issues in waythat appeal to individu 8 Q LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F NR&]l YR GKSA
losses. This is particularly relevant to the study of POPs, which are considered for regulation

precisely because of the risk they pose to both lmnhealth and the environment.

In the @ntext of this research, however, equivalency framing is subsidiary to issue framing
strategies, agational OG 2 NAR &aSS1Ay3a G2 OF LA G KndaydSlibeately LIS 2 LI S
emphasize these aspects of the issue as they try to build suppothéar own policy preferences.

Such heresthetical tactics may be particularly effective in environmental policymaking, as the

uncertainty and complexity associated with many contemporary environmental issues provides
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scope for multiple interpretations ad problem. Given the substantial socioeconomic consequences
of particular actions, sciendeased decisiommaking processes are likely to be more politicized than
is generally acknowledged. First, as the next chapter will explain, scientists may hawe poli
preferences derived from their unique technical exjmet Second, stakeholders such as interest
groups, political elites, and others may seek to support their policy preferences using issue framing
in each stage of the decisianaking process. Furthmore, framing may be particularly effective in
discussions among elite actors, eperts are likely to be responsive to framing by other experts
While studies of framing have previously focused ondog/n and bottomup uses of framing, this
thesis wil analyze the way experts use issue framing to win the support of other experts for their
policy preferences in the context of live policy discussidfigally, as the next chapter will explain in
more detail, scientists participating in the policymakipgpcess may engage the two types of
framing, actingin their roles eitherasdisinterestedinterpretersof reality or as politically motivated
actors with clear policy preferencesThe epistemic communities approach provides aalytical
means of reconciling this duality in the role of scientists working in the policy process;ltbusext
chapter willevaluate thisapproach toidentifying and analyzing the motives and roles of scientists in

the policymaking process.

The overarchingoal of thisthesis iso explore the influence of strategic issue framing, as utilized by
scientists on decisiommaking under the terms of the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic
Pollutants. The next sections will: i) address the relationshipvden strategic issue framing and
agendasetting, ii) identify the members of the epistemic communities associated with the
Stockholm Convention, and iii) delineate the specific frames used to structure the debate over global

POPs regulation.
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Chapter 3: Epistemic Communities

As discussed in the previous chaptm,epistemic communities approlds a natural foundation for
analysis of the wag/scientists participating in the work of the Stockholm Conventise issue
framing tactics to influence debates over global chemical regulation. This policy domain is
characterized by high levels of uncertainty and technical complexity, traits \ihiite the extensive
involvement of scientistand technical experts both risk analyis and policy formulation. Because
scientific expertise isequiredin multiple stages 6 POPgolicymaking, thalivision between science

and policy idecoming increasingly blurredAs scientistengagein designing policy responses to the
hazards created by the use of persistent organic pollutaarg,particularly those substances which

are still widely produced and used O A S yoledage @wdlgingrom those ofdisinterested technical
advisors toadvocates for particular courses of political action. Assessing the risks posed by
chemicals is an inherently subjective process, due to the difficulty of predicting the impact of
substancesg/ears or even decades into the future. Furthermore, sciemifearch is often funded

by parties with political interests, including corporations, mofit advocacy groups, and even
I2PSNYyYSyiao ¢CKS NBfFriA2yaKALl 0Si6SSy | TdzyRAY
highly political, as researchers puestunding for their work and organizations use the findings of
their studies to promote their noscholarly agendas.Further @mplicating matters are natural
divisions among scientists working in different disciplines, who may come to diverse and
contradictory conclusions about the same phenomenon. Arguably, each of these factors could
contribute to the development or reinforcement of epistemic communities, msthe context of
chemicasrelated policymaking the ties that bind such communities would be derived from

& OA S yrasdagchl and professional alyses of complex problems posed by chemical pollution

This chapter will explore each of these possibilifogs 1) considering the features of epistemic



communitiesand the distinctive ways in whiclthese groupsmay influencepolicy discourse?)
evaluatng the strengths and weaknesses af epistemic communities approachwith particular
attention to the approach as conceived by Peter H&dooking at the links between epistemic
communities and plicy networks;and 4) exploringthe possibilities for the existence of epistemic
communities working in association withthe Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic
Pollutants. Overall, this chapterargues thatan epistemic communitiesapproachis usetl for
analyzing the role of scientists working within the Stockholm Convention decising process,

and should, therefore, be integrateti¢ theoretical framework adopted by thiesearch

'y SLRAaAGSYAO O2YYdbaded BetwdrkiofadJSOA V2 a8 8BREAS s A UK aGaKk
causeandS FFSOU NBf I GA2yas @GrtARAGE G(GSadaz FyR dzyRSI
Theoretically, in their role as socialgcognized, credible experts capable of analyzing technically

complex informé A 2y > SLIAAGSYAO O2YYdzyAGASa IINB Ay | L%
perceptions of the world, its problems, and the range of feasible or positive solutions to policy
problems. However, research on epistemic communities has been laden with battetival and

practical obstacles which have led many scholars to question the value of the concept. Gaining
access to these communities, and thereby finding empirical evidence of coordinated political action
among scientists, is a significant practicablidnge. The lack of hard evidence of politically

motivated cooperation among scientists has led some scholars to doubt the existence of epistemic
communities (Harrison ahBryner 2004). Other scholars hagaestioned the degree to which

scientists can féectively manipulate information, particularly in policy domains in which multiple
stakeholders are pursuing disparate outcomes (Dimitrov 2006). On the surface, both of these
criticisms seem to highlight serious, and perhaps even fatal, flaws in theempiscommunities

approach. However, observations of environmental policymaking have indicated that scientists

not only as suppliers of technical information about a particular issue, but they also engage in risk

assessment, act as polieglvisos, ard represent the political interests of private actpisuch as
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corporations ancenvironmental and pubti hedth advocacy groupsAs the ties between scientists
and these more traditional political actors become stronger, it is important to consider teateo

which the knowledgéased opinions and policy preferences of scientists could become increasingly
interwoven with their work to analyze various environmental probleribe epistemic communities
approach facilitates analysis of the way that scieiscesed by those actors with asymmetric control

of technical information¢ scientists and technical expertswho are working at the interface of
science and policymaking. While scholars have leveled some important criticisms of the approach,
including hose noted above, the strength of the approach is thaadknowledges the unique
positioning of scienists and technical experts within the policymaking proceds order to
operationalize the approach within this research, this chapter will set ouefiistemic communities
approach, as initially delineated by Haas, and wiplore the key critigues and extensiookthe

approach put forward by a range of scholars.

Criticalto this analysis is precise explicationtbé composition of epistemic communitied. | | a Q
demarcation of who can belong to an epistemic community is broad; he refers to members of
epistemic communitieasd LISOA Il & x &G méppdr 6 = LIO My T0 2NJ GLINR FSa:
While some schalrs have defined epistemic communitiesassisting okcientists (Dimitrov 2006),

others take a broader view, and argue that epistemic communities include both scientists and non
scientists with the technical expertise to interpret scientific data foliqgymaking €.g., Litfin 1994

Bernstein 2002; Dunlop 20D9 This definitional issue is directly relevant to this research, as the

work of POPRC is conducted by individuals with varying levels of scientific expertise and with a range

of scientific credenals.

Therole of epistemic communities as interpreters of technical informati@meir responsibilityto
advise policymakers, their positioning in the first stageshefpolicymaking processs well aghe

internal consensughat underlies their workplaces these groups in a unique position to influence
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policy discourse! OO2 NRAYy A (2 5dzyf 2L &/ 2y iNREf 20SN) 1KS L
enables epistemic communities to articulate cause and effect relationships afrdme issues for

02t t SOGAGS RSo6FGS FyR SELRNI K Gpisknidad@rinudies LINE 2 S
bridge the constructivistationalist divide in a way that other participants in the policymaking

process do not. As they produce policselevant data and risk assessments for policymakers
members of epistemic communitidgave the opportunity to strategicallframe this information in

ways that support their policy preferences.Thus, he epistemic communities approach offers a
theoreticaly unique model of networking among likeinded groups of scientistsand technical

experts and highlights characteristighat distinguish these groups of scientisésxd technical

expertsfrom all other actors in the political sphere. Recognition of these differences in expertise,
position and motivation is vital to a precise analysis of political discourse and its implications for

policymaking.

3.1 TheEpistemic Communities gproach

The concept of epistemic communities was introduced to the social sciences in 1972 by John Ruggie,

who suggested that such communities are composed of interconnected actors playing roles built
around a particulaepisteme or disinterested, objectivéield of knowledge which is valued for its

own sake (as opposed ttechne or practical knowledge which is valued for its usefulness in

I OKASGOAY A FAdNIKSNI FAYaLd I O02NRAY3 (G2 wdzaA3aASs
GKSANI YSYOSNER ORFaWNMNDOIIAZ2Y 2F NBF{AGEE OMPTHI i
1992 special issue dihternational Organizationdedicated to exploring the role of epistemic
O2YYdzyAlASa Ay 3Ft2olf LREAOCEBYI1AYy3S toBiawhed | | & ¢
has become the defining explication of the approach. According to idalasy SLIA AGSYA O 0O2Y

is a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain and
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an authoritative claim to polieyelevant knowl® 1S A GKAY GKI G R2YLl Ay 2NJ A3
p. 3). These networks of experts are called upon to advise decisi@kers working in conditions of

uncertainty, and can perforreeveral functions. As interpreters of technical knowledge and advisors

to policymakers, epistemic communities: 1Jelucidate the causendeffect relationships and

LINE GARS | ROAOS | o02dzi GKS tA1Steé& NBadzZ da 2F I N
among issues and the possible consequences of failure to act orirfiplamenting a given policy; 3)

help gates to define their selinterests, or the interests of a stgiate faction; and 4help to devise

policies (Haas 1992a).

Epistemic communities may include experts from a variety of disciplines and professional
backgrounds. According to Hadke keyA a GKF G YSYO6SNB 2F SLIAAaAaGSYAO
adzFFAOASYyGte aaNRry3a OfFAY G2 | o02Reé 2F (y2¢t SR3.
means that an epistemic community may include both natural scientists and other experts with the
technical expertise to understand, interpret, and use relevant data. The importance of this
characteristic is illustrated by the diverse backgrounds, areas of expertise, and educations of those
individuals who participate in the work of POPRC (both member®bservers, as members of both

2F GKS&AS OFrdS3I2NRASa IINB AYyGAYIGSte AyQwhi®@SR Ay
Haas conceived of these groups as naturallglving networks of experts with a shared normative

agenda, Dunlop notes that expegroups, the members of whom may be carefully selected by
decisionmakers, may also constitute epistemic communitie¥his suggests that an epistemic
community (or, possibly, more than one community) could have naturally arisen within the context

of POPR, or that the committee itself could constitute an epistemic community. Thessibilities

will be explored below.

3.1.1 Distinquishing features of epistemic communities
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Epistemic communities can be distinguished from other groups of experts bylawacteristics: i)

G aKIFINBR aSd 2F y2NXNIGAGS YR LINAYOALX SR 0StAS
Ol dza I £ wiiich &réb&ddodi K S O 2 Y ¥rdtysiks Gf praciicesr eventswhich have led to

a particular problem or set® LINRPO6f SYas AAAUO & adahidRat gachii A 2 y &
communityhasd A Y G SNy It £ & RSTAYSR ONRGSNARLF F2N 6SAITKAY 3
GKSANI SELISNIAA&ASZE YR AQGO | a02YY2y LRftede SyiiSs
with a set of problems to which their professional competence is directed, presumably out of the
O2y@AOQUGAR2Y GKIFG KdzYly ¢St ¥ NBE 6 A fafp. 3pIBpoSayith, | y OSR |
when faced with a flaw in their logic, epistemic commigs will withdraw from the policy process

to reconsider their data and refine their analysis of a problgtaas1992). This assumption about

the nature of epistemic communities plays a crucial role in differentiating these networkgpefts

from interest groups, as it indicates that the policy preferences of an epistemic community are
derived from its researchased underst Y RAy 3 2F | LINP o f Sivit€eést gomypR S NI @ A y
in contrast, frequently use science to support their qolgtermined political goals. In other words,

gKAES RFEGF FTNB 2FGSy &aSO2yRINRE (2 G4KS F3ISyRI 27
preferences are based on and will change with its understanding oktigence The primacy

which epistemic commmities afford to scientific research and analysis is unique to these particular

groups, and distinguishes them from other politicattptivated actors.

2 KAES 1 IFa O2yOSAOSR 2F SLAA&GSYwdgulaing ¥helagsioti A Sa |
exlJSNI a ¢ 05 dzy f 206), subsegoent relsdlaith hassidentified the possibility that expert

groups, like POPRC, could also be categorized as epistemic communities (Verdun 1999, Dunlop
2010). Verdun argues that expert communities may constitute epigt communities because they

are knowledged 8 SR 3INRdzLJa GKI G asSS|1T G2 | OKAS@S 321 fta o

Ol dzal f o0StASTAaADPE -sdeddin the MBydraldHads Rdvisioyiedl, (but thé&yfare

defined by the same characteriss$ that distinguish epistemic communities from other actors in the
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0f dzZSLINAY G F2NJ GKS SO2y2YAO FyR Y2y Sl NEefuligy A 2y A\
selected so that they were seen to be authoritative and credible actors both in the domestic and in

GKS 9dzNRPLISFY FNBYyl 6+SNRdzy MdpppsE LIP oHMO D 2 KAt
did constitute an epistemic community, exhibiting @fllthe characteristics defined by Haas (1992),

analysis of POPRC does not support a similar conclusion. Rather, POPRC more closely resembles
YHLIAGSAYyQa wmopdpH addG§dzRe 2F OSYidNIt oFy1SNB Ay (KSE
Kapstein writesi KI &G a4 KS OSYidNIf oFy{SNaR Ay@2f SR Ay (K
GSNBE GGSYLWGAYy3 (2 &SNS &aSOSNIf O2yFftAO0GAYy3d Ll
cited in Verdun 1999, p. 315). As subsequent analysis will demonstratestditésnent is also

applicable to the members of POPRC.

3.1.2 How epistemic communities shape policy discourse

Like Ruggie, Haas bases his definition of epistemic communities on the constructivist assumption
that human understanding of edity is subjedve and contextualized With their expertisebased
claims to authoritative knowledge, epistemic communitiesprovide credible interpretations of
G 0 Nzl K ¢ nfatiers @MeiNBerd digpistemic communitiesnterpret scientificresearch, assess
data in the context of a given issue or problem, and translate this information into advateis
used by individuals without technical expertise (elected officials, bureaucrats, etc.) to formulate
public policy. As they work at the interface of science apdlicymaking to assegmlicy-relevant
data andevaluaterisks, members of epistemic communitidsave the opportunity to strategically
frameinformation in wathat support their policy preferencesAccording to Haas

interrelation with other processes, and the likely consequences of actions that
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recluire,appAIication of §cienti1‘jc or technical expertise. the ipformation js thus L
YSAUKSNI FdzSaasSa y@oddctoNiungas intétpraiations ofhsociah & 0 KS
and physical phenomena (1992, p. 4).
Interpretation of the physical world is a fundamental aspect of scientific research, one whicle can b
distinguished from rationalistic presentation of knowledge for {merposes of supporting policy
goalsb G{ OASYUGAFAO AYyTF2NNIGA2Y Aad y24 Fy 202SO0O0A(
d20A1f LINPOS&daasSa Fy2y3 aoOASyidraadta yR 20KSNJ a2z
primary function of science nsti be distinguished from deliberate strategic framing of information
by scientists seeking to endorse particular policy goals. However, this responsibility for defining and
constructing our understanding of natural events provides scientists with the roypity to
construct a narrative of an evettiat emphasizes those aspects of reality thhey judge to be most

important or relevant to policymaking.

Andreas Antoniade@003)contends that epistemic communities can influence the policy process in

two distinctstages of knowledge productiohg refers totheseasthe cognitive and practical levels.

At the cognitive level, epistemic communities use their soci@tpgnized expertise to contribute to

0KS O2yaiNHOGAZ2NVOPRET a@BDAAKT NBH OREA® £¢a20A 1t  ad Nz
2003, p. 29). This ability t@ffect our understanding of the world exceeds the scope of strategic
manipulation of individual decisiemaking processesAccording tothe constructivistperspective,

humans cannot comprehendbjective reality,and must respond to the worldhrough socially

constructed frameworks. Epistemic communities interpret and disseminate information in order to

create a collective understanding of reality; they sBapd 1 KS {1y 2¢f SR3IAS I yR ARSI

d20A1f adNHzOGdzZNBaé¢ o! yiz2yAlFrRSE HnnoX LI HPOD

Understanding this role of epistemic communities in structuring the policy process is central to

analysis of their use of strategic framing, as it clarisiesh g8 dzLpasidons in the political sphere
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to make sense of reality. At this level, epistemic communities do not seek to manipulate the
policymakingprocess in order to promote a particular political agenddames/ f A y 3 SNX I & S NI
RAAGAYOGA2Y 0SG6SSY GKSNBadKSiAaOa |yR KIFLWISyaidl
differences between the cognitive and practical levels of epistemic community influencie

cognitive level, at least, influence is a product of circumstance, or happenstance, rather than a

herestheticalor manipulativeattempt to bring about a particular outcom€lingermayer 2004)

At the practical levedf knowledge productionthe roles, and potentially th@bjectives of epistemic

communities are quite differen At this level, argues Antoniades, epistemic communities seek to
influence the policy process and individual decismgking. Through their authority to define social

rek t AG8Y SLAAGSYAO O2YYdzyAGASa OFy aAyTFtdzSyOoS ik
LN OS&aa Aa SYOSRRSRé oOowuHnno LI onvo ¢KAA AYyTf dzS
of: i) the policy process, ii) the roles to be played by variactors, iii) the definition of a problem,

and iv) ¢ 01 KS g1 & Ay 6KAOK GKS Ll&aairofSkAYLRaaArofts
conceptualizedand thus the way in which actoc®nceptualized (0 NHzO G dzNJ £ O2y ad NI Ay
2003, p. 31). Bpistemic ommunities can also be directly involved in policymaking. According to
I'FF&ax 1S@ NBf Sa Ay Oandzatét réatidighips@iizbrpigxpyoElems, Kefpind I dza S
states identify their interests, framing the issues for collective debate, pragospecific policies,

YR ARSYGAFe@AYy3I &l f A Syilp 2LI8thaggicassu Rahingy/bslahgsitoithisi A 2 y €
level of epistemic community influence, as it is a tool by which actorseengage irheresthetical

construction of issues. In lmer words, at the practical level of knowledge production, rational
individuals with expertise ia particulararea can strategically frame issueswaysthat favor their

policy preferences.At this stage of knowledge production, epistemic communities can use their

unique expertise and position in the policy process to structure the world so they can win.
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The potential for epistemic community involvement andlugince in policymakingncressesa A Y
O2yRAGAZ2Ya 2F O2YLX SEAGex dzy OSNIFAydGé |yR ONRA
technically dense a policy problem becomes, there scope scientists havéo influence

policymaking Uncertainty has increasingly become a feature ofrimd&onal policymaking, due to i)

0§KS aiSOKY A @iowingnyumhedeNiBsaes WhieiRmust be addressed on a global, rather

than national, scale, ii) the increasing number of actors involved in global politics and the degree to

which their interests2 GSNI I LI YR AAA0 aiGKS SELIyarzy 27F
FRYAYA&GNT GA BF pald)l ThErble af $cientisis paliogmakings likely toexpand as
environmentalissues become evemore complex andequire global coordination foresolution.

The need forsupranationalcooperation to stem the spread of transboundary chemical pollutants

like those targeted by the Stockholm Convention exemplifiés kind of policy problem, which is

frequently characterized by seemingly intractaldonflicts among a range of partie$vhile studies

of the importance of science in policymaking have shown mixed results (Andresen et al. 2000;
Harrison and Bryner 2004; Dimitrov 2006), the level of policy work being done by scientists working

to reviewchemicals for regulation under the Stockholm Convention is arguedsiyhigh ¢ at least

high enough to warrant closer examination of the influence of scientists on policymaking.

Theinvolvementof epistemic communities in global policymaking is particulartfiguing because

of the credibility and influence afforded to these groupassets which are often withheld from
other stakeholders(e.g., collective action movements, business and pditianterests, etc.).
However, sme scholars have suggested that the importance of epistemic communities has been
overemphasized in relation tthat of other participantsin the decisioamaking process (Toke 1999
Harrison and Bryner 2004; Dimitrov 2Q00®thers haveargued that the approachcorrectlyasserts

that the ideas of epistemic communities will always trump those promoted by-emstemic
competitors (which lack the same level of authority and credibility) (Bernstein 200ki)sthesis

does notseek to advance an argument that epistemic communities are more important than other
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actors in bringing about particular policy outcomes; nor does it suggest that epistemic communities
will invariably achieve success in their attempts to define (and therset the agenda for
management of) an issue. As Dunlop has indicated, epistemic communities seeking to promote a
particular agenda may have to build coalitions with other groups, bargain over policy goals, etc.
(2000). Their unique expertise does nougrantee that they will invariably achieve their goals.
However, @istemic communities may have a unique advantage over other actors in a policy domain
in that they are able to construct the way assile is perceived scientifically, and they can establish
such frames early in the policy proceds. other words, scientists and technical expertay define

issues and the range of policy responses recognized as approphaseshaping the way an issue is
perceived and understood by policymakers and the ljmubSubsequent framing efforts by nen
experts participating later in the policymaking proceg have to counter the established framing

of the issue. This advantage could give scientiststechnical experta significant level oinfluence

over the policymaking process which is both unacknowledged and perhaps unrecognized by other

participants.

3.2 Criticisms of thebEpistemic Communities Approach

Theoretically, in their role as socialgcognized, credible experts capablé analyzing technically

complex informationmembers of epistemic communities are in a powerful position to influence
20KSNI FOlG2NBRQ LISNDSLIGAz2ya 2F (GKS ¢2NXI R Ad&a LN
solutions to policy problemsArguably, hd S@SNE | I I aQ O2y OSLIiA2Yy 27F (K
skeletal, and must be fleshed out via application to particular policy contexts. As Dunlop notes,
GXGKS TNl YS@2Nl Qa AyloAfade G2 Sy3ar3as sgadk GKS N
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Research on epistemic communities has met with both theoretical and practical obstacles that have

led some scholars to question the value of the approadhe key criticisms are addressed below.

First, vhile Haas arguedi KI i SLIAAGSYAO O2YYdzyAtASa KIF@ZS aNJ
authoritative claim to policgNB f S @I y i h pagiculr $siud &e&aheXoes not specify how
multiple epistemiccommunities working within the same policy domain relate to one another
(1992a, p. 3) Nor does he explain how epistemic community influence may be affected by
institutional variables, such as the structure of command in decisiaking and the potential
involvement of competing interests (Bernstein 2001). In an attempt to pinpoint the role of
epistemic communities in a policymaking domain, Bernstein provides a summary which clarifies
gKFG KS 0StAS@Sa G2 6S GKS dzyaidl GSR lFaadzYLliAz2ya
§tated fqrmally, an episterpic communities gxplanatianassertvs th@t scientific )
Oz2yasSyadza ¢AUKAY |y SLAAaUSYAO O2YYdzyAueéez alL
claims to f:xerciseAaQ authoAritativeAknowledge and motivated by shared causal and
LINA Yy OA LX @GlRas 5982a:A1p and ils promotion of norms derived from that
consensual knowledge, leads to the adoption of its ideas over others as guides to
appropriate behavior (Bernstein 2001, p. 125).
The notion that an epistemic community invariably manages tal#dish its preferred framing of an
issue without competition from other interests is implausible, given that these groups must operate
in a field populated by other actors with strong interests and varying levels of power and influence.
As shown by seval studies of issue framing, multiple groups may compete for dominance in
framing a particular policproblem and an establishetsue framemay be successfully countered
by an alternative frame (Druckman 2001; Pan and Kosicki 2001; Mintz and Redd 2008).
unreasonable to suggest that one particular group can always succeed at framing an issue without

regard for other variables which may change the context in which policy is being analyzed. Scientific

advances, unexpected events in the natural woddyelopments or shifts in the social, political or
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economic spheres, or other changes to the policy context may have a significant impact on the
salience of an issue, its relative importance in comparison with other concalli@cesamong
decisionmakes, etc. Furthermore, political interests may outweigh the policy goals promoted by
scientists, regardless of the availability of evidence. Epistemic communities of scientists may have a
competitive edge in shaping technical information before it isspdsalong to policymakers, but this

early advantage in framing a particular policy problem is almost certain to be challenged in later
aidlr3sSa 2F (GKS LRtAOGEYI1Ay3d LINRBOSaaod a4 5AYAGNR
intervenes betweenknowledge and action, and the transition from information to interest
F2NXYIFGA2Y Aa aAKFILISR o0é& @lFfdzSazr LR6SNI YR Ayadgad
that while a likeminded community of scientists with a shared normative agenda eraage in

strategic issue framing, its preferences may not prevail against those of other powerful atiors

attempt to promote their own preferences later in the policymaking process

In the case of the Stockholm Convention, many influential actans fa variety of political, social

and economic backgrounds are engaged in the decisiaking process. Science is not guaranteed

to have the final word, especially given that the issue of transboundary chemical pollution is
characterized by high levels aficertainty about actual risks to humans and the ecosysténtases

which are subject to rapid change or in which conclusive evidence is lacking, other actors are likely
to exploit knowledge gaps to promote their own agendas (Gough and Shackley ZapBxample,
corporate interest groups participating in the Third Conference of Paf@€d-3) to the Stockholm
Convention (May 2007)such as CropLife Internationagpeatedly called upon the POPs Review
Committee (POPRC) to require Parties nominatingnicals for inclusion in the Convention to
provide more evidene that substances are subject tongrange environmental transportLRET)
These actors argued that Parties nominating chemicals were presenting only part of the evidence
necessary to meethe screeningcriteria established by the Convention, and that by accepting this

limited evidence, POPRC was exercising subjective judgments biased in favor of precaution and
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therefore, wasexceeding its authority. These representatives suggestedsiiiagtancesvhich fail

G2 YSSG Fff 2F GKS NBIddZANBYSyia 6SNB gladAay3a (K
FGGSydAaz2y TNRBY (GK2a8 OKSYAOrta gKAOK LRAaS Iy ald
(Stockholm Convention CE® POPRC &idEvent, 2 May 2007). A representative of the
environmental and human health advocacy coalition International POPs Elimination Network (IPEN)
contested these calls for more stringent information requirements, saying that the representatives

were not attenpting to uphold the requirements of the Conventias the CropLife representatives
claimed,but were actuallytrying to make it more difficult to add chemicals to the Convention. In

this case, it could be argued that both groups were attempting to ugps gascientific knowledge to

their own advantage; industry, by suggesting that chemicals shanlidbe considered when there is

no uncertainty associated with the substanaed the environmental/human health interest groups

by pushing for a more precaonhary approach to regulation.

Furthermore, as Bernstein has noted, in a global society increasingly defined by a liberal
environmentalist ethic which promotes markbased mechanisms for controlling environmental

problems, economic development often gwails over ecological concerns (2005). Given the

L SGK2NI 2F @GFNAIFoftSa gAGK GKS LRIGSYOGAlLt -G2 F FFE
sighted to suggest that a single group is capable of defining public understanding of aanssue
bNAY3IAYy3I | o2dzi Ada LINSFSNNBR LRfAOe NBalLkRyasSo
making this very point. However, there is no reason to suggest that this approach claims that
epistemic communities are given primacy over all other actora jpolicy network. In fact, the

approach, as defined by Haas (1992), simply ignores the issue.

.SNYyadSAyQa AYGSNLINBGlIGA2y faz2 adza3isSada GKEFEG 2\
issue domain. In a comparison of economists and natscantists, two expert groups with

reasonable claims to knowleddmsed authority in different spheres, he writes:

74



XGNBFGAYy3 020K SljdzZftfte ad SLAAGSYAO O2YYdzyAl

the explanationg that a single community is granted légiacy based on its claim

to authoritative and policyrelevant knowledge in a certain issue area. If more than

one such community exists, the reason for adopting the position advocated by such

a group could not be accounted for simply by looking at itsilpged position

owing to its knowledge claims (2001, p. 125).
The problem with this analysis is the suggestion that one group is given primacy over another on the
basis of a claim to authoritative knowledge over the same issue, when in reality tleetisgpof
scientists and economists exists in two distinct areas. Because each group draws upon a different
bank of knowledge and uses different methodologies to analyze a problem, they will approach the
same policy problem from separafgerspectives Bdh groups could conceivably form legitimate
epistemic communities, complete with authority derived from their ability to analyze complex
technical information that can only be understood by individuals with expertise in the subject.
Presumably, he interests of each group would correspond its individual competency, meaning
that scientists could perceive a particular problem (and potentially, appropriate responses or

solutions) through a scientific lens, while economists would consider an entirelyediffeet of

criteria when determining how an issue shoulduralerstood and analyzed.

Furthermore, it is possible for members of a single profession to divide into two competing
epistemic communities.In the case ofjlobal chemical regulatigrsuch didions are facilitated by

the high level ofuncetainty inherent in thepredictive science required for risk evaluations of
chemicals, theenvironmental and healtteffects of which may not be entirely clear for decades.
Scientists working within the profemnal boundaries of legitimate scientific researahderpinned

by internally agreed norms of practice intended to maintain a high standard of professionalism and
objectivity (e.g., adherence to Mertonian norms, peer review, etc.), may nevertheless arrive at
different conclusions about the nature of a particular probleRarly studies of climate change are a

good example of this kind of conflict within the scientific communiynother example is provided
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by Powell (2007) who explores divisions among scientists working on issuedatesl to
nanotechnology. Powell argeghat scientisteJ2 & A ( A 2 Y S Rn thie desd@ardhNhfd despse

GAYy @2t SR 6A0K (KS RS@St2LIYSyid 2F SYSNHAYy3 ylLy2
engineer3, frame the risks of such technology differently than sciernitia LJ2 42 a¥ 2 ¥y BRI ¥R
(scientists who study public health impacts of nanotechnology, such as toxicologists and
epidemiologist¥ (2007, p. 175).In interviews,upstream scientists emphasized that nanotechnology

Ad y2i aySsré | yR SELNSD madtrst dolvisiiencietidty &gbiddl, | 6 2 d
that nanotecty 2 f 2 38 daA & 0 210yKR 2tf2Rs STYIR H2Spy>R GKI G avyz2ada |
LR GSYyGALFt SY@ANRBYYSYydGlFft FyR KSFfGK NRARowellNBt I GS
notes that previod a G dzZRAS& KIS AYyRAOFGSR GKFG AGaRA&OALI A
YR ¢62NI ROASga OFy FFFSOU &aOAr SyAMSyidara (NI 16 NESND
contingent on their locations relative to the risks under consid@rafi¢ ¢ LIPhesafingingsd

underscore thaénfluenceof disciplinary perspective om¢ way issues ariglentified and analyzely

scientists, and particularly highlight the fact that scientists from different disciplines may attribute

greater or lesser wight to particula forms of evidence based on thailevance toi KS & OA Sy (i A a
own areas of expertiseThe fact that scientists working within the same field can arrive at dissimilar

conclusions about the same issue underscores the point that multipbenpeting epistemic

communities may legitimately exist within a single policy domain.

Interestingly, divisions among scientists may also fall alongd&diplinary lines For example,
toxicologists and epidemiologists both study the effectschémicals on human health, bubhe
methodological approaches utilized within these two fields differ emay lead practitioners to view
the same environmental problem from divergent or opjmgs perspectives. Wereas
epidemiological studies tend to be olysation-based and may involve assessment of the effects of
multiple chemicals on a subject, toxicological studies tend to be labord@ased and usually

consider one chemical at a time (van denrilizet al. 2002).van den Brandt et al. note:
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Epidemiology is the only scientific discipline that directly addresses phenomena of

disease occurrence in the human population with the aim of explaining and

clarifying them as well as advising public health agencies regarding preventive

measures (2002, [390).
¢KAa SELX AOAG A2 ¢ 2F SLARSYA2f238 O2dzt R Ay Tt
practitioners, as it encourages scientists to focus on finding the causes of existing human health
problems (e.g., leukemia clusters). Using a diseasbeasstarting point, epidemiologists attempt
to trace the various factors linked to the condition, in hopes of pinpointing the causal mechanisms.
C2EAO2f 2324042 Ay O2yiNIadGz &aGFNI FNRY G(GKS 2 LI 2
fauna. These scientists attempt to pinpoint the level at which exposure to a chemical causes harm
to humans and the environment. In other words, while epidemiologists use an existing health
problem as the starting point for a research agenda, thus seagdiair the cause of a problem which

has already been manifested in humans (and may be related to any humber of factors), toxicologists

GSYR G2 Fyritels  aAy3ftsS OKSYAOIf{Qa LRAGSYGAl T F2

The work of both toxicologists arpidemiologists is subject to strict controls within their respective
communities, andevidence provided by scientists from both disciplines maychied in risk
assessments used to evaluate the eligibility of chemicals for regulation under the terme of th
Stockholm Convention. Whileoth disciplines include céentists with authoritative claims to
knowledge the informationthey producemay be used to support opposing policy actioBo long

as consensus is achieved among the members of each disciptweyer, each could legitimately

be categorized as an epistemic community. Thus, epistemic communities may coexist without

O2y NI} RAOGAYI (KS TFdzyRFEYSyidrf LINBYA&ES 2F 1FHF&EQ Y

If consensus is not achieved among members of each discipline, howevergtes a group of

toxicologists (for example) who explicitly work together to promote a specific policy agenda could
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not be classified as an epistemic community. In the absence of consensus within a discipline,
scientists will not haventernally unconteted authoritative knowledgend will be unable to present

a unified front to consumers of the knowledge they offer. The power derived from their
authoritative understanding of a problem will be diminished. It is this power that the epistemic
communitiesapproach seeks to pinpoint and analyze; without it, scientists cannot wield the same

level of influencean defining issues, much lessproposing policy responses

PfGAYFGSER@T . SNYadSAyQa AYyGSNLINBGIF GA 2y stict2 Y LINS &
defined boundaries which effectively negate its usefulness as a tool for analyzing the role of
knowledgebased influence and authority in competitive policymaking environments. While his
charges appear to add up to a damning assessment of theoaph, Bernstein bases his analysis on
FaadzyLliAz2ya @KAOK KIF@S yS@SN) 0SSy adladSR Ay 2
O2YYdzyAGAS&a® I F1FaQ 62N)] R2Sa y2i adaA3sS&ad GKIFG
bringing about their prefered policy aitcomes, or even iestablishing the dominant issue frame for

policy discourse (Dunlop 2000). Nor does Haas claim that only one epistemic community may exist

AY ye 3IAGSYy AaadzsS R2YFIAYy® CKSAS | aadzyL¥sAz2ya ||
no evidence to support their credibility. Therefothese assertions do not represent a substantial
challengeli 2 G KS @FfARAGE 2NJ dzaS¥dA ySaa 2F (GKS 02y OSL
for further clarification and testing of the motlehowever, as application of the model to empirical

studies will allow researchers to clarify the actual strengths and weaknessesaytheach

Another important set of criticisms of the epistemic communities approach is presented by Dimitrov
(2006) who suggests that the model suffers from three major shortcomings. First, Dimitrov argues
that the influence of epistemic communities may be no greater than that of interest groups. As
previously discussed, this should not be considered to be a fatalih the approach; arguably, the

very possibility that scientists would cooperate to advance normative policy goals warrants
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Understanding the conditions under vah such groups fail or succeed could provide valuable

insights into the policymaking process and improve our understanding of power, bargaining, and

other important themes in global environmental policy studies. Furthermore, the position of
scientists irthe policymaking process differs from that of traditional interest groups, as scientists act

as interpreters of knowledge for neexperts (policymakers, advocacy groups, consumers, and all

other laypersons with an interest in the subject). This uniqusitigm gives scientists a degree of

authority and influence which is not shared by other actwoskingin the policy domain.

Dimitrov partially addresses this distinction in his second criticisnthef theory of epistemic
communities,in which he arges that while theapproachclaims to be interested in the role of
information/knowledge in environmental policymaking, it actually focuses on the role of scientists as

OGN yaAYAGGSNR 2F GKI G 1y 2baded Ba&hibe epistenuzednititeS Rt & | Y
literature in fact advances an interedtNR dzLJ SELIX | yI GA2y 2F 2dz2id2YS4aX
outcome is not knowledge but the carriers of knowledge whose political power derives from their
ailddza |a SELISNIa&azé KS-31)p Nhsichisismdases Yok undeBnide then nc = |
theory so much as highlight the need for researchers employing the approach to clearly specify the
causal mechanisms under investigation. An analysis of the extent to which epistemic communities

may strategically fram information in order to bring about their preferred policy outcomes
spotlights scientistsiseof information, thereby giving the role of scientists themselves primacy over

the information they may (or may not) deliberately franie support of policy prafrences

However, a core tenet of the epistemic communities approach is that sciedtists NS F SNBEy OS &
derived from their unique understanding ofcomplex technical data and its implications.
Furthermore, the assumption that scientists will withdraw rfrathe policymaking process when

faced with a flaw in their logic is based on tlbservationi KI G (y2¢6f SRIS ol yR

interpretation of data) is of utmost importance to scientists. The epistemic communities approach
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recognkes this attribute of scidific inquiry, which distinguishescientistsfrom all other interest
groups, and also recognizes that in spite of the norm of disinterestedness which is supposed to guide
scientific endeavor, scientists are playing increasingly important roles in aailieyrmpaking. Thus,

the epistemic communities approach is simultaneously interested in the role of

information/knowledge in policymaking and the role of scientists as transmitters of that knowledge.

S5AYAGNR@QA | NBdzYSy G A aiticionh &atceddy Kaker LUitfin $1Rer analysis y ST |
of science, knowledge, and political power in the context of the ozone negotiationghe Ozone
Discourseq1994), Litfin argues that theepistemic communitiesapproach draws an unrealistic
RAGAAA2Y 0SGsSSy a0ASYyOS IyR LREAGAOAZI FYR A& L
0N yaOSyRa LREAGAOAZE |YyR GKFG aly2sf SR3IS A& RA
According to Litfin, it isritical to recognize the interplay between knowledge and interests, and
particularly that actors tend to be more receptive to knowledge that supports their preexisting
preferences or interestsin this way, scientific knowledge andliical power interat non-linearly.

Litfin argues that the epistemic communities approach fails to acknowlddgmteraction between

knowledge and interests, and instead is predicated on the assumption that scientists and technical

experts interpret knavledge which thershapes policy preferences.

[AGFAY FNBdzSa GKIFIG GKS O2yOSLIi 2F aly26ft SR3IS 0N
O2y Ft A0ldzr t RAYSyaizya 27T (20t 188.IKcordingltorLifia, Ay G
1y26t SR3IS odBgMSeNds reddarblibrs byt have the skills needed to understand the

g2N] 2F FOFRSYAO0a FyR 20KSNJ NSaSaShkNOKSa¢ ompdn
FELFANI F2NJ GNI yat I GAay3Ie S deteyant @igles inkighd faMg-itinA 2 vy = @ |
fly3dz 3S | O0Saaniof explarss thatRnowledge YioKerS bick as dnteriédiaries. y
between science and policy. This approach underscores that thetegyical information is

presented ismore important than fact, and tha dza Ay 3 & O0OASyOS (2 Ay FT2N¥Y LJ
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FOGé¢ o6[ A0 T Mthemworps, EitfinLagues thamsiviedge may be used by actors within
the policy process, and highlights the possibility that knowledge may be used to further particular
goals. This concept underscores the argument that knowledge mimtesxist n a vacuum; rather, it

is discursive. c®nce itself cannot explain outcomes in sciebesed policymking; rather, one
must consider the role of discourse shaping the way #t science is both interpreted and

presented as this determines the way issues are understood and may be addressed.

Finally, Dimitrov and other scholars hageesticned the very existence of epistemic communities.
Harrison and Bryneargue that:
Where there is scientific uncertainty, an epistemic community is imputed from the
parallel actions of several scientists who appear to have a common set of values. Such a
community is more virtual than real, with more theoretical value than politicaliénite
(2004, p. 8).
This research project will attempt to address this criticism by testing the assumptions of the
approach in the context of the Stockholm Convention. To show that epistemic communities exist,
documentation ofcoordinatedaction among ke-minded groups of scientists is neededotentially,
evidence of these relationships could be obtained through interviews with scientists and other
political actors, as well as observation of Convention work in which scientists play an important role
(e.g., POPRC meetings). Until such evidence is available for scrutiny, as a result of this and other

studies, the practical value of the epistemic communities approach will remain in doubt.

Both Bernstein and Dimitrov highlight key shortcomings in thistemic communities approach, and
their concerns should be addressed in order to improve our understanding of the role of these
groups in international policymaking. Future research (both in the context this research project and
in the work of others) shad explicitly address these concerns in order to provide an improved

understanding of epistemic communities and their ability to influence public policy. Arguably, rising
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demand for scienckased assessments of risk and proposed policy respaiesesivionmental
issues and the subsequent involvement of scientists in virtually all stages of the policymaking

process have set the stage for the formation of epistemic communities.

3.3 Egstemic Communities and éticy Networks

Crafting effective regulatgr policy to minimize the impact of transboundary chemical pollution
requires extensive reliance upon scientific analyses of present and future risks to both human health
and the environment. As the only experts capable of assessing the technical effestvef
proposed policies reduction or elimination of POPs, scientists are likely to be engaged in virtually
every stage of decisiamaking. Given the multifaceted involvement of scientists in P@Rsed
policymaking, it is necessary to specify the solplayed both by scientists and epistemic
communities within the network of actor&rho work together to determine how these chemicals

should be regulated under the terms of the Convention.

By definition, epistemic communitieseek to pranote political agendaswvhich are grounded itheir

expert analyses of particular phenomendaGiven this interest in applying technical knowledge to
practical courses of action, epistemic communities must interact closely with deos&ars
responsible for developing fioy in a particular field. As the salience of an issue increases, the
number of actors with a stake in the policy outcome will also increase. Thus, epistemic communities
often work in issue space which is crowded with other actors seeking to pethetr own political
agendas. The evolving role of scientists in policymaking (from disinterested sources of technical
information to policy advisors) can be difficult to pinpoint, particularly as scientists become

increasingly willing to associate themselwvah various interest groups. As will be discussed below,
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while scientists maintain a distinctive position within this network of actors, they are not wholly

separate from otheparticipants in the policymaking process

Epistemic communities can betegorized as subgroups within a policy network made up of all of

the actors working within a particular issue aread. LJ2f A 0& ySiGg2N] OFry 0SS F
organizing group that coordinates a growing number of public (decisiakers) and private

(inteNB &G 3ANRdzLJAO | OG2NAR F2NJ 0KS LJzZN1JI2 &S 2F ¥F2 Nydz |
Ff® HnncI LI mMpTyOL® 51 KI y2) tdalogy, Whibh detfRe® halumlardlladNB K |
concept for a range of possible incarnations of a clusterctdrs connected to one another within a

particular issue domain. According to this conceptualization, policy networks can be imagined as a
continuum with two ideal forms on either end. On one side of the continuum are policy
communities tightly-knit groups made up of a strictly controlled humber of members with similar
0StASTA YR AyiSNBadao hy GKS 2LILR2airidsS SyrR 27
issuebased, coalitions that include large numbers of participants with asymmetrasdurce
endowments, irregular access, and who frequently argue not only over policy options but even

@ tdzSaé¢ 65FKFY S Fftd wnncX LIP mMpTdod 9LIAAaGSYA
sub-category of policy communities where the mainres@irc SEOKI y3SR o6& YSYodSNE

(Dahan et al. 2006, p. 1580).

In the context of the Stockholm Convention, these typologies can be modified somewtratte a

more accurate representation dhe actors and their relationships. The entire netwafkgroups
directly involved in Convention activities (those who attend meetings as observers, Parties or invited
experts, or those who contribute written advice which is incorporated into discussions or
negotiations in official Convention activities) cdhge a group which would fall somewhere
between a policy community and an issue network (as most groupg@han et al.2006). In

keeping with the characteristics of a policy community, participatiorStackholmConvention
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activitiesis restricted ipdividuals or groups wishing to attend meetings must obtain permission from

the Secretarigtand participation in certain stages of decisimaking may be limited to Parties to

the Convention or members of particular committ¢esMembership (in an informaense)is also

stableover time; Convention records show largely consistent patterns of participaticarange of

advocacy groups, corporations, industry associations, intergovernmental organizations, and nations
which have been involved in negotiations establish the Conventignas well asn subsequent

I OUAGAGASEAD az2al 2F GKSasS |OG2NBR IINBE Ayg@2f gSR
individuals, acting as representatives of various organizations or coalipanscipate inmultiple

sub-committees and working groups

However, theassortmentof participantsin Stockholm Convention activiti@éso exhibis two of the

key chaacteristics of an issue networlgrst, resource endowments are highly asymmetric. Parties
to the Conventiorinclude both developed and developing natidinem every region of the glohe
and observers/participants range from ngmofit advocacy groupge.g., Armenian Women for
Health and Healthy Environment, International POPs Elimination Network, Healthcareuwith
Harm) to multinational corporations (3M Makhteshim Agan IndustriesBASF and industry
associations (CropLifeinternational, Chlorinated Paraffins Industry Association, European
Semiconductor Industly Second, participantsften have conflicting vales and policy goals, and
alliances may shift as different chemicals are considered for regulation. For ex&®agples to the
Conventionmay support elimination of a chemicahd, therefore, choose tavork closely with an
environmental advocacy groupith similar preferences Furthermorewhile environmental groups
may form coalitions withhuman health advocates imany circumstancestheir positions may
diverge when faced with regulation of a chemical such as DDT (which may pose a risk to human
health and the environment irthe northern hemisphere, but isurrently the only effective method

of malarial vector control irsub-SaharanAfrica). These shifting alliances and competing goals

complicate the relationshipsmong actors, andmay preclude ageement on proposed policies
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Thus, for lack of a more precise typology, the network of actors directly involved in the work of the
Stockholm Convention can be characterized as a policy network, which allows us to recognize that
the network has charactetiss of both a policy community and an issue network. The role of
epistemic communities within this policy netwoik easier to pinpoint, as in many cases the
relationships between scientists and interest groups can be clearly documentadPOPRC
meetings, all of theactors (governmentspublic health advocacy organizations, and environmental
groupy are represented bgcientists according toConvention recordgwww.pops.int), but these
scientists do not form a&ingle,cohesive, likeminded community wh a shared agenda. Rather,
these actors frequently take opposing positions dek assessments ogparticular chemicals,

appropriate policy responses, etc.

When scientists act as representatives of interest groups, corporatmmsational governments
their policy preferencesare often implied and sometimesovert. The authoritative status of
scientistsis a boon foithe actors they are representing, as these entitbas use the credibility and
weight of science to promote their policy agendas. AslOgl ogNAGSaz a{ OASyOS A
process that yields an objective, rational, politically neutral body of knowledge. Decisions consistent
GAUK AO0OASYGATAO 1y26f SRAST GKSNBF2NBZ O2YYIF YR | (
expertisefrequently enlist the help of scientists to increase the power of their arguments, which
fSIRa G2 | &a0SyINx2 Ay 6KAOK &a0OASyOS Aa adzaSR |
FOG2NREE ohT | g wm dtiecapparedthconiradictiond the neyfrality wHich Bas 18r§
been a hallmark of scieng@dndreseret al. 2000) many scientists and academics have called for the
increasing involvement of scientists in public policymaking. As Susskind notes:

Once a problem has been defined, and the scientists have had their say, bargaining

tends to be framed mostly in terms of potential economic losses, possible domestic

political advantages, and apparent attacks on sovereignty. The likely effectiveness

of atreaty in reversing ecological damage, however, is not something that the

politicians are capable of deciding alone. Scientists have far too long been the
missing link in the bargaining process (1994, p. 65).
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In an article addressing the intersectiopttveen science and policy, one epidemiologist argues that
scientists not only have the right to engage in policymaking,that such action is demanded by
ethical guidelines for the profession (Weed and Mink 2002). According to this line of thoug, acti
participation in policymaking allows epidemiologists to pursue practical solutiomlttic health
problems. Such activity is within the remit of this group of scientists, they argue, as:

XO2LI NILAOALI GA2Y R2Sa y20 ktMdjoliey tabkkl & SLIARSY.

should be limited to dispassionate descriptions of study results. It is our

responsibility to actively participate in decisions concerning the application of those

results to the prevention and control of diseases (Weed and Mink 20@8)p
This is just one illustration of the growing connection between scientists and policymaking.
However, if, as the epistemic communities approach emphasizes, scientists differ from traditional
interest groups in that their professional ethics demdathat they withdraw from the policymaking
table when faced with a flaw in their logic, then we can expect scientists who work both
independently and in conjunction with corporations, industry associations, and NGOs to behave
differently from their nonsdentist counterparts. Therefore, even though scientists may have
increasing ties to interest groups, likeinded scientists sharing expertise and knowledge can be

z A

O2yaARSNBR (2 0SS SLA&AGSYAO O02YYdzyAiGASazZ Ay 1 SSLI

Arguably, the epistaic communities approach is one of the most intriguing models for evaluating

GKS NREtS 2F aO0OASyGAada 62Nl Ay3a AY AYOUISNYlFGAZ2YL§
asymmetric possession of knowledge which is valued by policymakers and atioes aorking

within an issue domain. The approach also emphasizes the ways in which epistemic comfunities
motivations and priorities differ from those of other interest groups. While scientists might have
normative policy goals, the unique foundation$ these goals may give rise to behavior among

scientists which is markedly differefitom the behavior of other actors pursuing their interests.
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Theoretically, the epistemic communities approach should allow scholars to develop analytically
precise explaations of the conditions under which scientists are able to exert influence over
policymaking. In the context of the Stockholm Convention, the approach will facilitate close
examination of the influace of scientistsvith the authority to set the agendé#or regulation of new
persistent organic pollutants, anhore specifically the way that theg scientists may compet®

promote their policy goalas they participate in the work of the POPs Review Committee

3.4 Conclusion

The Stockholm Conventigresents an intriguing case fanalysisof the interface between science

and politics. Like many contemporary environmental issues, global transboundary chemical
pollution is a comparatively new, technically complex, and highly uncertain problem tlsais o
significant threat to human health and the environment. Assessment of the risks posed by POPs and
development of appropriate policy responses are both scidmsedendeavourswhich must be
undertaken jointly by policymakers and scientists with tichl expertise in fields such as toxicology

and epidemiology. Sientists are integral to the work of the Stockholm €emtion, and in their

roles as technicahdvisos, theyinterpret scientific knowledgeconverting it tousable information

for policym&ers, and provide sciendsased advice about how policies should be designed to

balance the risks and benefits associated witimtinued use or regulation afach chemical under

NB OA S o CKdAZ Ay O2ydNI ad G2 (KS$ce and NaliRRey G A 2y | ¢

scientists working under the auspices of the Stockholm Convention are deeply engaged in virtually

every aspect of policymaking.

The epistemic communities approach allows researchers to evaluate this increasingly blurry division

between science and politics, and provides a theoretical foundation for analysis of the extent to
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which scientists may engage in strategic issue framing. The model attempts to account for the
normative policy preferencesof scientists, and suggests that such prehces are derived from
AO0ASyGAataQ dzyAljdzS FoAfAdGe G2 Ay adSNuNBNthe YR |yl
approach highlights the differences between the motivations and subsequent behaviour of scientists

and those of traditional interest groups. The approach also allows us to consider the potential
advantages scientists may derive from their asymmetric possession of knowledge. To infygrove t
analytical power of the model, however, the approach must be empiricalstetk and its
assumptions must be fleshed out. The application of the model to policymaking within the remit of

the Stockholm Convention should provide insight intd the role of science and scientists in the
decisionmaking process; 2) the sourcesoks8y 1A aiaQ L3Rt AO0& LINBTSNByOSarT
framing by scientists to support policy preferences; ardthke validity and usefulness of the

epistemic communitieapproach.
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Chapter 4. Methodology

This researchseeks toanalyze the interface between science and policy in the context of an
international political regira designed to manage a global environmental hazartle two previous
chapters argued that:1) scientists are not disinterested, impartadvisos to policymakers; rather,
they have policy preferences and, like othgarticipants in thedecisionmaking process they
attempt to support these preferences in policy discussions, ) A S \priéfarénded ay be shaped
by a number of factors, includingarticipation in an epistemic community3) the use ofissue
framing by scientiss may be particularly effective because studievdahown that individuals with
expertise are more susceptible to framirgffects than individuals with little or no previous
knowledge of an issue, and dedibility isan important aspect of i I Odb#itiNi &stablish a
frame which will besupported by the target audience. Together, these premises suggest that
scientists have both the motivation and the opportunity strategically frame issuesas they
participate in the crucialdecisionmaking which occurs ithe earliest stages of theolicymaking
process. This analysis will pinpoint the role of scientists in policymaking under the auspices of the
Stockholm Convention, and will study the @&gientistsin particulatr use strategic issue framing to
define issues, set the agenda for chenscab bereviewed, define the relevant issues to be
considered highlightcertain aspects of an issweghile deemphasizing otherand, ultimately, shape
global policy responses to human health and environmental problems createprdiyuction, use

and disposal of POPs

Participants whasuccessfullyereate a masterframe, or a frame which achieves dominance over all

DEKSNES SAff aoAyé GKS LRtAOE RSGHGS FyR Sadl

which is compatible with their preferenceSnow and Benfordl992) While establishinga



masterframe ighe best possibl@utcome for an individual using strategic issue frantmgromote
certaingoals, even frames which fall short of this standard can haéatantiaimpact on the way
issuesare understood byothers. In other wordsthe success of a frame is notdichotomous
variable in the context of policy negotiations, issue frames may achieve varying degrees of success
by changing the course of debataffectingthe pace of decisioimaking(for examplejn the context

of POR regulation, delaysan be economicallyvaluable to opponents)highlighting scientific
uncertaintyand, potentially, a lack of consensu®r by establishing a dissenting view in the records

of the policy discussiofwhich can be used in later stages of policymaking to challenge the validity of
the decisioamaking process) The implications of each of thegmssible results of issue framing
may vary according to theontext in which framindactics arebeing utilizel, andthe goals of the
framers, theframes chosen to support thepreferences and the possibleutcomeswill depend on

the norms, procedural rules, range fefasibledecisions, etc. that are associated with thecess in

which the framing occursln the context of POPRQ\é conditions for and implicatianof successful
framingwill be heavilyinfluenced by the scientific nate of decisiormaking. The methodological
approach to tls analysiss likely to be applicable tother international environmental negotiations

in which science plays definitive role in decisioamaking although contextual factors such as
norms, degrees of uncertainty, and socioeconomic issues, among others, will certainly affect the way
issueframes areemployed by participantsthus potentially limiting the direct applicability of the

findings to other contexts

4.1 Research Goals

To date, he role of strategic issue framing in sciefi@seddecisionrmaking has not been explored

by framing scholarsThis research will seek to build on the work of constructivist research which has
analyzedhe role of science in decisianaking by considering scientists not just as axtoapable of

defining the truth, but as rational aars who deliberatelyframe nformation in ways that support
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their policygoals. An important part of tresearch will be to pinpoint the motivations of scientists,

and to explore the rationakebehind their interests.

While many scholardiave focused on the way the media or elites (politicians, interest groups, etc.)
have framed issues in order to influence tpelicy preferences of citizens, this study analyzes the
way that elitesframe information for other elites Specificallythis study focuses on the way in
which POPRC participartsindividuals with scientific expertise attempt to use strategic issue
framing to influence the preferences and adsions made by other experts.This situation is
intriguing becausgunlike debates in which actors have explicit political agend@RC is designed

to be a politicallyneutral committeein which decisionmaking is basedntirely on scientific data As
such, decisions are expected to be objective and free of the Was would be introduced by
consideration of politicatoncerns socioeconomic interests, and other neanientific factors. This
perception of decisiormakingas predicated ondisinterested objective, sciencbased analysiss
GKS F2dzyRFEGA2Yy 27T hiimturnyistiiedasi® Nihaeyionaty ofithe Stockhiih O
Conventionas a global environmental agreementThus, identifying the use of strategic issue
framing in POPRC discussions, as welradyzingthe varying levels of effectiveness of different
frames, will provide critical insight into the way strategic political actors may attempt to capitalize on

the power that comes with setting the agenda for P@&lated decisiormaking.

4.2 The Research Qgton

Thekeyquestion guiding this research is the following:

In the context of global chemical regulation, why are some persistent organic pollutants regulated
quickly, with broad support from stakeholders, while proposals to regulate chemicals whseh po

similar threats are met with strong resistance from many of the same actors?
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As noted in Chapter,ithe three standard answers to this question includ¢ lack of scientific
consensus on the risks posed by chemicals in question, 2) a lack of available substitutes, and 3)
potential financial gains or lossér influential stakeholders. Wlai each of these answers may be
partially correct they fail to &count for the way that theseand other issuesan be used by
stakeholders to support their predetermined interesti other words, each of these explanations
ignores the potential foparticipants to strategically manipulate policymaking discussiorssipport

their preferred policy outcomed®y emphasizing certain aspects of an issue while deemphasizing
others This study attempts to answer thissearchquestion by pinpointing the role of scientists in
policymaking andinalyzingthe ways in which scietists may use strategic issue framing to support

their policy preferences as they set the policymaking agdadthe Stockholm Convention.

The hypotheses and causal model, whigill be discussed in detail later in this chaptare
summarizedhere in order to provide amverview of the logiguiding this research. This model
offersan explanationfor the ways in which scientists formulate and support their pofiogferences

prior to andthroughoutt h't w/ Q& -makh@ pracdsnybrief, this research hypothesizes that

1) scientists have policy preferencémat they seek to promote during scientased evaluations of
nominated substances, 2) these preferences are derived from their expertise, and lead scientists to
work within epistemiccommunities to promote their valuelsased agendasor alternatively are
shaped by their other #éifiations (e.g., the government of their home countng) scientists use
strategic issue framing to support their policy goals, 4) the interestsc@ntists will result in
systematic differences in discussions of dead and live chemicals, and 5) elites with technical
expertise will be affected by strong frames, and will identify and ignore weak fr@braskman and
Chong 2007) This approactemphastesti K- & £ € FNIF YSa FNB y2aG Sljdzr f =
most frequently used) frames are not always most successful in competitive situations. Rather,
frames may becategorizedas strongor weak by identifying particularelements thatare crucial to

success or failure. Specificallyosig framesarell K2 4S g KA OK 02YS FTNRBY | aONJ
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GO02yaSyadza @FfdzSazé +FyR | @2AR OBPnfckndhaRd @hang y 3 ¢ & (
2007, p.104). n the context of this researctcredibilty, shared values, and strongly held prior

beliefs may determine the direction of debate; for example, frames emphasizing evidence or
uncertainty may have particular strength in scief@sed discussions, while frames emphasizing

social impacts of POPs htion may not be dismissed as irrelevanthe causal links among these

hypotheses are illustrateoh Figure 4.1 below.

Figure 4.1 The Causal Model

Antecedent Intervening Dependent
variables Independent variables variable variable

Scientist’s
affiliation

Status of
chemical
(production
and use) .

Scientist’s i .
Frame B Effectiveness

policy Selected it of frame HH QUECONE

Socio- P preference
economic F
interest

Evidence of
harm

As this model illustrates this research iglesigned to analyze the source oD & Sy pdlicy (i & Q
preferences, the frames used by scientists to support these prefereramed the influence of

strategic issue framing on decisiomaking. This diagranmdenotesthe key factors which determine

aOA Sy (A ad amyhlighiitg thsSpesSiyilfyShatTindalition to consideration of the evidence

2F KIFNY LR&SR o0& SELR pofdnces arshadedbyrttieidaffiiations, as OA Sy G A
well as by the currenstatus of production and usef the chemical. This allowisr the possibility

GKIG LINBFSNBEYyOSa INB AyTfdzSYyOSR o0&  kfploge’da OA2S02:
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as well asi O A S ypérticipatioh @an epistemic communitgp gadtlroftAakKAy3a (GKS
preferencesis crucial as ths will clarify the role of political and socioeconomic interests in the
earliest stages of POfslated policymaking. This research hypothesizes thatientists will
introduce issueframes to support theirpolicy goals; these frames wilichievevaryinglevels of
effectiveness (the measurement which is discussed below), andagnhave a significant impact on
debate. The impact on debate can be measured by the decisions taken by the Committee, as well as
by the frequency of use of each franfes determined by its use by the frame initiator, as well as
adoption by other participants)This is discussed in greater detail beldven frameghat do not
garner widespread support that ultimately leadsdodecision supported by the frame may hawve
significant impact on discourse, and majso have the practicalconsequencesof consuming
substantial amounts ofCommittee time, establishing dissent (which can be raiagdinin later
stages of the policymaking process, such as during meetings cE@#gin order to build a case
against the validity of h t wdedsins orecommendationy and disrupting the flow of decisien
making. For Partidaterestedin slowing or preventingegulation of chemicals, such disruption can

be a valuable result, a$ may delay decien-makingby a year or more These impacts on the
decisionmaking processg which are distinct from thelependent variabld€the actionthe committee
formally decides to take with regdrto the chemical being reviewd) may have significant practical

implications, and may in themselves represent an achievement for opponents to regulation.

The causal model and the variables within it are discussed in grdatail in section 4.3.4 bela

First, however, it is essénl to explain the analytical foundation for this model. The next section
sets out the methodological approach which directs this researfhis igollowed bya discussion of

the hypotheses to test the overall research question; the causal model uimhéng them and the
variables which make up the causal model (see section 4.3); an explanation of the methods selected

to test the hypotheses (section 4.4) and a description of the design of the research (section 4.5).
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4.3 Methodological Approach

4.3.1 Problems with existing methods

Most previous studies of framingffectivenesshave utilized an experimental approach in which
participants were subjected to framen & controlled setting Such studies allow researchers to

determine the effectiveness of frames in gaining the support of ¢éx@osedindividuals. The
effectiveness ofa frame, also referred to as afrale a L2 G Sy Oé¢ oty FigR Y2aa
determined by the extent towhich an individual finds the argument to be compelling. In
experimental studiesframe potencyhas beerevaluatedd €by asking individuals (e.g., in a fiest)

to rate the effectiveness or persuasiveness of various frames in communication, in a@ziaftiocNJ A & a dzS é
(Druckman, in press).Citing hisclassicexample of the hatagroup rally,previously described in

Chapter 2of this thesisDruckman notes that participanteay find concerns about free speech to be
compelling, while they would be lessngagedby concerns aboufpossible traffic congestion

(Druckman, in press). In experimental studies, participantsable todirectly address the frames
presentedand tell researchers why one frame is compeltmgl another is notallowing researchers

to compANB LI NIAOALI yiaQ LINSFSNByOSa LINA2N (2 | yR
Furthermore, researchers can useasgtionnaires, interviews, etd 2 RSGSNXYAY S LI NI A OAL
in an issue, #actor which mayinfluencethe effectiveness of any pe of frame to which participants

are exposed (if a participant has no interest in an issue and is not motivated to consider the validity

or importance of a frame, frames are likely to be ineffectitByuckmanet al. 2010) Thus,
experimental studies affd a number of advantages in allowing researchers to explore the impacts

of introduction of frames, as well as the opportunity to follow up with participants to determine why

some frames were effective and others were not.

As Slothuus (2010) notes, hov@WE G aGdzRASA 2F FTNI YAy3d KI @S o6SSy

on laboratory and survey experiments in which participants are exposed to frames diffeoem
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how political debates often take place in the real wér(@. 161). In particular,Slothuus suggests

that experimental studies of framing may not provide accurate reflest®® G i1 KS g & Aaad
typically discussed in redl2 NY¥ R LRt AGAOLEf O2y(SEG&¢ OHnAnmMAZI LI®
Theriault (2004) have argued, in such studi@sOA GAT Sy & N8 | NGAFAOALI £ &
KSIENAY3I 2yfe 2yS gle 27F (KA dugta inlSotaws) 2080, pLl2 € A G A
158159). However, analyzing strategic issue fragiim reatworld discourseentails substantial
methodological challengesprecisely because researchers havdlelitcontrol over information

presented Furthermore, researchers must identify the interests and preferences of the franers.

order to recognize and analyze issue framediva policy disourse, 1 is critical toidentify and
understandthe motivations of those introducing frames, as well as the interesthagdwhom the

frames are intended to influenceLy & G dzRAS&a 2F aO0OASyGAadiaQ LISNDSLI
ways in which sentists frame issues), their disciplinary backgrounds, institutional affiliations, or
worldviews were found to affect their perceptions (Powell 2007). Similarly, this thealgzeghe

STFSOG 2F I aO0OASyGAaldQa FFFAECAILIGAZ2Y 2N YSYOSNEKA
and therefore their framing of an issu€his is particularly importarto analysis ofssue framig in

sciencebased policymaking, because scietstiare unlikely to acknowledgeeir non-sciencebased

interests or motives. In most circumstances, highlighting outside interests would weaken the

credibility of the scientist and the decisionaking body in question.

To accomplish these goalan andysis of the influence of issue framing flicy negotiations
requires a multifaceted approachhat: 1) identifies the frames usei policy discussion®) using
data which is supplementary to policy discussiomentifies the socioeconomic and potidil
preferences of participants in order to determine links between framing anddptermined
political preferencesand 3) analyzes the influence &fsueframes on the course of discussion and
decisionmaking. In the context of POPR(t is possible taneasure theeffectivenessof an issue

frame enpirically by determining the extent to whi¢he frame is adopted or supported by others in
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policy discussions and decisions. This can be determined through analysighef frames usedy
participants,and 2) the key decisions made by POPRC memblering each meetingto defer
discussiorto the next meetingwhile more evidence is gathered, toove the chemicalto the next
stage of evaluation, t@nd evaluation of a substancer to recommend the chemicdbr listing in

the Annexes of the Stockholm Convention).

4.3.2Justification of case study approach

Evaluatbn ofthe influence ofissue framing imealworld policy discussiongquires a fingextured

analysis of the speech, interests, and roles of participants in a particular discursive conteid, and

best suited to a case studpproach Using a case studgcilitatesclose examination of discourse

which is essential to idgification of frames and analysis of their impact on decisiuaking.
Specifically, a case study approach enables consideratioanalytically significantt O2 y (i S E i dzl ¢
FILOG2NEé¢ O6DS2NHS | yR . Syy S iuich shapethe>decislormakingy & dzOK
process (e.g., timeframes for policymakiulgtinctiveroles for different categories of participants),

or the backgrounds d?POPRC members and observigrg., affiliationsdisciplinaryexpertise, etc.).
Accounting for suclsontextual factorsis essentiato framinganalysis as the types of frames which

are employed, and their effectiveness, will be heavily influenced byséigng in which a framer is
attempting to promotehis or her goals. Case studies allow for developmertiypbtheses and

identification of causal mechanisms which are specific to a particular context.

The Stockholm Convention on Persistent @igdPollutants was selected as the case study for this
researchbecause decisions to regulate chemicals (@eeision taken by the scientific committee is
the dependern variable in this study) are often controversiad spite of indications thatll chemicals
proposed for listing pose risks to human health and the environmdsyt.the time chemicals are

proposel for listing in the Stockholm Convention, they have often been regulated locally and
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regionally, indicating that at least some countries have determined that the chemicals pose a
significant threat to human health and/or the environment. Tdomparativey greatercontroversy
associated withproposals to listive chemicals, as opposed to dead, suggests thatsointific

factors, such as current use, economic interests, etc., may be playing a role in the stages of
discussion which are supposed to exclude -soientific concerns.Thus, the dependent variable

itself invites further scrutiny of this case/Vhile selecting a case based on the dependent variable
should be avoided in statistical studies, George and Bennett suggest that doing so in &asegle
NEASEFNOK LINR2SO0G OFy téntiabdadsdl faths &d VariSles (eddihd t©thel A 2 v
RSLISYRSY(l @I NRARIofS 2Holloding ih$ MBidhis fesearenrhigmights thide H o U ®
existing explanations for the contentious nature of discussions about some chemicals, and posits
that these explanations are insufficient because they neglect the role of issue framing in science
baseddiscussions. fle established explanations fail to account for the way which participants

may attempt to manipulate discourse at the earliest stages ofcpolaking to support their
predetermined political agendas.The causal model showim Figure 4.lillustrates the rde of

framing in decisionmaking, positing that frames are independent variables, and the effectiveness of

a frame is an intervening variabléhich shapes the outcome of the debate

While analyzing the role of issue framing in other scidmagsed environmental policymaking
processes would be valuabier purposes of comparison and generalizability of findjrmggempting

to carry outsuch acomparison in the context of this research project would be virtually impossible
due to the inensive, timeconsuming methods necessary to condaatalysisof framing in live
policymaking discourse Furthermore while singlecase approaoks are sometimegriticized for
being unrepresentative or leading to indeterminate conclusions, this apprizanbt a weakness in
this study First, the findings of this study are not intendedb® generalizable to all scientased
global environmental policymakingRather, thisstudy is designed to analyfiee way issue framing

is used within the context of global chemical regulation, and particularly within the Stockholm
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Convention on POPsThis research builds on previous studies of issue framing by applying the
concept to live policy negotiations, and contributes to sciepodicy studies by analyzing the ways in
which science is translated into policy decisions. To achieve this goal, thiscreseaphasizes the
importance of contextual factors, and identifiessue® frames which are specific to the policy
discourse related to global regulation of persistent organic pollutaAis.a contribution to the field,
this research provides a fisextured analysis of the role of issue framing science based
policymaking, ad could be used amodelfor similar studies of other sciend®msed environmental
policy contexts. It is crucial to emphasize, however, that issamds arecreated within and are
reflections of particular discursive contextsand the frames themselvesvill not necessarily be
relevant to other environmental issued\ significant exception to this may be issue frames relating
to scientific uncertainty or evidence of harnboth of which are likely to be used in other

environmental policycontexts(e.g, climate chang, biodiversitymercury pollution etc.)

A strengthof the Stockholm Convention as a case study for framing analysis @pgwatunity it
providesto conduct comparative,within-case analysesf chemicals that have been evaluated by
POPR@ a given time period (for this purposes of this research, the analysis will concentrate on
0K2a4S OKSYAOIfa SgI f dz se®id addithinde8tiSgéc thisksSliscusBed ¥iA G G S S ¢
section 4.5.1 bew). These chemicals vary in terms of type (e.g., pesticide, industrial chemical or
unintentional byproduct), current status of production and use, and availability and affordability of
alternatives (see Annex A for a full list of chemicals and relevant detailf)is study analyzes
discourse about both dead and live chemicalsemicals which are of continued importance and
those which have beeaut of use for decadesThis range provides the opganity to compare the

way frames are used with reference to chemicals which are of varying levels of socioeconomic and
political importance, thus facilitating identification of patterns in discourse which indicate the

introduction of nonsciencebased préerences into decisiomaking.
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Another strength of the Stockholm Convention as a case study is the opportunity it provides for
observationsof different stages of the decisiamaking process As notedn section 44 below, four
meetingreports published byl L {Earth &egotiations Bulletihave been coded and analyzed, and
three meetings of POPRC and two meetings of the COP were observed as part of this research.
Within this timeframe, 12 chemicals were evaluated by PQRIRE while no chemals have been
permanently rejected by the Committee, neither have all nominated substances progressed at every
stage of evaluationThus, the risk of explanatory indeterminacy that may be associated with single

case studies, as highlighted by King, Keehamd Verba (1994), is significantly reduced.

In summary, the Stockholm Conventiorepresentsa valuable cas for analysis of issue framing
because itoffers multiple opportunities forobservationof meetings,involves consideratin o a
range ofchemicalsof varying degrees oimportance to Parties to the Convention, aimtludes
participantswith a wide range of disciplinary backgrounds and professional affiliatidmalysis of
POPRC, in particular, will provide insights into the ways in wigntists may promote thei
preferences irthe context ofpolicymaking discussiortkat are expectedto be free of the influence
of political, social, and economic interestsThe next sectin will set out the hypotheseghat
underpin this research, as Wes the ways in which they can be teste@ihe subsequent sections

will describe themethods used to conduct this research.

4.3.3.Hypotheses

Hypothesisl: Scientists have policy preferencéisat they seek topromote during sciencéased

evaluations of chemicalproposedfor listing.

The notion that scientists have policy preferences, and are not entirely disinterestibe jpolicy

options for which their technicaladviceis sought,is a central tenet of sencepolicy literature,
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including the epistemic communities approach delineated by H&8982@a) An important issue

about which there is little agreement in the literature is the basis on which these preferences are
formed. The epistemic communities dg@ I OK adza3Sada GKIG aOASydGAad
derived from their technical expertisand that scientists will step away from the policymaking table

when faced with a flaw in their logidf scientists do notemporarily withdraw from policymaking

when confronted with such contradictory evidenesd instead continue to support a policy agenda

which is not supported by evidenctheir policy preferences must be derived from a source other

than their technical expertiseln order to explain the role that scientists play in the policymaking
process,the sourcs 2 ¥ aOASYy (A &dGaQ LINBFSNByOSa Ydzad oS AR
technical expertise are likely to differ significantly from those which are rooted in so@aboomic

concerns.

This hypothesitan betested through analysis of the interventions made by scientists in POPRC
meetings, during which participants reveal their preferences for action by expressing support for or
opposition to moving chemicals throbighe stages of evaluation which lead to recommendations
for listing. All substantive interventions are recorded in ENB reports of the meetings, and these
reports have been coded to allow for interventions to be categorized and countedrviews with
members of POPRC and with observers of the propesside insights which help to explain
patterns identified in the analysis of the ENB repo#s, well asnformation about relationships
among participants, any responsibilities scientists may have t@domtries which have nominated

them as experts for POPRC, etc.

Hypothesis2: One or more epistemic communities of scientists and technical experts working

within the context of the Stockholm Convention engage in coordinated action to promote their

valuesbased agendas.
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This hypothesis, which builds on the fired premised on the ideghat scientists and technical
expertswill have policy preferences derived from their interpretation of data. POPRC itself could
form an epistemic community, or @or more epistemic communities could have developed within
GKS O2yGSEG 2F thtw/ Q& 62 NJ that difierknBes bf lopinidrSaxibngl2 & & A 6 /
scientists may be due to variations in their disciplinary practices and perspectives. Forleexamp
while toxicologists employ a bottomp approach to evalue risk by testing the levels at which a
substance becomes harmful in isolation from other chemicals, epidemiologists use-dowop
approach which involves identifying a human health or envirental problem(e.g., a leukemia
cluster in a particular locationand then searching for possible causd@$iesevariancesn approach

may lead scientists to different conclusions about the risks posed by particular substances, which
may in turn be transited into dissimilar or opposingolicy preferences. Thus, building on the
epistemic communities approach delineated by Haas, this research will attempt to identify any
epistemic communities which have formed in the context of the Stockholm Conventiah, an

specifically among the participants in POPRC.

As noted in the literature review, identifying coordinated action among scientists is crucial to
establishing the existence of an epistemic community; however, existing literature on epistemic
communities provides little guidance as to the extent of coeation necessary to categorize a

group of scientists as such. In other words, how many scientists constitute an epistemic community,

and how much coordinated action is required jostify such a designation?Answering these

questions requires evaluatiod ¥ aOASy A adaQ NBfIFGA2YyaKALIA 6AGK 2
of their interests, areas of expertise and most importantly, the sources of their policy preferences.

Thus, in this context of this researchet validity of this hypothesis can bested through a

combination of methods: first, the disciplinary background of each POPRC member must be
identified. Second, analysis of POPRC discussions will facilitate identificatamy @atterns in

AYUSNBSyliAz2ya oKAOK O adgiinRy bakgroumdsThir§ Rterdiefvs vathJS I { S NA
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scientistsare necessary to obtaimsights into their relationships and motivatigng/hich could
adzLIL2 NI Fye O2yOfdzaazya RSNARGSR. ThidsBndltiprongedf & & A &
approach wilfacilitate thekind offine-textured analysis that is essential to accurately identifyirey

coordinated action among scientists that would be characteristic of an epistemic community.

Hypothesis 3:{ OA Sy A adiaQ L}t A OB8ocidehaBomi INEgsO & dheirtdumties OG0 ( K

and determine their approach to debates within the policy process.

The causal model set out earlier in this chapter allows for the possibilitydti@h Sy G A aia Q LINSF
are not shaped by theitechnical expertise or participation gn epistemic community, bunstead
reflect the socioeconomic tarests of the countries with which they are affiliatedhis hypothesis

tests this possibility Like Hypothesis 2, this hypothesis is establisheddemtify the source of
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The test for this hypothesis wikkquire identification of the socioeconomic interests of parties to the
Stockholm Convention, and consideration of the ways in which these parties are likely to be affected

by the continued use, production, or regulation of a substance. This information can lpeien

with the frames and framing strategies utilized by the scientists affiliated with these parfies.

positive correlationbetween the twofactors(that is, the frames used by the scientists consistently
advance the interests of their home countriespwld support the hypothesis. This could be
validated in two ways; first, the frames themselvest dzLJLJ2 NI G KS Ay iSNXadGa 27
country; second ascientist would intervenanost actively in discussions d¢mose chemicals where

there is a clearcountry interest while expressing less interest in those substances in wieoh

countries have limited or no socioeconomic interests in the continued production, use or riegulat

of the chemical in questionThis hypothesis does not assume, howevbat all countries have clear
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interests in each chemical under discussion or that scientists will intervene in all debates

consistently.

Hypothesis 4: Scientistswho promote their preferred policy agendas will use strategic issue

framing to emphasize ertain facts and considerations while deemphasizing or ignoring others.

In their roles as advisors to policymakers, scientists frame their interpretations of technical
AYVF2NXYIEGA2Y Ay gl e&a GKIFG Ol dzaS 2 G Kne Mierests BA A OA LI y
emphases of the scientists. This hypothesis assumes that actors are rational and seek dominance in
determining how issues will be understood and considered by otHarsther words, scientists seek

to create masterframes, which defirilbe ways in whichissues are discussed and addressed by other

participants.

This hypothesis can be testdry conductinga systematic analysis of the interventions made by
participants in POPRC meetings captured in the Earth Negotiations Bulleteports for each
meeting. As descriltein detail below, each intervention will be coded, and patterns will be
identified to help determine the preferences of various participants. The economic interests of
parties andobservers can béentified through reviews of documents such as the risk profile and
online data searches for information about production and use of the each substance under
consideration The information gathered can then bempared with the interventions made by the
affiliated scienists. Those scientists from countries with predetermined preferences for or against
listing substanceswill have thegreatestincentiveto employ strategic issue framing, and will use
frames which support their policy preferences (e.g., scientificertainty, precaution, etc.). Linking
patterns of interventions to existingnterests (either disciplinary, if the scientist is part of an
epistemic community, olsociaconomic, if the scientist is representing the economic or social

interests of the pay with which he or she is affiliated the key to establishing a scient®&interest
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in each chemical undgoing evaluation If scientists were neutral, systematic patterbased on

country preferencesvould be unlikelyinstead, interventions areKely to vary in accordance with

the presentation anddiscussion of strengths and weaknesses of daga being evaluated As
indicated by the observation of POPRC meetings, as well as analysis of the ENB reports, scientists
frequently make interventions wbh highlight both evidence for action and scientific uncertainty.
However, if scientists are representing the interestspafties, rather than acting as disinterested
arbiters of technical knowledge, their interventions will systematically r@peatedly align with the

socioeconomic interests of thgarties with whichthe scientists are affiliated.

Hypothesis5: Systematic differencesill exist between discussions related to dead chemicals
(eg.,.0KS Wi S3IIO& thtaQu arces Rhich dredcBrre@IK Boducdd lafidaused by dzo &

one or more countries).

This hypothesis falws naturally from Hypothesis i8 positing tha if debate were just about the

scientific evidence relating to potential risks posed by substances under retfiewpatterns of
framingamong all chemicals, regardless of their economic valbeuld be similar.The Stockholm

Convention does not distinguish between dead and live chemipalsies nominating a substance

must submit the same detailed evidence reBdr Saa 2F GKS OKSYAOI f Qa OdzN
status. Thus, scientific evaluation of the data should be equally as rigéoowsl substances,

without regard for thesocioeconomic importance of the chemical. If scientists are using strategic

issue faming to support preexisting policy preferences, the debate around live chemicals will be
substantively differentthan that associated with evaluation of dead chemicaisflecting the

influenceofpt NIIA S&aQ LINBFSNByOSao®

This hypothesis can be tested lyalyzing the interventions and frames used by participant to

identify systemic differences in discussions of live and dead chemi@dis. breakdown of live and
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dead chemicals that have been reviewed by POPRC is included in Appendik gystemat
difference in the use of framesvould indicate that participants had approached the debates
differently, thus supporting thehypothesisthat scientists are representing thpre-determined

policy agendasf the countries with which they are affiliated.

Hypothesis6: Elites with technical expertise will be affected only by strong frames, and will be

able to identify and ignore weak frames.

As noted aboveChong and Druckman (2007dza S G KS (GSN¥a dadNRy3Ié | yR
precise sensestrong frar $& G SYLKIF AT S | @A SSIFRSDO 1 @ By6d & R DX yASD
perceptions of an issyavhile weak frames are rejected and can even inadvertently cause listeners

to give more support to competing frames than they would have in the absence afidlak frame

Thus, rational actors, attempting to create an effective rhetorical strategy will make use of frames

that bring out considerations that their audiences consider relevant and avoid irrelevant
considerations.In the context of POPR@iven the scientific background of participantstrong

frames are likely to consist of technical information which suppantsundermines a case for

regulation, such as the underlying evidence of harm, or a lack of scientific certaifihile non

technical framessuch as emotional appeals about the harm caused by chemical pollution, may be
compelling to norexpert audiences with little prior knowledge of POPs, in the context of scientific

review, participants are likely to be most responsive to those frames vappleal to their scientific

expertise. Furthermore, strong frames will invoke scientific evidence which is considered to be
credible by other scientist$or example, data athered using widely accepted methods, as opposed

to either very new or outdatedtechniques. Thus, in the context of POPRQy I @I Af | 6t S
considdNJ (i Av@llycanéprisereferencesto technical information which is regarded as credible,

based on accepted methods of data collection, and in keeping with the requirements for data

outlined inthe text of the ConventionChong and Druckman@@7b, p. 109)argue thatd Y2 G A G G A 2y
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pollution, scientists are more likely to be influenced by strong frames, or those frames which use
credibletechnical informationto make compelling arguments, than by weak frames. Weak frames

are those which emphasize information whishjudged to be irrelevant or of little consequence. Not

only will such frames fail to gain support, but Chong and Druckman l62003te that highly
motivated individuals may actuglreact to the frames by moving away from the action it promotes,

andincreasing their support for the position advocated by a competing frame.

This hypothesis focuses on the strategies used by rational actors to promote their policy
preferences. It is necessaryto consider he relative strength and weakness of frames these
characteristics underpithe effectiveness of framing strategiesdentifying patterns in success of
frames will contribute to the depth of analydiy providing insight into thénfluence of framing on
science-based policymakingthe reasons dr the effectiveness of different types of frames, the
possible importance of therofessionalbackground/expertise of the speakeand the types of

evidence which are considered to be important by other participants.

Taken together, thessixhypotheses examine the links within the causal model illustrated in Figure
4.1 In testing these hypotheses, this research will demonstrate wheskrategic issue framing is a

tool that can be used by scientists tofluence the outcome of the earliest stages dhe
policymaking process, and therefoesld a critical component to analysis why some chemicals
progress smoothly through the regulatory process to listing in the Stockholm Convention while
others, which pesent similar risksgo not. The causal modelyhich illustrates the relationships
among the variables which underpin this researcldissussed in the next sectionThis is followed

by a discussion of the data sources (section 4.4) and methods used to test these hypotheses (section

4.5).
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4.3.4Causamodel andvariables

This researchypothesizeghat scientists have policy preferencedichthey seek to promote using
A0NI 0S3IA0 A&dadzS FNIYAy3Iod {OASYyGAataqQ LINBFSNByO!
epistemic communityvghich means thaét O A S ypréfarénded Would be derived from and defined

by disciplinary expertise), or with a government or NGO which may seek to use the scientist to
represent its norsciencebased interests. Scientists with policy preferences wilklei strategic issue
framing as a tactic to promote and achieve their preferred outcome (which depends on the chemical
under consideration).Thus, discourse about a given chemical may be characterized by dtompet
among frames, as participants seek toadish a masterframe and thereby shape the way an issue
is perceived and addressedhe interplay of competing issue frames means thatorder to achieve

a detailed and accurate analysis of the way frames are used to support policy preferrises,
necessary tdadentify the relative effectiveness of framedmportantly, more than one frame in a
given discussiofor set of discussiongan beeffective thus, the effectiveness of a frame does not
automatically or invariably correlate with theoficy outcome. This particular scenario idearly
illustrated by the case of SCCPs, whiclexaminedin detail in Chapter 7. The role of frame
effectiveness as an intervening variable is discussed in more detail bélomease of referencéhe

causl modelis presented agaihere.
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Figure 4.1The Causal Model

Antecedent Intervening Dependent
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D A Sy dfffliatiang the status ofproduction and use of substance and the data presented as
evidence for or against regulatiocan be categorized as antecedent variablesgash ofthese
factors precedethe formation ofa OA Sy (1A a (i a Q LIAdiwo (depehddd FaSabE&ve S a ¢
scientist®policy preferences and the frames they seldgot promote those preferences. The
dependent variable is theutcome of discussions at dastage of review, which will be a decision to
take one of three possible actionsl) advance the substance to the next stage of evaluati®n,
decide the criteria for regulation are not met, thus endimyiew and removingthe chemical from

t ht w/ Q& [I3&ef Rilther cahdideration of the chemical for a set period of tifeach of
these actions will be discussed in greater detail beloWwhe determining factor in the role of
strategic issue framing in scienbasedpolicymaking is theffectivenes®f frames. Effectiveness, in

this context, refers specifically to the degree to which frames are adopted and repeated by other
participants. The degree to which framesesonate with POPRC membersmy vary, with some
frames being adopted by other pattpants, while others receive little support or are ignored

entirely. Thus, the relationship between a frame ati® outcome of thedebate is determined by
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the intervening vaable of frame effectivenessldentifying the elative strength of frames is critical
in acompetitive environmentin which actors are attempting to use different framing strategies to
pursue disparate or opposing aires not all frames will have equal impacts on del{i&@bong and

Druckman 200&). This isue isdiscussed in more detail below.

a) Antecedent andndependent &riables

As thecausal modelllustrates, there are two independent variables in this analysis: 1) the policy
preferences of scientists, and 2) the issue frames theyleynpp support those preferences. In

framing studies, the most important independent variable is fiteene, or thedescription of an issue

(Chong and Druckman 208)7 In the context of this research, descriptions that support or
undermine the case fordiing a nominated substance are identified as issue franf€sese frames

are discussed in detail in section 4.5.3 beltvow the effectiveness of a frame may be measured is
discussed in section 4.3)5These descriptions are designed to influence the course of debate and

win support for the speak€ & LINB ¥ S NNI Rby edphasiziingertatrSadpkcis of2he dssue

while deemphasizing others. Fexample issue frames may highligtite risks to tuman health and

the environment from the continued usef a substance, or they may highlighaps in the evidence

in an attempt toundermire the case for regulationThe preferencesof those using the frames may

be shaped by antecedent variables, inclugilY MO aOASYGA&adaQ lopneAft Al (A :
and/or discipline)2) the status of production and use of the chemical (is the chemical dead or live?),
UGKS a20A28502y2YA0 AyGSNBadla 2F GKS LI ,Mad®SaE I yR
the data presented for evaluation/ffiliation with a particular countrycompanypr organizatioris a

ONR GAOI f GFNAIFotS AF aOASyidraadaQ LINBFSNByOSa
community, or, alternatively, if they are acting as representatives of the interests of stakeholders

(e.g., parties to the Convention), rather than asdependent, disinterested technicadvisos

without predetermined policy preferences. In addition to analysis of the interventions made by
scientists during POPRC meetings, interviews have been conducted with participants (both POPRC
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members and observs) to identify the coordinated actiowhich would indicate the existence of an
epistemic community. Furthermore, the socioeconomic interests ofptiiéies can be compared to

the interventions made by scientists in order to identify any correlation b&we I & OA Sy (A 3

Q¢

AdzLILI2 NI T2NE 2NJ 2L &aAdA2Yy (2% thtw/ Qa RSOA&aA2Y

b) Dependenvariable

The dependent variable is theutcome, or the course of action POPRC selects at si@ghof its
decison-making pra@ess. This can be measured by identification of the decisions POPRC makes at

each stage of its evaluation of a particular substance. At every meeting, POPRC will take one of
three actions for every chemical under discussiorhe Committee may: Defer discusion to the

next meeting, 2pdvancethe chemical to the next phase of evaluation (or recommend the chemical

for listing), or, 3) if the Committee determines that the substance fails to meet theierfiar listing,

it may setasidethe proposal, Kdza Sy RAYy3 thtw/ Qd NBGASSG 2F (G(KS O
nominated forfurther evaluation, but to reintroduce a chemical Party would have to submit a

formal request to the COP, which could then decide to instruct POPRC to reconsider itsiewaluat

To date, this step has not been taken, as no chemicals have been rejected byOPOPRCt ht w/ Qa
choice of action has been identified for each chemical under discussion in each meeting analyzed for

this research (POPRXZ-3, -4, and-5).

¢) Intervering variable

The relationship between a frame (an independent variahled the decision made by POPRC (the
dependent variable)si determined by an intervening variable: the effectiveness of the frames
employed byPOPRC participanthe goal of any pdicipantwho engagesn strategic issue framing

Aada (2 AYyTFtdzSyOS t ht w/ ofaciRstagerotirdvidiy thesultimayereflectidhS 2 dzi O3

of the success or failure of a particular way of framing the issues being discuSeddfluence the
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outcome actors need to win support. This can be achieved by strategically framing issues in ways
that resonate with other participants. 2T Fdzf t @ dzy RSNEGF YR GKS NRf S
decisionmaking, it iscritical to look not only at th@utcomes themselvedyut also at the discourse
GKAOK f SR (2 A frametheidgdepenidehtiva¥iShieybwill not automatically lead to an
outcome (the dependent variable); the frame must resonate with the audience and thus be effective
in garnering spport (Chong and Druckman 2007a). Even effective fragnég®se which garner
support from the audience and are adopted by othemnay not achieve dominance, or become a
masterframe, as they may be countered by an equally effective frame that supporif§eeet
outcome (as illustrated by the case of SCCPsjportantly, effectiveness is purely a measure of
support for a frame; it is not a measure of success. An effective frame may be unsuccessful at
achieving a given outcome, due tioe introduction of one or morecompeting frames Evaluating

the effectiveness of frames is important because discourse may be shaped by competition between

two or more frames.

This intervening variable is important to an analysis of framing in a competitive environment
because it helps us to determine which types of frames may be successful. This approach is
predicated on the assumption that scientists and technical experts actively engaging in the
evaluation of evidence will not be swayed simply by the frequency wititctwa frame is presented

OGKS daf2dzRySaaé 2F | FNIYSOT NIGKSNE Ay (KAa&
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(Chong and Druckman 2007Bhus, the intervening variable in this causal model is consistent with

aidN
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credibilityto the success of a framing strategy is addressed in Hypothesis 6.
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The effectiveness of frames can be determined through analysis of the interventions made by

LI NOAOALI yia RdzZNAY3 thtw/ Qad RAaOdza a A 2tiflalitdese LT | 3
individuals express support for the concerns raised by the dranitiator or use the frame

themselves, the frame can be considered todftectivein highlighting certain considerations while
deemphasizing or ignoring others (Benford and Snow 2000). Once the frame has been adopted by

other participants, the focus of discussionstehanged to highlight the considerations emphasized

by the frame. BP2 RAy 3 (G(KS Ay (iSNBSyiliA2ya YIRS o6& aOASYylA;
identify frames and trace thegffectivenessn: 1) shaping subsequent discourse, and consequently,

2) highlighting a subset of consideratiotisat are given more empwsis, time, and consideration in

the decisiommaking process.

4.3.5Categorizing theffectiveness ofssue fames

For the purposes of this research, the effectiveness of frames can be broadly categorized as
ineffective, moderately effective, or highlyffective. The measurement of effectiveness is the
extent to which a frame is adopted and repeated by others. Empiridhily,can beachieved
through coding of interventions madby delegatesduring POPRC meetings, which are recorded in
detail in the Earth NegotiationsBulletin reports (see section 4.4.1) By looking at the number of
times a frame appears and its use by a narrow or wide group of participants, one can measure the

effectiveness of a frame.

While the effectiveness of a frame depends the support it garners among other participants
within the debate, itsinfluenceactually refers not to the number of times a frame is repeated by
other participants, but to the action taken by POPRC at the conclusion of its discussion of a particular
issue. Two competing frames may be highly effective, but only one will be reflected in a final
decision, thus becoming a masterframe. An effective frame may not automatically lead to a
particular outcome, due to the presence of other effective framesadamsaussion. This is particularly
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applicable to controversial discussions in which two or more factions are promoting opposing views,
as is the case in discussions of many of the live chemicals currently being evaluated by SIO&RC.

a frame is consided to be influential when it leads to an outcome consistent with message

(e.g, an influentialframe emphasizing scientific uncertainty would lead to a chemical being delayed
or dropped from consideration for listing), analytically ¥ NJ Y S @&s ndt fisifictdz®ny e
outcome. Therefore, the influence of a frame is not considered as a separate variable within the
causal model set ouin Figure 4.1above. Not including a variable specifically accounting for a
TN YSQa Ay T diSWAOBAY I yIRK S IWRICGHIEZNE MSY G 2F | FNI YSC
garners among other participants, reduces the risk of circdasoning Suchlogicwould suggest

that a frame is considered to be effective because it influences an outcome, and an outcome is
achieved because a frame is effective. In this causal model, frames that resonate with others and
win support are considered to be effective. Wver, even effective frames do not automatically
lead to particular outcomes. Rather, outcomes are the products of policy debates that may be
shaped by the interplay of several effective frames. This approach thus emphisizai frames

are not equd andthat even effective frames may be matched or countered by other effective

frames.

Frames introduced to POPRC discussions may achieve varying levels of effectivEaefame
introduced by one participant is ignored by all others (e.qg., it is@peated by other participants or
considered during discussions), it can be categorized as ineffective, as it has failadet@ny

impact on the discussion If a frame is repeated or supported by other participants, it has been
effective inits impacton the course of discussion. However, tthegrees of effectivenesanay vary.

The following section will delineate the varying levels of effectiveness of issue frames, which can be
determined by identifying specific responses to the introduction of andsrame to policymaking
RAaOdzaarzyaod CKAA LINRPLRZASR OFGS3aa2NRATIFdAZY Aa

decisionmaking process, but is likely to apply to sciebesed decisioimaking processes in other
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global environmental negotiations .@, the current negotiations to establish a global, legally
binding instrument on mercury, as well as established institutions such as the Montreal Protocol on
Substancs that Deplete the Ozone Layer ati United Nations Framewoi®onventionon Climate

Change).

As noted, the first category of frames includes those which are ineffective. These frames are neither
adopted nor addressed by other participants, and therefore fail to influence the course of
discussions. The second category of frames ciensfghose with a low level of effectiveness. This
category includes those frames which are discussed or adopted by other participants, but may be
successfully countered by another frame during subsequent discussion (the success of a
counterframe would b subject to the same measures of effectiveness, and may either match or
exceed the success of the previous frame). For example, one participant may raise concerns about
scientific uncertainty, which may lead other participants to introduce new evidente emphasize

the strength of existing data. The first frame could be considereldatee achieved a low level of

effectivenessas it has been adopted by others and has influenced the course of discussions

Alternatively, a moderately effective frame liwbe repeated or adopted by other participants,
thereby shapingthe course of discussion, but may be countered by other frames which are
supported by a different subset of participantsihile one frame could achieve dominance by
winning the support of mst or all participants, it is possible that neither frame (assuming there are
two) will trump the other. This is the situation with SCCPs, for example, as Chlapieillustrate

with a meetingby-meeting analysis of discussions of this substancehisncase, the issue has been
reintroduced year after year in POPRC, with approximately half the committee employing frames
that emphasize scientific uncertaintand the other half highlighting a need for precautionary
action. In this case, no frame hashieved dominance, and the Committee is unable to move

forward with its decision making.This is an example afompetition betweentwo moderately
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effective frames, neither of whicls compelling eough to win broad support among participants.

Despite he fact that neither of these frames have led to a decision (either to recommend or reject a
proposed chemical), the frames have effectively shageddiscourse in ways that have benefitted

opponents. Deferrals of decisiomse designed tayive Committeemembers time to address the

issue(s) emphasized by the frame(s). Sieflerralsfall short of a definitive decision on a substance,

but may have a significant impact on the potential tiieNJ YS F2NJ NB3IdzZA I GA2y D 5
evaluation process may rels in recommendations being made to later meetings of the COP than

g2dAf R 200dz2NJ AF | OKSYAOFf LINRPINBaaSR GKNRdAzEAK t !
stage of review being completed in the course of one year, as has been the case with nfast of t
chemicals reviewed to date (with the notable exception of shtrined chlorinated paraffins
(SCCPsWhich, as of this writing, have been held in the same stage of evaluation for four years. The

role of strategic issue framing in discussion of S@@Pke analyzed in this thesis). For example, a

one@ SIFNJ RSfFre Ay thtw/ Qa S@lftdzzdA2y LINROSaa 02
recommendation not to COP, which is scheduled to be held in 2013, but to @O®hich will be

held in 2015. Such delagsuld translate into a minimum of two additional years during which a

chemical is not regulated by the Stockholm Convention, which can be economically valuable for
producers and users of the substance. In this sense, moderately effective frames could be
considered to be successful by those participants who wish to delay or avoid regulation of a

particular chemical.

A highly effective frame wilgarner widespread support among paripants within a debate
Empirically, highly effective frames can betidiguished from moderately effective and ineffective
frames through identification of their use in the statements made by other participants and
observers. Highly effective frames engender a shift in discourigg achieving a high degree of
resonance with other participantg&nd thus win broad suppartAs part of an analysis of the course

of decisionmaking, it will be possible to trace the course of decisimaking and identify the points
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at which frames are dopted by other participants. These points can be identified as critical
junctures in decisiommaking, as they influence subsequent choices and signal an informal choice of

the Committee.

The categories of framing effectiveness are delineatethbie4.1below.

Table 4.1 The categories of framing effectiveness

Degree of effectiveness Description

Ineffective Frame is not repeated or adopted by other participants

Low Frame is adopted or repeated by one or more participants

Moderate Frame isadopted by other participants and is not definitively counterec

by other frames

High Frame is adopted by other participants. A highly effective frame may
successfully countered by another frame introduced later in the proce

4.4 Data Sources

In order to identify issueframes and accurately assesheir impact on the course of policy
discussions, it is necessary to collect data from a variety of sources that can provide insights into the
way discourse can be used to promote political goalBata will be drawn primarily from two
sources:The Earth Negotiations Bulletin (ENB) coverafjemeetings of POPRC and the COP, and
interviews with participants. Reports produced by ENB will be used to identify and code frames,
while interviews with POPRC ménS N&E | YR 20aSNIISNA sAff o06S dzasSR
interests and perceptions of the decisiomaking process. Supplementary data include meeting
reports published by the Secretariat, which are used to verify the accuracy of ENB repdsisl off

documentation from meetings (including conference room papers, information documents, decision
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documents, etc.), and position papers and other relevant materials published by participEms.

nature, benefits and limitations of these sources ofalate set out in the following sections.

4.4.1The Earth Negotiations Bulletin

With funding froma number of national governments (including, but not limited to, the USA, the UK,
Finland, New Zealand, and Japan), the European Commission, the UnitedsN&atisironment
Programme (UNEP) and the World Bank, among other donofSNB providescomprehensive,
nonpartisancoveiage of meetings of POPRC and the COP (as well as of several other environmental
negotiations which are not addressed byigthresearch). MB summariegeport all substantive
interventions made during plenary sessions with reference to each issue addressed by the
Committee or Conference, as well as the actions taken (e.g., decisions) during each meeting. These
reports aresignificantly moredetailed than the meeting reportgroducedby the Secretariat, which

reflect decisions made and agenda items discussed during the meetings in general tleegns
summarize key points and do not attribute statements dpecific participants While meeting

reports produced by the Secretariat are useful for verifying the course of events in a meeting, their
deliberately vague, diplomatic style significantly reduces their value in a study of framing in
policymaking discourseln contrast, ENB reports captutiee statements of participants in a manner
which is close to wordor-¢ 2 NR ® I OO2NRAY3 (2 2yS aSyAaA2N) SRAG2

albe GKFEG SOSNE 62NR 6NAGGESY Ay Fy*9b. NBLEZ2NI OFy

ENB reports are the modletailed meeting records availahlend are generally perceived by
meeting participants tobe comprehensive and reliable records of the proceedings. Several
interviewees noted that they submit the ENB summaries as their official reports to their home

govanments, corporate offices, etc., following each meetinghe credibility of ENB reports is

® Spence, Chris. Deputy Director, 11ISD Reporting Services. Interviewed by telephone. 28 June 2008.
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bolstered by their public availability and the ease with which participants can report mistakes. ENB
summaries are published online, omebpages designated for ela meeting, and aresubject to

scrutiny by all who pdicipate in the meeting. flreports were to include any errors, these are likely

to be identified by participants and corrected if necaysaParticipants have a significant incentive

to correct any nistakes or misrepresentations of their statements, because these reports are
permanent records of meetings and, as noted above, are widely used both by participants and by
individuals who cannot attend the meetings but are interested in following eveRts: example,

AGROW News, an online news source for the agriculthiehicalsndustry,used9 b . Qa 02 gSNJ 3 S
POPR® as its only sourcen an article regardinggndosulfan(Beer 2010).1t is worth noting that no

errors have beemeportedA y | y € P@PRC 8dveragaa

.S0ldzaAS 9b. NBLERNIa LINPOARS OKNRByYy2ft23A0Ff O2 @SN
can be used to trace the introduction and development of issue frames. They also provide detailed
reports about decisions made at each stagfeconsideration by both POPRC and the C@Rext

sample from an ENB report from POPR®Gas been included below to illustrate the style of

reporting, andfor further referencea complete report has been included in Anri@xBoth of these

samples prome a clear indication of the type of data provided by ENB reports. The following

aSt SOGA2y ¢l & GF1SY FNBY 9b. Q& adzYYFENEB 2F | RAA&C

meeting of the POPs Review Commit{@8- 17 October 2008)

France, with Sweden and Switzerland, noted that there is enough information to
conclude that SCCPs may produce adverse effects on the environment. China
emphasized that the risk profile must focus on the migratory effects of SCCPs. India
guestioned whetler the substance fulfills the criteria in Annex D and Annex E and
strongly opposed any move toward global action. Japan stated that more scientific
evidence was needed before SCCPs could be categorized as POPs. A representative of
the Indigenous Environnmal Network and Alaska Community Action on Toxics noted
that while SCCPs are not used in the Arctic, they are present in the environment and in
humans, and called upon the Committee to consider the health implications of SCCPs
for people living in the ragn. India stated that in the absence of evidence of adverse
effects on human health, SCCPs do not meet the criteria for regulation. Arndt reminded
the Committee that it must decide whether a chemical is likely to lead to adverse
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effects on either humarnealth or the environment, not necessarily both (Kohler et al.
2008, p. 8).
This selectionfi f dz& G NJ G S & ( KiSterventiéns (edy., SGtdn@iitd, Joryfndeats) questions)
are recordedn ENB reports As this paragraph demonstrates, the ideasl arguments advanced by
each patrticipant are captured and summarized, not quoted. This style is compatible with a study of
issue framing (the methods used to code these reports will be discussed later in this chaptir)
summarizes the key messag@daattributes each statement to the speakerThis allows fo

identification of the speaker and frames, and also facilitates the tracing otdbese of discussion

(@p))

from introduction of an issuei 2 GKS [/ 2YYAGGSSQa RSOA&ATRYy | 0

categorization of frames is discussed in detail below (see section 4.5.3).

While ENB reports represent the most detailed records of meetings availabtigta sourceghese

reports have two significant limitations. First,ancordancewith strictly-enforced! b NXzf S&> 9b .
reporting of interventions is restricted to statements made during plenary sessiddbile ENB

writers frequently observe noplenary meetingge.g., working group sessiong)terventions made

during meetings of contaabr drafting groupsmay not berecorded by ENB or any other entity.
Discussions held in these informal sessions are not essential to a study of issue framing, as the key
points are repeated in plenary sessiohat the less guardediiscussions in these gups can provide

ANBI G AYyaArakKid Ayid2 LINIAOALI yiaQ AyGiSNBadGtazr LINBT

Second, while ENB reports reflect interventions in a manner that is as close tefavavdrd as
possible, the writers shorten statements to highlight what they comisid be the key points. ENB
reports cannot beused or interpretedas precisetranscripts of meetings. Rather, theseare
condensed summaries of meetings, and it is important to recognize the human intervention

0SU6SSYy &aLISI1SNARQ & idest&emdntsinseefldctgoRn ENBePortss While (1 K
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direct transcripts of meetings would be ideal sources of data for analysis, such records are not

produced for N meetings (indeed, audio recordir meetingss prohibited by UN rules).

Thus, ENB reports are the best available records of the interventions made during each masting.
noted above their content is appropriate for a study of issue framing, as this type of framing is
based on themes of argumentation rather théhe preciseword choices that would be subject of
analysis in a study of equivalency framing. This research project seeks to identify the influence of

GKS aGNIGS3IAO0 LINBaSyidladAz2y 2F ARSIaz NBlFaz2ya:s

Q

perceptions ofwhat matters by highlighting certain elements of an issue while deemphasizing
others. In the absence of transcripts of full meetings, ENB reports provide the best records of
LI NI A OA LJ y (@@ thedefore h8 Fadysiitiey employ during debjgtehe way events
unfold over the course of each meeting, and the decisions which are made by the conclusion of each
session. They capture the substantive interventions, are subject to scrutiny by participants, and are
widely considered to be reliable and acate reports of the proceedings. As sutley provide

useful data for analysis of the role of strategic issue framing in the context of UN environmental

negotiations.

4.4.2Formalinterviews

A second important set of data consists of interviewghwparticipants in the work of the
Convention. dterviews have taken two distinctorms, including 2 semistructured, formal
interviews and an estimated 30@hformal, unstructured interviews conducted during meetings of
POPRC and thé@dP(POPR@G, -4, and -5, and COR and-4). Allinterviews were conducted with the

aim of gathemgA Y F2 NXYF GA 2y | 02dzi LI NI Ar@Kingliprgcass, ncludihgS ¢ &
their roles within this process, their relationships with others, and the issues which they consider to

be of significance. However, the structure and format of the two catages of interviews differed
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significantly. The formal interviews were conducted either by telephone or in person, and were

based on a set of basic questions which were adapted according to the interviewee and the themes

he or she raised during each in#ew. In contrast, the informal interviews were entirely
unstructured. These interviews took place during meetings of the COP and POPRC, and often
focused on specific issues that were being discussed at that jpotime during the meetingThese

interviews provided useful information about the policy process and issues being discussed, as well

Fd AYyaArAadKaa Ayd2 LINIAOALI yiaQ Y20AQFdA2yas LISNI

of the policymaking process as it was occurring.

a) Sdection of interviewees

Potential ntervieweesfor both formal and informal interviewsere selected on the basis of POPRC
role (member, observer, Secretariat, etc.) and affiliation (country, employer, etc.). In order to
ensure that the interviews woulthe as representativeas possibleof POPRC patrticipants, special
attention was given to requesting interviews with people representing each of the categories of
observer (government, environmental and/or public health NGO, and indusiith respect to

both POPRC members and observers, requestformal interviewswere sent to participants from a
range of geographic regions, anflom high, middle and low incomeountries. (Unlike other
international environmental agreements, such as the Kyoto Protdbel,Stockholm Convention
does not officially classify countries based on economic development; for the purposes of ensuring
appropriate coverage of interviewees, the World Batdssificatiorof high, middle and low income
countries was use9. Theofficial participantlists from POPRE and-4 were used as bases for the
requests for formal interviews (UNEP/POPS/POPRNE/28 Rev.1 and

UNEP/POPS/POPRC.4/INF/23), as were the subsequeommendations ofindividuals who

* The list of countries in each of these groups can be viewed Iipe/data.worldbank.org/about/country:
classificationgAccessed 14th February 2011]JK$ 2 2NI R .yl adrdSa GKIFG AdGa &
SO02y2YASa A& DNRaa blrdAiazylf LyO2YS o6DbLO LISNJ OF LRI
Convention and observer countries is set out in Chapter 5.
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responded to interviewrequests. Theserecommendations were particularly helpful ,ai& two
instances,they led to interviews with peoplevho had beeninvolved in intergovernmental

negotiations to create th&tockholm Conventigras well agarly stages of its implementation.

In total, 53 requests foformalinterviews were sento participants via email, and 19 responses were
received A small number of thesesponseslid not culminate in interviewsn two cases, industry
representatives asked to see a listpufssiblequestions lefore the interview, and themeclinedto
participate due to concerns about violating company poficila four othercases, people responded
positively to the initial request for interviews, but did not respond to subsequent requests to finalize
times. Thus, the 1Zormal interviews which were conducted were fewer than initiallyticipated
andrepresented a rgsonse rate ofless than25 peicent While the response rate was lower than
expected, it nevertheless achieved broad coverage in that thelfgtahcluded representatives from
at least one low, middle and high income country; a balance between POPRC members
observers; andrepresentatives ofboth industrial and environmental groups.The names of
interviewees, dats of interviews, country afiliationsand roles within POPRC are delineatedTable

4.2 below.

A number of issues might have negatively affected the response tmteequests for formal
interviews Firstmany participantsn the work of the Stockholm Conventiato not speak English
fluently or at all This may have led to outright rejections of the idea of an interview, if the request
was even read. Secondhany participants fromlow or middle income countries mayave limited
access to email. #hird factorto consider is that these interview requests were semetite actors
who have many responsibilities, travel frequently, .ettt is likely that many of thesmdividuals
simply were not interested or could not take the time to give an intervieMl.ofthese possibilities

are confirmed to some extent by thiargely positiveresponses received when participants were

asked in person for informal or formal interviews. Many agreed to gareus amounts otheir
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time during meetings, saying that it woulde bnore convenient to have the interview during the
week of the meeting than to try to arrange a time when they were back in their workplaces and

home countries.

b) Conducting the interviews

The formal interviews wereonduded in person and by telepme, andranged in length from 30
minutes to over two hours.All but three were recorded, with the permission of the interviewees
and subsequently transcribedTwo were not recorded at the request of the interviewees, and the
third unrecorded interview w&s held in aocation in which the high level ofbackground noise
rendered a test recording unintelligible A table listing the interviewees, dates, affiliations of

interviewees, and otherelevantinformation ispresentedbelow.

Table 4.2 List oformal interviewees

Interviewee Date Location of Affiliation Area of POPRC| Recorded
Interview expertise Role
Arndt, 08/04/2008 | Via Germany Chemistry Member | Yes
Reiner telephone (Chair)
Asare 22/11/2007 | Geneva, Health Canadal Chemical Observer| Yes
Danso, Switzerland regulation and
Robert policy
Bouwman, | 22/01/2008 | Via South Africa | Zoology Member | Yes
Henk telephone
Harris, Mike | 11/05/2007 | Via Industry Chemistry Observer| Yes
telephone | consultant
Rae, lan 29/01/2008 | Via Australia Chemistry Member | Yes
telephone
Saoke, Paul | 19/09/2007 | Nairobi, International | Epidemiology | Observer| Yes
Kenya POPs
Elimination
Network
(IPEN)
Trewhitt, 18/11/2009 | Via CropLife Chemical Observer| No
Mark telephone | International | regulation and
policy
Wahlstrom, | 12/12/2007 | Via Sweden Zoophysiology| Member | Yes
Bo telephone and toxicology
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Whitelaw, 10/01/2008 | Via United Nations| Chemical Observer| Yes
John telephone | Environment | regulation and
Programme policy
Willis, Jim 29/10/2007 | Washington,| United States | Chemical Observer| Yes
DC Environmental | regulation and
Protection policy
Agency;
former
member of
Stockholm
Convention
Secretariat
YB- 08/05/2008 | Via European Environmental Member | Yes
Mononen, telephone | Commission | science and
Leena chemicals risk
management
Yormabh, 27/11/2009 | London, UK | Sierra Leone | Chemistry Member | No
Thomas

The formalinterviews weresemistructuredand covered topics such as the rmelglayed byifferent
groups in decisiomaking (e.g., environmental NGOs, industry, etc.), relationships between POPRC
members and observers, and the weight given to scientific information in comparison with
socioeconomic concernsThe questians used to guide thenterviews listed in AppendixD, were
emailed to participants prior to each interviewrhese questions were not askedthe same order

or in exactly the same way in every intervieand prior to each interview, some questions were
added that would draw o the particular expertise or perspective of the intervieweklowever,

every interview coveredhe same generathemes, as well as other issues which the interviewees

raised in the course of the conversation.

The formal interviews provided valuahlesights into the process, the perspectives of participants on
their own roles and the roles of others in decisimaking, the crafting of the Convention, and the
careful balance that is usually struck between the diplomatic norms which guide UN negutiatio
and scientific evaluationWhile the response rate to interview requests was lowsart anticipated
and was initially a concernthe incremental value of these lengthy conversations eventually

decreased, particularly in comparison with the value of théormal interviewsthat could be

125



conductedduring meetings. During the formal interviews, respondents tended to be very careful
about presenting information in a quotable, diplomatic way, whereas during informal interviews,
participants were much moreetaxed and open with theiviews Furthermore, while formal
interviews provided valuable information about the fundamentals of decisnaking in POPRC,
informal interviews were more useful for eliciting responses to specific circumstances, insights about

events that were unfolding, etc.

4.4.3Informalinterviews

As previously notedq large number ofinstructured, informal interviews took place during meetings

of the COP and POPRCUsing a recording device for these interviews would have been
inappropiiate, as these interviews frequently consisted of conversations with participants in the
hallways between plenary sessions, in contact group meetings, etc. In lieu of audio recordings, notes
were madeduring orimmediately following the interviews. Thesgformal interviews provided a
gSEEUK 2F AYTF2NXIGA2y NBII NRA Y I-makihgNdioteSs) thatiry G a Q
priorities and concerns, etc., as well as information about what happened in etltmadmeetings,

in intersessional working gop communications, etc. Information gleaned during these interviews
provided valuable insights into the preferences of participants, and helped to contextualize the

positions individuals took during discussions of science and socioeconomic issues.

Awareness of the ethical implications of using information gleaned frtfiormal interviews was
critical to the integrity of this researchWhile my identity as a PhD student conducting interviews
for the purposes of doctoral researetas made explicit iformal interviews first via the interview
request and then at the beginning of each interview, when | briefly summarized my research,
informal interviews wereless structured. Participants in informal interviews did not receive a

written request for aninterview that stated my identity and research interests. Rather, informal
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interviews were, by nature, conversational, frequently unscheduséayter, and more casuahan
formal interviews. n order to protect the interests and privacy of the interviess, it was
incumbent upon me to ensure that the purpose of the interviews and my role aDar&earch
were made explicit. Thus, my dual role as a writer for the Earth Negotiations Bulletin and a PhD
researcher affiliated with the London School of Eaoius was made explicit to each interviewee.
My affiliation with ENB was clearly stated on wificial, Secretariatssuedpasgnametag which |

wore at all timesduring meetingqas did all participants) | was also seated with ENB at a table in
the front of the conference room, and was thus clearly visible to all participants as a member of the
ENB team. In interviews, | consistendyplained my role as a PhD student and gave a brief
description ofmy researchbefore asking related questions, thus makimy aims and interests

explicit to the interviewes. Thus, my role as a researcher was overt.

Furthermore, ethics require the preservation dhe anonymity of interviewees(Kawulich 2005)

both in cases when they requested confidentialaywd when the information shared could be
detrimental to their relationships with others or to their reputatiansThis was a particularly

sensitive issue in informal interviews, as the casual nature of these interactions meant that people

may have beena &2y 3Jdzr NRé¢ (KIFIy GKS@& ¢2dzZ Rdetelog@® 06SSy
rapport with several members of POPRC over time, as | participated repeatedly in meetings, and

many caseghe information shared became increasingly sensitive from a pallic confidentiality
perspective Such information contributed to my understanding of the process and policymaking
context, but has not been explicitly includadthis thesis. Aimited number of anonymous quotes

from formal interviews and email exchges were usedand these were only usedith the explicit

recorded or writtenpermission of the interviewees.

In addition to repeated informal, fae®-face interviews conducted during meetingseven

interviewees responded to followp questions via emh The date and context of each interview
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have been noted when interviewees are quoted in this research. While all intervieyuwessd gave

permission for their remarks to be used in this research, some preferred to remain anonymous with

regard to someor all of the observations and opinions they shared. The most common reasons for
ALSE{AY3a 2y GKS O2yRAGAZ2Y 2F Fy2yeYAide AyOf dzRSR)
the information shared referred to events which occurred during cledeatr meetings, and 3) the
20aSNBFGA2ya NBEFSNNBR (G2 20KSNJ LI NIHAOALIYGaQ Y:
transparency and replicability, anonymous quotes have been used sparingly in this research, and are
included when they provide particulg interesting insights into the decisianaking process.The

table below provides an overview of the individuals whargll information anonymouslySeveral

of these interviewees shared information repeatedly throughout the research process, addtie

of communication and other contextual details have been cited in footnotes throughout this thesis.

Table 4.3Anonymous Interviewees

Interviewee Role/Affiliation Affiliation

A Industry Observer High Income Country

B POPRC Member High IncomeCountry

C POPRC Member Middle Income Country
D POPRC Member Low Income Country

E POPRC Member High Income Country
F POPRC Member High Income Country
G POPRC Member Middle Income Country
H Industry Observer High Income Country

Note: untries havebeen classified based on the World Bank country income
classification systemThids described more fully in Chapter 5 (see especially Table
5.1).

Both the formal and informal interviews provided valuable information about the policymaking
process. T informal interviews were far more representative of POPRC participants than the
formal interviews, primarily because many participants who had not responded to formal interview
requests were often willing to engage in these inforroahversationd & | Y2 YSyWhenda y 2 G A (

asked aboutthe possibility of conducting a formal interview after the meeting, many of these
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participants demurred, citing issudi&e busy schedules or, in the case of many participants from
least developed countries, poortarnet or telephone connections Others noted that, because
English is not their first language, they found it easier to have conversations in person. Given the full
agenda of work at POPRC, conducting lengthy formal interviews during the meeting ebhiavie

been possible. Thus, informal interviews were frequently the only means of discussing issues with
most participants. Given the limitations imposed by the international nature of théicgzant

group, the data provided by interviews cannot be sigered to be fully representative of
participants. No participants from Asia or Latin America agreed to participate in formal interviews.
However, the interviews did include participants from developed and developing countries, as well

as delegates frorenvironmental/public health NGOs and industry.

4.4.4Participantobservation

As noted above, a crucial part of the research for this project included observation of meetings of
both POPRC and COPhe author attendedPOPR@G, -4, and -5, as well asCOP3 and-4, for the
purposes of gathering information for this researciihese meetingwok place between 2006 and
2009. It is important to nat that the author attended CO® and POPRE, and-5 as a writer with

the Earth Negotiations Bulletin tearwhich provided the coverage which is being used as a primary
source of data All intervieweesvere informed of this dual role, and only information obtained with
the explicit permission of the interviewee for use in this research project has been indludieid

analysis.

Participant observation played a crucial role in this reseaaght facilitated much more detailed
understanding of the process and negotiations than would have been possible if research had been
conducted using only analysis of dimeents and interviews with participantsAccording to Becker

YR DNBSNE LI NGAOALI yi 20aSNBIGA2Y Ftf26a NBasSH
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dza ¢ KSYy ¢S dzasS 20KSNJ YSGK2Ra¢ 6. SOUSNI FyR DSSNJ
research, participant observation enhanced the value of other data sources (e.g., formal and
informal interviews and analysis of ENB reports) by providing insight into the context in which
decisions are made. Being onsite for meetingscreated valuable oppdunities for informal

interviews with participants and also allowed the author to understand ethdynamics of
negotiations,in terms ofboth procedure and tone, in a way that would not have been posgitites

analysis had been conducted without persoobtervationof the proceedings

The value of participant observation is illustrated in part with reference to the limitations of other

forms of data collection. In particulaBecker and Geer (1957, quoted in Gaskell 2000) highlight

three limitations2 ¥ Ay G SNIWASs6a a RIFIGE az2dNOSaz it 2F 6K,
NEtASa 2y GKS AYyTF2NNIyGiQa | O02dzyi 27F (GashkeNl2y a (K
2000, p. 44)If a researcher were relying entirely on interviews forommhation about a particular

process or situation, the interviewer may not have an adequate understanding of the background or
context for the answers provided by the intervieweg&ccording to Gaskell, the first limitation is that

GUGKS AYOISNDR&BONI dzy RSNRGTF YR GKS Wi 201t fFy3dz 3S
GSNXYa YlIé& 06S 1|jdzAGS RAFFSNByYydé oD farjasalysis othen nnx Ll
proceedings of POPRC, which involve two kinds of specialized language: firsinglbade of
sciencebased evaluations (understanding discussions necessitated understanding the meanings of

terms and phrases like bioconcentration, lerapge environmental transport, lipophilic, etc.), and

second, the diplomatic and procedural languageW negotiations (e.g., what is meant by a

LINR L2 &l f G2 &aSBeing piesaRtGitthe meethl éndble®thef adtir to observe the

process in action, and also provided opportunities to discuss technical issues with a range of experts.
IncreaS R FlF YAfAFNARGE GAGK | YR ot BORRCNdscussiprk Bnflded he& (1 K S
author to follow the complex technical points raised by interviewees without needing to ask for

explanations of what they would consider to be basic conceptss etmanced both the flow of the
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interview, as it minimized interruptions and allowed the interviewee to elaborate on points which he
or she felt inclined to discuss, and the quality of the interview, as it allowed the time to be devoted
to substantive issues. An additional benefitarising from participant observation and better
acquaintance with the language of POPRC was that it enabled the author tcacmneately identify

the frames used by participants when conducting the content analysis of the ENBsrdped

section 4.5).

The second limitation of interviewsghlightedby Gaskell is the possibility that the interviewee may
G2YAG AYLRZNIFYyd RSGFAT O LG YIe 0SS GKIG a2YS (KA
be difficult to put into wods or appear to the respondén G2 068 A YL ¢GasRell 2 NJ A y 2
2000, p. 44). Again, this potential limitation of interviews could have been significant for this
analysis. Had this research relied exclusively on formal interviews and meeting reports, it would

have been impossible to understand many of the sensitive interpersonal and political dynamics

which were crucial to the success or failure of some of the framing sgfiege For example, without

being present at the meeting, it would have been impossible to identify the frustration of many

POPRC members with the Indian delegate, whose brash interpersonal style offended so many others

that they excluded him from an inforal lunch and decided to take a vote to overrule his stance on
Endosulfan(the contentious debate omEndosulfans analyzedin Chapter 7) This unofficial event

was not reported by ENB, but it was an important juncture in the policymaking process.
Furtheemore, as noted above, being physically present at the meetings afforded many opportunities

to build relationships with participants, who were then willing to share politically sensitive

information that would be unlikely to be shared with a stranger.

G alsStt yz2aSa GKFIG | GKANR tAYAOGFGA2Y 2F AyUSNDA

WRAZG2NISR tSyadaQ FyR LINRGARS Iy F002dzyi 6KAC

BSNRAFAOIGAZ2YE oDl ajisStt H n n N Pnificad® forntmisy résearch! &l Ay =
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participants were likely to view the same issue from a wide range of perspectives. For example,

there is an ongoing debate about how Annex D, paragraph 2 of the Convention should be
interpreted. The paragraph states that¢ KS LINRP L2 AAYy 3 t | NGe& &AKFff  LIN
reasons for concern including, where possible, a comparison of toxicigcatoxicity data with
RSGSOGSR 2 NJ LINBRA O iirGtRckHol® @&hteation? Annek D, Pa§rafh Dhef X
phrased 6 KSNBE Ll2aaAofSé KIFIa 0SSy AYGSNILINBGISR o6& Syg
to mean that providing the specified comparison is optional, while CropLife and other observers
OAYOf dzZRAY3 NBLINBaASYyGlrGAG@Sa 2F ( KésinplydedIntthe text K- @S I
to allow countries without the capacity to conduct this test pwopose chemicals for listing.
Participantsin the latter groupargue that developed countries with the capacity to conduct the test

are taking advantage of the phiiag to avoid submitting test results which would not support their
nominations. Other participants including the EU and its member statésyve argued that the
comparisonis notalwayspossible, or that the results are irrelevafas in the discussion &CCPs)

This example highlights the extent to which participants may interpret an issue differently, and
present their interpretations not as controversial issy but as statements of fact. Observation of

the proceedings provided clarification of theay this issue si perceived and addressed by
participants, including by those who did not agree to participate in a formal interviélis isjust

one example of the way in which observation provides a much more detailed picture of the decision

making pra@ess than would be available if a researcher relied on interviews and report summaries

alone.

In sum, using participant observationas a method of research for this projetdcilitated the
collectionof much more detailedbalanced and substantivéenformation than would otherwise have

been possible. By attending meetings, the author was able to observe proceedings as they occurred,
identify points which were excluded from ENB reports and not mentioned in interviews (such as the

fact that, in order to lild support for a vote orEndosulfantwo delegates who strongly favored
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voting took other delegates out for a winieled lunch) identify the gaps in information provided
during interviews, and employ the technical knowledge gained during participationeetings to

focus on substantive issues during interviews

4.4 5Information onLJ: NJi A @dlitichl ghdsdciQeconomidnterests

As previously noted, one aspect of this research involves consideration of the ways in which political
and socioeconomic interests of producers and users of particular chemicals may influence POPRC
discussions.To identifythese interests the author condcted an exhaustive search for position or
policy papers on the websites of aliganizationsassociated with POPRC, including:

9 foreign affais or international development mistries,

9 ministries or public agencies responsible for the protection of thérenment

9 ministries or bureausesponsible for promotion of business, industry and exports

1 academic or media ardles

9 position statemats produced by advocacy orgaaiions, such as chemical manufacturers.
In addition, these issues were explored throughttbdormal and informal interviews with
participants It was possible to identify clearlthe positions on support folor opposition to
regulation of chemicals for small number of countries that sent delegates to POPRC. These were:
the European Unioand its member statedndia, ChinaSierra Leongand the United Stateslt was
not a premise of this research thatl countries and participants would hawexplicit or identifiable
policy preferences regarding every chemical nominated for reviberefore, this did not impede

analysisof the role of scientistand of strategic issue framing

4.5Research Design
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The research was designed in three par&rst,it was necessary to develop a precise understanding

of the process by which chemical® proposed, evaluated anapprovedfor listing(or rejected);the

role of scientists within the procesand theopportunitiesfor participantsto frame discussion in

order to influencedecisionmaking Secondthe ENB reports from POPRGo -5 wereanalyzedo

identify frames used and adopted by participaats chemicals passed through successive stafjes

the evaluation process. In the third stage, three substances were selected for closer analysis. These
within-case analysesiade use of the matéal generated in the first parts of this research design to
provide explanations of theactions taken by POPRfliring each stage of its review of these
substances Thee detailed analyseprovide a clear picture of the ways in which frames are
introduced to discussion, the degreeto which they are successful, and the responses of other

participants. These analyses also provide desis of the causal model set out in Figure 4.1 above.

While the research was designed in three successive paitspiportant (as noted by George and
Bennett 2004) to view each part as contribution to anintegrated and nterrelated whole.
Therefore, the causal model set out in Figure 4.1 and the hypotheses drawn from it in section 4.3.1
provided the unifying theoretial framework that guided the design of this resear@lhe steps taken

to carry the three parts of this research design amtlined below.

4.5.1Describing the rules and decistomaking process

The first stage of this research, presented in Chaptezxpjores the formal role of science in the
decisionmaking process of the Stockholm Conventiofhis involves exploration of several key
issues. First,hie chapter explains the assumptions about the division between science and
policymaking which are famally embedded in the structure of decisiomaking process. Second,
delineates the steps in the process by which chemicals are nominated, reviewed, recosunand

eventually listed in the Convention (or, alternatively, are determined to be inappropriate for listing
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in the Convention) Third, the participants are classified into the formal categories for participation,
as established by the rules of procedureln the context of POPRC, participants are either POPRC
members or observers, but importantly, observers can be further divided according to their
affiliation. The relative influence of each of these categories will beudsed, first considerirthe
constraints and structure imposed by tfi@mal rules for participationand second, drawing on the
interviews with POPRC participants, which shed light on the perceived differentiation in power
among different groups working within POPR&nally, this bapter will identify the pointsat which
framing could be used to influence discussion most effectively. For example, opponents to listing
may find it easiest to challenge a nominated chemical during the risk profile stage of review, as this
stage involve the closest scrutiny of evidence for listing. Alternatively, opponents may attempt to
challenge a substance in the first stage of review, in order to prevent the substance from being

examined too closely.

Examining the decisiemaking process and e of procedure in this manner creates a foundation

for the deeper analysis of framing presented in Chapters 6 and 7. This chapter presents a precise
analysis of the process by which chemicals are introduced, evaluated, and recommended for listing,
whichfacilitates identification of the role of science and scientists within the process. It also allows

for precise categorization of the different roles played by the-gudups participating in the process,

and highlights the different ways in which theyeaable to influence decisiemaking, both due to

the rules of procedure and as a result of their perceived credibility and expeifisese distinctions

underpin the analysis of framing, as successful framing may depend in large part on the credibility of
GKS FTNIXYS AYAGAFG2NE a ¢Stf | 4nakingK SheFehsbuesSnill A y A (0 A

be explored in detail in all three stages of analysis.

The following description and analysis of the decisitaking process was based ohservation of

meetings of POPRC and the C@well as careful reading of the text of the Stockholm Convention
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and rules of procedure The interviews with participants also played an important role in providing
insights and perspectives of the participa themselves about their own roles in the process and the
roles played by othersThe opinions and ideas presented during these interviews helped to clarify
the norms by which POPRC conducts its work. This was particularly helpful for understanding the
way frames are used to support preferences, because it highlighted the way POPRC members
perceive themselves (e.g., some as pure technical advisors, others as pulled between disinterested
science and the demands of the governments with which they arba#éfil) and provided insight

into the types of frames which are likely to succeed in this particular environment (and, likewise,
those which are likely to fail because they do not fit within the cultural framework that shapes

t ht w/ Q& RA & O dazeptable ahd\Ehat & Kdt, &tc.)A Bhesk points are clearlydstes by

the within-case analysepresented in Chapter 7, and particularly in the analysisrafosulfanwhich
involved highly contentious discussions and challenges to the validity of FDPRCR Shaking A 2 v

process.

4.5.2 Issudrame analysis

The second part of this research was designed to identify the issue frames that scientists used during
G NA2dza adl 3Sa 27T (anhlysis of Which Mp@derfed in IONSPIES 6 @nd
Identification and categorization of frames provided a foundation for recognizing patterns in
framing, which in turn facilitated comparison of framing strategies across meetings and between
chemicals. This analysis also enabled identification of Parties and observers with social and
economic interests in the policy decision (i.e., countries affiliated with scientists who strongly
opposed or favored listing nominated substancesstablishing these patternwithin debate
enabled the hypotheseset out in section 4.3.3 to be tested thoroughly and also provided material
that was critical to the withircase analyses that were also conducted within the third part of this

research (see section 4.5.3).
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In orderto identify and analyze the frames used during debate, it was necessagayry outcontent
analysisof the ENB reports. Using procedures outlined by both framing and research methods
scholars(Chong and Druckman 200&ippendorf 2004, Neuendorf 20pBauer and Gaskell 2000),
ENB reportdrom POPRC meetings 2, 3, 4, anddse systematicallycoded, and issueframes were

identified and analyzed The steps by which this analysis was conducted are delineated below.

Step 1: Establishing thaneframe ofanalysis

The decision to analyze POPRC meetings 2 throughsSbasedartly on the availability of ENB
reports. The first meeting of POPRRDPRAQ, held in 200pwas not covered ¥ ENB, and there is

no record of proceedings which providesngparable coverage of the discussions which occurred
during this sessian A meeting report produced by the Secretariat jmblicly available
(UNEP/POPS/POPRC.1/10, available at www.pops.int) and provides useful background information
about the first meeting of POPRC, but as with subsequent meeting reports, it does not provide the
level of detailnecessary for a framing analygss discussedisection 4.4.1) Consequentlythis
analysis begins with POPReld in 2006 which was the first meeting for which ENB produced a
report, includes POPRE(2007), and4 (2008), ancdconcludes with POPRE2009). A list ofeach
meeting with informaton aboutdates chemicalgeviewed anddecisionscan be foundn Appendix

B.

@ FylrtfelAy3a GKS FNIYAYy3I 2F AaadzSa FTNRBY y2YAyl G
dead and live chemicals, this research addresses one of the issues la¢dheof strategic issue

framing: the interests of those employing the frameshisTrange of meetings spans the shift in
consideration of dead to live chemicals, which for the purposes of analysis of issue framing (and
particularly consideration of the tarests and policy preferences of scientists), represents a critical

turning pointA y t ht w./ A3 grevibdsIMdoted, comparing the use of strategic issue framing in
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evaluation of dead chemicals with its use in evaluation of live chemicals providgistimgo the
motivations of those using the framgbecause it helpto identify the influence of socioeconomic
interests in regulatory decisiemaking. If external interests are not influencing decigioeking,
there should be no significant differencbstween debate about dead chemicals and that regarding

live substances.

Step 2Developingtie coding famework

Prior to analysis of the ENB reports, a framework was constructed wieiliheatedthe expected
codesthat would be identified through content analysis of the ENB repoiisis frameworkwhich

was looselymodeled onframeworks used in otheissue framing studies (Nisbet et al. 2008yit
2008, drew on observations of COP and POPRC meetings to defisdogategories which were
expected to capture the frames usday participants at POPRC meeting®vidence of harm,
scientific uncertaintysocioeconomiémpact technical issuesand procedural issuesEachframing
categorycomprises a consistent collection of individfi@meswith similar emphasesAs noted by

/ K2y3 YR 5NH2O1YlFYyZ aF FNFXYS Ay O02YYdzyAOlIGAzy Ol
SOSy iz 2N LR0074 p.A108).f GiverOthe2 Iatk ofafning studies of sciendeased
environmental policymaking, the expected frames for this research were based solely on
observations ofStockholm Conventionmeetings rather than being drawn from other framing

studies

ENB reports cover allitems on POPRC | ASy Rl X Ay Of dZRAY3 A &dadzSa dzy NB
POPS. Thusertain sections of the ENB reports were systematicakgluded from analysis, such as

those covering issues such as developmerd diandbook on effective pcipation in thework of

the Gmmittee, establishment of procedures to notify the Committee of conflicts of interest

compilation of information on substitutions and alternatives to listed P@Rs, While these issues
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comprise asubstantialpart oft ht wd O] = 8 K 8 dzi OfgERIITamimittee is to evaluate
chemicals for possible listing in the Annexes of the Conventibiork the Committee takes on in
addition to evaluation of chemicaldoes not affect its decisiemaking regarding nominated
substances, ané notrelevant to an analysis of the way scientists use issue framing to promote

policy goals.

The framing typologget out in Table 4.3 belowlentifies thefive categories ofssue frams, plus a

OF 6 S32NE f .tvihiSHcé&pRresta intén@mMibnseflected in the ENB reporthat cannot

be categorized as issue framés.g., requests for claitfation, statements regarding logistical or
administrative issues, efc. Theframe names are followed by deriptiors of the relevanthemes
within eachframing categoryincluding keywords andiubstantive points that arsubsumed within
each group In contrast to development of a dictionary with keywords, as would be necessary for
computerassisted coding, this research ralien coding guided barchetypes, rather than specific
terminology. This approadmas been used in other framing studies (Chong and Druckmarb007
andis particularly gapropriate for oding of ENB reports, whigiredominatelyconsist ofsummaries

of interventions rather tharirect quotes.

Table 4.4The Coding Framewor&definitions of frames

Framecategory Definition, keywords and themes

Evidence of Harm These framesmphasize thesufficiencyof scientific data which suppor,
progressiorto the next stag of decisioamakingand/or
recommendation for listing Theyde-emphasizeany gaps or
uncertainty in relation to the data

Category ioludes reference to: chemical maehe criteria for

® Description used by Reiner AincE  t ht w/ [/ KIFIANXYIFyYyS G2 RA&GAY3IdzA aK
responsibilities from the operational issues which it must address both during meetings and intersessionally.
Quote recorded in personal notes taken during the sixth meeting of POPRCt¢b&1(2010).
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progression/listing; toxic interactions with other chemicalsgative
impact on human health/environment; scientific research methods
appropriate; precaution

Scientific Uncertainty

These frameemphasize thgaps in data or knowledgend de
emphaste the strength of any data or evidence supporting progress
to the next stag of decisioAmaking

Categoryrncludes reference to: data unavailabi&rrower focus
necessary; one iterion or more may not be megcientificresearch
methods inappropriate; more detail needestringent analysis
necessary; standds for harm unmetscience is uncertain.

Socioeconomic Impact

These frames emphasi the potential socioeconomic impact of listing
a chemical.

Categoryrncludes reference to: poverty#rdship;negative
socioeconomiémplications

Technical Issues

Thesdramesemphasizahe technical issues related to evaluation an
listing.

Categoryrncludes reference taegulatiorfaction underother
conventionsimplementation problemsdisposal issueprevening
reintroduction; polluter pays principleadvantages/disadvantages of
listing dead chemicalavailablity of alternativestechnological
disadvantageof developing countriegsstrict control needede.g.,
disposal oftockpiles, etc.)

Procedure

These framesmphasizehe rules of procedure angrocesgsby which
decisionsare made

Categoryrncludes reference toobstruction;bias grouping chemicals
to ease analysjsnappropriately strict analysisransparencytime for
discussion needednove discussin forward importance of consenstis
correct procedure followegncorrect procedure.

Other

Non-substantive interventions, includingequests for clarification
administrative points relevant to the issuetc.
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Theseframing categoriesare exhaustive and mutually exclusive. Every interventioade by
participants at POPRIs into a single categorySubsumed within these categories at@ themes
identified during analysis of the meetingsFor the purposes of carrying out the content analysis,
each theme was given a specific code marker to ensure ithatas correctly placed witm the
database oframes used by POPRC participalihile thecategories of frameare the primary units

of andysisin Chapters 6 and,7dentification and recording of these themes alkxhfor a more
precise analysis of patterns within the discourse regarding individual chemicals, both during
individual meetings and throughout thetagesof chemical review Furthermore, delineaing the
themes clearly and precisepyrevented ambiguity in application of framing codes to each piece of
text included in the analysisA full list of the codes and the frequency with which each appeared in
the coded text is presented ifiable 4.4 belowGiven the inevitable identification of new themes as
coding progressed, it was particularly important to conduct formal analysis of the entire data set
repeatedly;thus, each meeting report wasoded twice in order to ensure consistenaf/ coding
Coding of the reports progressed sequentially, and upon completion of the fourth repaith
report was coded a second timstarting from POPRE This approactensured that the coding
scheme was appliedonsistently toall of the texts in the data sample, and did not unintentionally

evolve as the coding progressed.

The interventions and codes were recorded in a databesestructed for this researchsingthe
software programMicrosoft Access While multiple computer-assistedqualitative data analysis
software packagesncludingAlceste and AtlasTiveretrialed for use in thigesearch manual coding
proved to be the most effective and appropriate means of analgsithis project This was largely
due to the nature of ENB reports, which present statements from ipleltspeakers in a summary
format. Unlike campaign speechdsr example,n whichtext isattributable to a singlespeaker or
studies of media presentations of issy@swhich the news source itself is thbjectof anaysis, the

subjects of this research projeetere the statementsmade by individuals in the context of a
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discussion with multiple participants As previously noted, records of these interventions are
available only through EN8ummaries andstatements arenot necessarilyeported verbatim. No
software packages were identified which would be capable of the careful parsing and analysis
necessary to correctly aitvute and code the statementgrovided in this particular format; to the
contrary, manual coding was the only possible approach which would allow for th¢efiheed
analysis necessary to ensure accuracygoding To this endMicrosoft Access provided the most
flexible andusefulsoftware for recordingand analyzing datand was ultimately selected in place of
more complexbut less flexible programsuch asAtlasTi. Significant advantages provided by Access
include 1)the ease ofcreating subsets of datahat can be stored irtables linked to the larger
database;2) the flexibility with which data can be reorganized across multiple categories of
information (e.g., by chemical, meeting, code, speaker, gtat)d 3) the speed with which new

categories of information can be added

Step 3identifyingframes

The Access databasentitted oNumerical Summary of Frame Usédncludes the following
categories:ID (a uniguemumberautomaticallyassignedo each row of data), ENB Summary (POPRC
-2, -3, -4, or-5), chemical, live chemical (box checked for yes), dead chemical (box checked for yes),
framing code (one of thelO codes in the framework), speakej (including those who ENB
NBO2NRSR | & oK 8zZLINY, SIBNEP of intereyitionsupport by other members
(the total number of people speaking in support of this intervention), category to whielspeaker
belongs (boxesvhich could becheckedto identify each speaker agrg: POPRC member, country
observer, industry observer, public health/environmental NGO observer, invited expenember

of the secretariat) decision (for each chemical at every stage of review), and n@es. to the size

of this database and the amoumif information it contains, it is impossible to reproduce it in a
readable format within he constraints of this document; howevalmost of the information has
been included in this document in tables derived from the larger datafthgeonly exceptions the
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information contained in the notes category, which was used for contextual references during

analysis. All relevant information has been included in this thesis)

In order to facilitateevaluation of the datatableslinked to the databasevere aeated forthe
purposes of running queries and otherwise analyzing the d&@é these, the broadess a tablethat
delineates the five categorieof issue framesthe codeg¢themes that fit into these categoriestheir
definitions, and the frequencwith which these codes appeared in the final databa3éis table
which is presented beloWTable 4.4)provides an overviewof the framesand the frequency with
which theywere used during POPRC meetindjsis importantto recognize that this presentatioof
information illustrates frames antheir frequency of use across the entire timeliog meetings
being analyzedor this research Closer examination of frequenciesfaime use within meetings
and with regard to particular substances is essential before inferences camabtleregardingthe
relative importance aneffectivenessf frames in discussionsSuch analysis will follow the next

two chapters.

Table 4.59-requencyof Frames Used in POPRCPOPR&

Frame FrameCode Description oflssueFrame Frequency
(as recorded in Count
the databasé
BD Broaden description 1
Evidence of ldrm | EH Clear evidence of harm 107
HI Human/environmental balth impact 3
MA Methods appropriate 4
PRE Precaution 12
Total 127
DU Data unavailable/needed 3
Scientific IMD Include more detail 19
Uncertainty Mi Methods inappropriate 16
NH Chemical doesn't meet standards for 25
harm
NS Narrower specification 6

143



SA Stringent analysis needed 20
SC Strict control important 11
SDN Some data indicate chemical does not 6
meet one or more criteria for regulation
SuU Scientific uncertainty 59
Total 165
AUS Analysis inappropriately strict 8
Procedure B Bias 4
CP Correct procedure followed 43
GC Group chemicals for efficiency of analys 7
IC Importance of consensus 22
IN Indispensability of chemical 5
NTD Need time to discuss 16
OB Obstruction 2
OFT Concern about scientific 11
practices/transparency
P Procedural 67
WPT Move discussion forward 41
Total 226
AA Alternatives available 12
Technicalssues | BDC Little benefit to listing a dead chemical 3
DD Developing countries at a technical 7
disadvantage
DP Disposal possible 2
EF Environmentally friendly, compared to 2
alternatives
IMP Implementation problems 1
ocC Chemical is regulated by other 1
conventions
PP Polluter pays principle 3
PRDC Prevent reintroduction of dead chemical 1
ROC Regulation unnecessary dueregulation 2
of related chemicals
ROCN Regulation of other chemicals helpful, bt 1
regulation still necessary
TU Technical uncertainty 7
Total 42
NE Negative economic impact 3
Socieconomic PSE Positive socioeconomic impact 1
Impact SEI Negative socioeconomic impact 5
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Total 9

Grand total 569

In total, 569 interventions were recorded in the databise Y R NB Tt SO0 Plenaga 02 3S

discussions betweeROPR& to -5 (20062009). Notablyprocedural frames were usedost often

(226 times) Scientific uncertainty frames were used 165 times, and frames which emphasized
evidence of harm were used 127 times. The least frequently used frames were those which
emphasized technical issues (42) and socioeconomic impadtiofli(9). The breakdown of these

frames by chemical and meeting will be analyzed in chapter 6.

Step4: Analyzing use of frames by POPRC members

AsnoBR | 62@Ss GKS RIGFIolF&aS SyGAaidf SR abdzySNAOI €
analysis bthe way scientists used frames during POPRC meetingseother framing studieqsee,

for example Miller 1997 Wang 200% this research usesdguency counts as one way of identifying

the ways in whictparticipantsutilize frames to promote their preferred outcomes, as well as the
relative success or failure of these fram@s previously notedthe secondmeansof analyzing
framingused in this thesifocuses on the strength and weakness of frames, as explicat&hbmgg

and Druckman2007b). Therelative success of frame&san bemeasured by the extent to which tlye

are adopted and repeated by other participants. Frequency counts provide a simple and accessible
measure thatcan identify the framing strategy emplegt by individual participantas wellpatterns

within communication(for example, by scientist, across chemicals, or across meetings).

The steps in the analysis were designed to test the hypotheses and explore the causal model set out
earlier in thischapter. The following sectiorprovides a description and rationale for each step.

The results are presented in Chapters 6 and 7.

145

{ «



First,in order to identify differences in the participation amosgientists within POPRGhe total

number of interveaitions made by POPRC membwesas tallied and broken down according to the

economic status of the countrwith which each scientist is affiliated. SOF dzAS 2 F t ht w
membershiprotation policy, the composition of the Committeehanges every yeaiso tallying

individual interventions aoss meetings would not accuratetgflect the level of participation of

particular countries or regions Some regions and countries repeatedly nominate the same
members, which means that some individuals have held sseat POPRC from the POPR®

present (e.g., Reiner Arndt, Germany), while other regions have offered the position to new
countries (e.g., the representative of the European Union has changed three times). In other cases,
countries have retained seats bhave changed representatives due to the personal circumstances

of their representatives (for example, the original representative from India retired between ROPRC

5 and 6, and was replaced by a new government scientitje purpose of this analysis was

understand whether the incomievel of the country made a difference to the quantity of
interventions made by scientistsThe importance of this comparison is discusse&éation 5.3.2.

To ease analysis (because a large number of countries maddexergubstantive interventions)

O2dzy GNAS&a 6SNB 3INRPAzZLISR ol aSR 2y AyO2YSHhghdZAAy3
medium and low income grougsased ongrossnational income. The Stockholm Convention does

not officially classify countries bagen economic development, so for the purposes of comparing

the number of interventions made by participants in developing and developed couritree®Vorld

Bank classification was used.

Second individualfrequencycounts of the framesused by eacfPOPRG@nemberwere conductedin
order to identify patterns in interventions across chemicals and meetidg=ording to the causal
Y2RStfZ | aAO0ASydGAadQa FFFFAECAFLGAZ2Y Aa <elgcBon&F (GKS

the frames (the indepeneht variable) Thisstep facilitated analysis of theamesusedby particular
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scientists, and allowedcomparison of the frames used by individual scientists with the
socioeconomic interests of the countries with which they are affiliate@he role of &ternal
d420A2S02y2YA0 AYyiSNBaida Ay a0OASydraadtaQ LNBFTSNByY
included in order to establish whether scientists use issue framing to support their policy preference.

For example, if scientists were affiliated thvicountries which supported the regulation of a

chemical, then, according to the hypothesis, the scientists would use frames which enaghasiz
evidence of harm and deemphasizetientific uncertainty. This would be reflected in the frequency

of the framesthey used during discussionThe results of this analysis areonsidered in section

6.1.3,and are presented in Figure 6.The framing patterns that this analysis identified amalyzed

in much greater detail in Chapter 7 which sets out the wittdise analyses of the debates relating to

three different chemicals.

Furthermore,Hypothesis 4posits that theproduction and use status of ehemical undereview

(e.g., its economic importar¢ which is often captured bthe distinction between live and dead
chemicalspffectsthe policy preferences of scientisend, therefore, the frames they useTherefore

a frequency analysis of theattern of frames used within each meetimgas carried at to identify

any systematic differences in frames used in discussions of dead and live substareessulis of

this analyss are set out in section 6.1.4-urthermore, a detailed analysis of this issue is in Chapter 7,

which presents aseriesof Win-OF &S |yl fe&asSa 2F thtw/ Qa NBOGASsa 2

SCCPs artehdosulfar{both of which are live chemicals).

4.5.3Within-case analyses stlectedchemicalreviews

The final part of the research desifpcused onconductinganalyses of the framingtrategies used
RdzNAYy 3 t ht w/ Qa Sédctionzfchemals While the firsh tWd stafes of analysis

FTHOAEAGFGOSR GSaday3a 2F (GKS KeLRGKSaSa FyR +y [yl
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discussiondetween POPRE and-5, analysis of the frame effectiveness and the links between the
frames used and outcomes of the meetings requires closer examination of the individual
discussions. Aine-textured analysis ofndividud casesprovides a clearer picture of th&rategies

used by participants, the interplay of competing frames, and the context in which some frames

succeeded while others failed to win support

In keeping with the approach proposed Beorge and Bennett (2004hese withincase analyses

draw on procesdracing methodsthat facilitate analytically rich and comprehensive explanations of
multifaceted eventswithin singlecase studies (in this casprocesstracing facilitates analysis of

both the sciencébased decisin-making process of th&tockholm Conventioand the variations in

reviews of individual chemicglsProcesdracing involves the construction @f detailed analytical

YENNF GAGS GKIFG SELX FAY GKS 2dzi O2ées an indepaddnty G Ay (¢
variable (or@l NA I 6f S&0 FyR (KS 2 dzi O2 @ebrge2afd Bénkedt 2006 LISY RS
p.206) In thiscase study, the frames used by participants at POPRC meeatiagsdependent

variables and the decisions taking by POPB#hstitute the dependent variable. George and

Bennett argue that mcess tracings particularly useful in caseabat have generated multiple
observations (here, the numerous frames used by the many participaitkén the debate) but

require i K G G KSasS oiSh OdaA yINS Ro | @Ay (13 ND2yadGAaGasds |y SE
p.207). Process tracingloes not rely on controlled comparison between different cases where

(ideally) the cases are similar in all respects but one. As a vadise method of causal
interpretation, all of the steps within a causal chain must be set out in order for a theory to be
developed or testedGeorge and Bennett 2004)It is therefore particularly useful for research

designghat (as here) involve a single case but more than one toattie research design.

Within this researchthe causal pathways illustrated inFigure 4.1 andliscussed irsection 4.3.4

The causal model delineatethe links between thevariables that potentially shapg OA Sy 1 A 4G4 Q LJ
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preferencesthe frames and framing strategieientistsemploy tosupporttheir preferences;and
the effect of these frames on the decisions taken by POPREpurpose of conducting thevithin-
case analysewasto construct a narrative that providean analyticalexplanationby converting
descriptionof a process into an explicit causal explanatiooutcomes (George and Bennett, 2004).
These analyses diffegsubstantiallyfrom the material provied byother sources (e.gENBor UNEP
produced meeting reporisbeause they evaluatdhe debates from the point of view of the

hypotheses and causal model.

How the withincase analyses were constructed
Three chemicalg octaBDE, SCCPs, dfndosulfang were selected for inclusion in the withitase

analyses.The sectin below describes the criteria for selecting these case studies.

The content analysis of the ENB reports (described in section £XpBinshow the frames used by
participants within the debate were identified. The analytical narratiaesociatedwvith the three
sub-cases build odatagatheredfor the larger analysiéee Section 4.4p identify and evaluate
§ the current use and productio of the chemicab S®3I d Ay Of dzZRAYy3I AdGa &aal
Gt A@S¢ ;OKSYAOI 0
1 the participants with socioeconomic interests ircontinued production anduse or
eliminationof the substance
9 the main proponents or opponentsf regulation
1 the framing strategesusedduring thereview,
1 the effectiveness of frames (high, medium, low, or ineffective)
1 the possible reasons for the relative effectiveness of frapaesl

1 GKS AYLI OG 2F RAFTFSNByG FTNIYAy3d adGNFG83A8a 2
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The selection of ENB reportthe database of framesnd the interview transcripts were carefully
reviewed toanalyze the fames used, patterns of interventions/frame use by scientist,dfiects of
individual frameson the course of discussion, and how the discussiontéethe decision taken at
SIOK aidl 3S 27T Futhernwre Qs GebdtdehdSBennett (2004) note, emhusing
processtracing methods to develop analytical explanations, it is crucial to ensure openness to
competing explanations of variance in the dependent variables; in other words, to minimize the risk
of confirmation bias. Thus, throughout the anadysnultiple sources were used to support
dzy RSNARGEFYRAY3 2F LINIAOALIYy(GaQ AyadSNBadasz GKS

review, and the resulting inferences about the importance of framing in debate.

Selection of chemicals for the witktase analyses

Reviews of tree chemicalsg octaBDE, SCCPs aBddosulfan- were seleted for within-case
analyses These substancewere selected because they were all introduced either during PEPRC

or -3, whichmeant they could, theoreticallypass through all three stages tofh t wréviewit during

the timeframe of this analysisFurthermore, @ven the nature of the research question and casual
model, the subset of chemicals represents one dead and two live substances, and one pesticide and
two industrial chemicals. Different types of chemicals or chemicals used for different purposes
might attract different configurations of interests in their continued use and/or regulati®hese

details are outlined in Table 4.5 below.

Table 4.6Selectionof chemicals for withincase analyses

Characteristic Chemical

OctaBDE SCCPs Endosulfan

Production status Dead Live Live
(dead or live)

Use Industrial Industrial Pesticide
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Introduced for review | POPR@ POPRQ POPR3

Current stage of Listed Still in risk profile Recommended for
review stage listing

4.6 Conclusion

The approach adopted to answer this research question is designed to illuminate the role of science
and scientists irpolicymaking under the auspices of the Stockholm Conventiod toexplore the

ways in whichstrategic issue framing can be used in the earliest stages of policymaking to promote
pre-existing political agendas.Achieving this research goal requires investigation into several
different but closely relatedpoints. Firstthe motivations of scientists who participate in POPRC
must be identified and explored. Are these scientists members of epistemic communities, with
agendas derived from their technical expertise? Or, alternatively, are POPRC members (and the
scientistswho participate as country observers) subject to pressure from external actors, such as the
national governments with which the scientists are affiliated® the latter, it is important to
consider the implications for the role of science in the Stockh@Gtmvention, particularly given that

the Convention is designed to maintain a clear distinction between scientific evaluation and
policymaking. Secondly, are participants in POPRC using strategic issue framing to support their
policy preferences? If sdt, is necessary to determine who is using the frames, which frames are
successful, why some are and others are not, dtaese questions have served as the guide for the

research methods described above.

The design of this researomakes use of gariety of methods and data sources in orderclarifythe
role of scientists within the Stockholm Convention, ithpolicy preferencesand thdr use of
strategic issue framing to suppothese preferences. Using a variety of methods facilitates

explomation of the possible role of epistemic communities in the work of the Stockholm Convention,
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as well application of framing theory tovd, sciencebased technical discussions which form the
basis for policymakingThe power of frames to shape the way iaaue is understood and addressed

is worthy of critical analysis, as these mechanisms could have decisive influence within the
policymaking process. The methodology outlined in this chapter is designed to consider the way
various actors in the process ustategic issue framing tactics, the influence of different types of
frames, and the nature of successful and unsuccessful frames. Furthermore, this analysis will shed
some light on the way science is politicized by rational actors who are pursuing golts. The
behavior and influence of scientists is of particular interest, given their authority and associated
power over policy choices. This analysis should determine whether scientists actually have
influence, and if they do, the extent to whichauinfluence stands up to countervailing forces such

as the socioeconomic considerations which may be raised later in the policymaking process (as well

a4 RdzZNAY3I thtw/ QdF RAAOdzZAAA2Y A0 D

The next three chapters present the findings of the research desiglined above. Chapter 5 sets
out an account of the policy process within Stockholm Conventlamifyingthe role of scientists
and the key points at which thehave the opportunity to use framing tactics tafluence
discussions Chapter 6 presenthe results of the analysis of issue frames used by scientisiag

t ht w/ Q& , fotissiddp@nady on the results of the content analysis of ENB repogsd
drawing on interviews formdditional insight. This chapterprovides critical tests of theesearch
hypotheses that are set out earlier in thikapter. Chapter presents the withircase analyses,
which provide detailedexplanations of decisions relating to three chemictiiat have been
evaluated by POPRCThese analysedso providean additional means of testing the causal model.
Together the findings in these chapters demonstralt®w frames arausedas heresthetical tactics
designed toinfluence decisiormaking within POPRC. The results presented in these chapters
contribute a rew and important dimension to our understanding of the process of global

policymaking to regulate POPs, and answer the question guiding this research: why are some

152



chemicals regulated with broad support from participants, while proposals to list sirhdgmicals

are met with strong opposition from many of the same actors?
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Chapter 5: The Role of Sciece and
Scientists in the Stockholm Convention

In the previous chaptershis thesis presented the foundation fanalysis of strategic issue framing
in sciencebased decisioomaking under the auspices of the Stockholm Conventiohese
foundational elements includditerature reviews of strategic issue framing and the epistemic
communities approachas wellasa discussion of the methodssed to analyzéhe use and influence

of strategic issue framingnt ht w/ Qa S@Ffdzr A2ya 2F addzoaidlyoSa y?2
of the Convention This chapter will begin the analysis &cidatingthe role of science and
scientists in work of the ConventionSpecifically this chapter will: 1) explore the assumptions
about sciencehat are formally embedded in the division of labor between POPRC and the2COP,
describe the decisiomaking proces by which chemicals are added to the Convention, from
proposalof a substance to listing3) classify participants and explore systematic differences in
participation, and 4) identify points at which framing could be used to influence discyuasianbas

for analysis in the following chaptersThis chapter is structured in the order of these points.

5.1The role of<ience in the Stockholm Convention

¢KS {G201K2fY /2y@SyliAaz2yQa FAY G2 LNRGSOG KdzYthy
that scientists will play a crucial role in the decisinaking process, as they are responsible for
providing the technical advideureaucrats rely upon as ¢y formulate policyto control these global
transboundary pollutants When achemicalis nominagd for potential listing in the Annexes of the
Convention, it must pass through three stages of scierdimuationbefore POPRC recommends it
forlisting. 2 KAf S thtw/ A& NBalLRyairoftS G2 (GdKS /htX tht
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investsits work with significant responsibility for the polici#sat are instituted under the auspices

of the Convention. Thusjrpointing the role of scientists in policymaking is a critical taskjoing

so contributes to a more comprehensive and accuraiglyss of theway technical informaon
influences decisiomaking. It also illuminates the relative importance of the socioeconomic issues
associated with possible listing of various substanc€dobal environmental policymaking often
involves tradeoffs baween socioeconomic and environmental concerns (as in the case of DDT,
which has been listed as a POP but is still the most affordable and accessible means of controlling
malaria in subSaharan Africa). While these issuesre formally separate from the scientific
evaluation of chemicals, stakeholders whose interests may be affected by regulation of a substance
may seek to influence the decisionaking process of POPRC in a way that supports their policy

preferences.

Furthermore, & discussedn the methodologychapter,this researchhypothesizes that analysis of

t ht w/ Qawill eiea&dlJgroups of scientists with valubased agendas promoting policy goals

derived from their scientific expertiseThis lypothesisis partially basedon the role speciéd for

POPRC by the COP in Decisiol/30which stateghat POPRC musting together scientists from

multiple disciplinary backgrounds to provide thexpert assessments abminated chemicals, and

to provide input to help he committee decide whether the proposed substances meet the criteria

for regulation set out in the Annexes to the ConventidrisS f dzOA Rl G A 2y eBffodigssht w/ Q&
the notion thatscience can be held apart from politiesd ispredicated on the idea that scientists

derive theirrecommendationgrom objective research, the production afhichis unconstrained by

issues like availability of research funding, the interests of sponsors of studies, the interests of the

parties whichsendscientistso participatein the work of Stockholm, etc.

In fact, however the findings of this researcimdicate that not only are scientists influenced by

politics and other noracademic external pressures, but strategic, savvy political actmsgnize
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that the stage of policymaking in which scientists evaluate the qualifications of chemicals for
regulation is an ideal point at which to attempt to exert influence over decisiaking. In short,
POPRC meetings arérme time for political lobbing couched in scientific language and discourse

and the scientists who hold seats on POPRC are working in an atmosphere charged by conflicting
political interests and socioeconomic concerns. Uncertainty about the risks posezbrbg
chemicals to humandalth and the environment compounds the difficulties of decisieaking, and
creates multiple opportunities for both proponents and opponents of regulation to call for action
that is based not on evidence, but on guesswo@pponents of regulation may elgit uncertainty

to undermine the case for listing a chemical or to create time delays in the decigi&img process.

Such delays may be of significant economic value to actors with an economic stake in the production
or use of a particular substanceAnalysis of the interventions made by participants in four
consecutive POPRC meetings, as well as interviews with POPRC members and observers, indicate
that scientists are often working to represent the agendas of their employersthatgolitical and

ecoy 2YAO AyGSNBaida LIXIFe I aAA3IyAFAOIydGT &SaG fIFNBSCE

5.2 TheDecisionMaking Process:Scientific Review irthe Stockholm Convention

Responsibilities for administering the Stockholm Convention are divided among several committees
and working groups. As previously noted, cgentific analysis is handled by the POPs Review
Committee (POPRC), which evaluates the qualifications of chentiedlhave been proposed for
regulation. Once POPRC has decided that a chemical meets the criteria for regulation, it makes a
recommendation tahe COPwhich then determines whatcion should be takenThesteps in this
processare outlined below in Fige 5.1,which is followed by detailed explanatiaf each stage of
evaluation, the range of possible decisions, and discussion ofithgiications for policymakindt is

AYLRNIFYG G2 y23S GKFG thtw/ YIeé Re&MAtRSatang aaSi
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stage, if it determines that the criteria for that particular stage are unmet. To date, no proposed

chemical has been rejected by POPRC.

Figure5.1 Steps in the decisiommaking process

(" Y4 Y4 Y4 Y4 )

Consideration of fi- S
<0CI0eCoNOMiC POPRC decision: COP decision:

A party nominates|| ~ Sciencebased issues and POPRC If yes, the
a chemical for asseshsme_nt IOf the possible control recommends that{} chemical is listed
consllodoelgaFtelgn by chemica measures CIOT COPhSIder in Annexes A, B o
(Risk Profile) : Isting the C of the
(Risk Managemen substance Convention

Evaluation)

. A\ AN J\ VAN J

5.2.1 Stepl: Thenomination

Any party to the @nvention may nominate a chemical for listing in the Stockholm Convention. To
start this processa party wishing to nominate a chemical for evaluatiomust submita detailed
proposalto the Convention SecretariatThe Secretariat reviews the proposal to ensure that all of
the necessary information has beércluded and then forwards the proposal to POPRC. According
to Annex D of the Convention, proposals must include several pieces of information, including:
1) theidentity of the chemical
a) including trade names and synonyntee Chemical Abstracts Service (CAS)istry
number, and
b) information about the structure of the chemical, including the number of isomers and

the structure of the chemical clasqThis point is often hotly debated in subsequent
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discussions about whether and how to regulate a particular substance, because different
mixtures of the same chemical may pose different levels of risk to human health and the
environment.)

2) persistence:

a) evidence that the chemical in question has a H#l of at least two months in water or
six months in soil or sediment, or

by SOARSYOS (KIFd GKS OKSYAOlIfQa LISNBRAAGSYOS A
Convention. (Arguably, this point is intentidlyavague, as it allows chemicals which
cause harm in less time than specified in the previous point to be included. Many of
these standards have been established because criteria were needed for policymaking,
rather than because they reflect scientifi@msdards for harm or risk. Thus, this is one of
many points designed to allow policymakers the flexibility to incorporate chemicals
which come close to, but do not quite meet, the political criteria established for
decisionmaking.)

3) bio-accumulation:

a) evidence that the chemical increases in concentration in aquatic or other species.
(Again, there are three standards of evidence which could be met to show that
OA21 OOdzydzA F GA2Y A& | LIN2POof SYY 2yS -Aa KA3
concentration or bieaccumulation factor is greater than 5,000, or in the absence of such
RFGIE GKFG GKS 23 Y2g TFIFOG2NI Aa 3IANBIFGSNJ
6aSOARSYOS GKIFIG | OKSYAOLI f LINBaSyida 20KS|
bioaccumulation in othespecies, high toxicity oredd2 EA OA &8¢ 02X | yR GKS
Tt SEAGES 2F Fff o0davYz2yAhid2 NhkagcAmuRton dotentiafof 6 A 2 (0 |
the chemical is sufficient to justify its consideration within the scope of this
I 2y @S y(Anhex P, .031).

4) potential for longrange transport:
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a) SOARSYOS (KIG OKSYAOFfa FFNB | OOdzydzZ I GAy3 A
points at which they have been released

by RFGF aK2gAy3a GKIFIG OKSYAOlIfa KI@ZS w8y GNIy
gFrGSNE 2NJ YAINF G2NB aLISOASazé FyR GKFG (K
environment in these locations, or

c) either a model or evidence which shows that the chemical has potential forrkomge
transport and can be transferred to the enviment

5) adverse effects:

a) evidence that the chemical could have adverse effects on human health or the
environment, or

b) toxicity or ecatoxicity data which demonstrate that the chemicals have the potential to

cause harm to human health or the environment.

Furthermore, the arty that submits the proposal must provide a statemeplainingits reasons

for concern along with supporting evidenceand a statemenindicatingthat global regulation is
necessary. To date,12 chemicals have been nominated for aiteration by POPR(Ehe first 12
substances listed in the Conventiarere not considered by POPRC; rather, they were decided upon
by a subgroupf the intergovernmental negotiating comméé which crafted the Convention; see
Vanden Bilcke 2003)The fulllist of chemicals which have been nominated and listed is available in
Appendix Bof this thesis. Interestingly, vhile all Parties are invited to submit nominations, to date,

only one substange_indanehas been nominated by a developing cour(tdexico).

5.22 Step 2: ThénnexD screeningcriteria

The second step in the regulatory process occurs when POPRC evaluates the poogesamine
whether the AnnexD screening criteria (points 1 through 4, above) have been nsetbstances are

subject tocomparatively lighscrutiny at this pointasthe criteria listed in Annex Bre designed to
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weed out those substances whidatearly cannot be categorized &0OPsunder the terms of the

Stockholm Conventian Article 8.3 of the Convention stated t KS / 2YYAGGSS &KL f
proposal and apply the screening criteria specified in a flexible and transparent way, taking all
information provided into account in antel NI G A @S | Yy R 0 Amdrey@idrl andlysis y S NJb £
of substances occurs in the next stage of evaluation, when the risk profile is drafted and the
evidence is subjected to close review to ensure that chemicals meet very specific criteria for

regulation

Despite the comparatively low standards, this stage of evaluaigoithe first opportunity for
opponents of regulation to challenge the qualifications of a nomination, as will be illustrated
particularly clearlyy the cases cEndosulfarand short-chained chlorinated paraffinSCCBsboth

of which led to controversy within POPRChese cases will be explored in detail in Chapter 7.
Opponents ofregulationmay attempt to discredit evidencéhat supports regulation, and will point

to uncertanties or gaps in knowledgeOpponents ofregulationmay also argue that the evidence
applies to only a limited number of mixtures of arficular chemical (e.g., perl®DE), and that the
entire category of mixtures should not be banned. Such discussianstake up a substantial

amount of time during POPRC meetings, both in working groups and in plenary sessions

5.2.3 Step 3: The Risk ProfdéAnnex E

Once POPRC has agreed thahaminated substancemeets all of the screening criteria, the
Secretariat will inviteparties andobservers to submit technical commenfiar the risk profile, the
information requirements for which are outlineid Annex E of the Convention. The risk profile is
designed to aflw other stakeholders to add information to that which is providedthe initial
proposal and to allow scientists to conduct a more stringent evaluation of the evidence to

determine whether the nominated substance poses a significant threat to humaithhead/or the
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environment. Crucially proponents oflistingmust show clear evidence of lomgngeenvironmental
transport (LRET)or make a convincing case for its likelihood, before regulation can proceed. If a
chemical does not exhibit this propertif,cannot be categorized as a persistent organic pollutant.
Again, it is important to note that the concept of a P@&®sefrom a need to address a physical
problem in a political context. As Noelle Eckley Selin explains:

2 KAETS LIRfAORYRQASNEGALBANON RSFAYAIGAZYA 27

scientists are more likely to view the category as a convenient political construct

around a class of particularly dangerous chemicals. In negotiating a global

agreement on these substances, therefotiee category of POPs served to bound

the scope of the discussion (Eckley Selin 2006, p. 180).
Thus, while a chemical may pose a clear threat to human health and environment, if it does not
exhibit all of the qualities oa POP the Stockholm Conventiodoes not have the authority to
regulate it. Longange environmentaltransport is a keycharacteristic of a PQmbecause if a

substancedoes not exhibit this propertyarguablyit could be dealt with effectively on a regional or

local basis.Global reglation would be unnecessary.

In order to provide a complete picture of a chemical, the risk profile includes the following
information:
1) sources:
a. production data (the amount of chemical being produced, and the location of its
production
b. uses
c. releaseqincluding intentional discharges, losses, and emissions)
2) hazard assessment:
a. the risks posed by the chemical to human health and the environment at the points

at which the chemical is transferred to the environmenfThis assessment may
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include considerabn of the possible effects of the interaction of multiple
chemicals)

3) environmental fate:

4) information on the physical properties of the chemical, its persistence, how it is transferred
to the environment, degradation, and whether it breaks down into othkemicals. (For
example,deca59 Aad 6ARSf& O2yaARSNBR G2 oS | aal ¥S
that this substancebreaks down into the less stable and significantly more harmful
pentaBDE upon exposure to the environmént

5) monitoring data

6) exposure in particular areas, especially due to tosgge transport

7) evaluations and assessments conducted nationally and internationally, outside the work of

the Stockholm Convention, including hazard classifications, profiles, and labeling information

8) status of the chemical under international conventions

Many of the chemicals which have been proposed for regulation under the auspices of the
Stockholm Convention have already been addressed by regional agreentertgxample, the EU

has banned a numbeof chemicals which have been addressed by the Stockholm Convention,
includingEndosulfarand PFOSConsequently,lte European Union has been accused of expecting

GKS {G201K2ftY /2y@SyiliAzy (2 aNHz0SNI & hdtwedné A G & |
developed and dveloping countries. Thisignificant issue will be discussed iregger detail in

Chapter 7

Once all of thenecessanjnformation has been gathered and the risk profile has been compiled,
POPRC must decide whether the chemical in tioesneets all of the criteria folisting. This stage
of the policymaking process can be particularly contentious, because opponents of regulation will

want to stop the proposal from progressing to the stages in which action is officially recommended
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by POPRCByrecommerding a chemical for listing, POPRC affirms that there is a scientific rationale
for taking global action to regulate the chemical. While socioeconomic interests have the potential
02 2dz2igSAIK GKS aOASYGATAO OI &S hek a Masteriainén@& y s t ht
declares the chemical to pose significant risks to human health and the environfBefdre POPRC

will allow a chemical to proceed to the next stage of its evaluatioming whicha risk management
evaluation is prepared, it musigeee that K S & dzo a G I y O likdlyas 4 rds8lgofiits Brg &
range environmental transport to lead to significant adverse human health and/or environmental
SFFSOGa &adzOK GKI G FArtRle F.7a). Thid) ik thiy stalyeiof akeloNROPRA S R ¢
decides whether or not to recommend a chemical for listittte next stage focuses on possible
control measures that could be implemented if the chemical is listed. Therdfiseis a critical

stage in the decisiomaking processt is inthe best interests of opponents of listing fweventa
chemical from proceeding beyond this stage. If POPRC were to decide that a chemical did not meet

the Annex E criteria fordiing, information in the risknofile would be made available to albgies

and obsevers, and the proposal would Iset aside i.& NBY2@JSR FNRY thtw/ Qa I3

5.24 Step 4: TheRisk Management EvaluatigrAnnex F

If POPRC decides that a chemical gassignificant threat to human health and the environment
and should proceed through the next stages of regulation, they begin to work on a risk management
evaluation (RME). The RME is used to outline a plan for measures which could be taken (pending
approval by the COP) to control the chemical in question. Again, the Secretariat invites Parties and
ho dASNISNAR (2 & dzeMdand sacBORKRANYQAIOf AGFRWN I GA2y ¢ | &
This information includes:

1) the technical feasibility andosts of the control measures which may be employed to reduce

the risk posed by a chemical
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2) the feasibility of replacing the chemical with an alternative. Issues to consider include cost,
availability, accessibility, and risk

3) possible implications of regation, with emphasis orhealth, agriculture, biodiversity,
economics, sustainable development, and social costs

4) the technical feasibility and costs of disposing of waste, including stockpiles of obsolete
chemicals and cleanp of contaminated sites

5) accesdgo information and public education

6) status of capacities for control and monitoring

7) any actions taken nationally or regionally, including provision of information on alternatives

and other information which is relevant for risk management

Devdopment of he risk management evaluatimffers the firstprocedurally acceptablepportunity

for discussion of socioeconomic issudsis is one of the ways in which a division between science
based evaluation and discussion of political implications are formafigrated by the structure of
0§KS [/ 2YYRA( GreakinyPprocRsSAl bfdhk @ements listed above may play a crucial role in

the success of theisk managemeh plan, and the scientists andoservers who participate in the

work of POPRC must evaluatieeir importance and, if necessary, incorporate them into their
recommendation to the COP. While the COP is supposed to deal with most of the socioeconomic
considerations, it is impossible to separate them entirely from scientific analysis. As long as
scientists propose a management plan to the COP, they must also spend some time considering the
non-scientific implications of that plan. This risk management profile is submitted by the Secretariat
to the COP for consideration and approval. By ensurihgt timportant socioeconomic
considerations are addressed in the risk profile, stakeholders can ensure that these issues will be

dealt with as fully as possible.
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5.25 Step 5: Listingchemical in an Annex of thetockholmConvention

z

In the fifth and inal step of the processthe COPY dzaii RSOARS G4KSGKSNI (2
recommendation, and in which Annex(es) substances should be listed. If a chismsidhin use in

LI NI a 2F GKS g2NIR O0A®PSdE Al A wsighificant palité,soci@lK SYA O
and economic implications. If a chemical is added to Annex A, it is slated for elimination.
Exemptions may be requested for specific uses; if granted, these exemptions will expire after a set

period of time. During thisme, countries will be expected to actively seek alternatives to the POP.

If a chemical is added to Annex B, production and use of the chemical will be restricted to an
acceptable purpose or exemption. The terms of these restrictions will be clgaelyified in the

Annex. To date, DDAnd PFOS arthe only chemicd listed in Annex Bas alternatives are not
available for some uses which the COP has deemed to be critiCaintinued use oDDTis
permissible for control of malaria in st8aharan Africaand PFOS may be used for a numbkr
purposes, including, among otherghoto-imaging, semconductor oraviation hydraulic fluids, and

in coatings forcertain medical devicesAs illustrated l the inclusion of PFOS in this Annex, it is

likely that the number of substances listed in Annex B will increase as POPRC and the COP consider

listingadditional live chemicals

Annex Cis designated fothose POPghat are unintentional by-products of other chemicals or
processes. For examplpolychlorinated biphenylsPRCB}y and hexachlorobenzene (HGBamong

other chemicals, are unintentionally created and released during thermal processes such as waste
incineration, copper smoldering, and crematioRecausét can be difficult to ban thesby-products
outright, given the importance of the functionthat inadvertently lel to their creation,the
Convention seekto promote the development and use of new technological meththdg do not

lead to creation of POPs. This work falls within the purview of a subcommittee called Best Available

Techniques/Best Environmental Practices, which seeks to help Parties transition from banned POPs
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to their substitutes, and to employ the latestdienologies and practices which will help them reduce

their overall contribution to POPs creation/emission.

The process by mich chemicals arevaluated by POPRC is set out in seemingly straightforward

detail in the text of the Stockholm Conventiand the Terms of Reference for POPRC are specified

in COP Decision 8€7. However, the relative ease with which the first chemicals were listed in the
Annexes of the Convention has given wayrtore controversial deliberationas POPRC has shifted
ts20dza FNRY O2yaARSNI}GA2Yy 2F RSIR (2 fAQOS &adzmadl
importance has risen, so has tlwentroversy regarding the process by which POPRC conducts its
evaluations. GrowingONR G A OA &Y 2 F -mbking précésdpartiubadyAvatti regérd to
Endosulfaniwhich will be discussed in detail in Chapteindicates the importance of analyzing the

interface between science and policy to explain why some chemicals are regulated with ease while
proposals to list others areoatroversial. The following sections will explore the nuances of the
procedure and the growing interconnectedness of science and politick in ®/ Q& -RaRiIYA & A 2 Y
process, first by classifying participants and exploring systematic differences in2Hei6ra Ay t ht w/
decisionmaking, and then by identifying points at which framing could be used to influence

discussion.

5.3 Science and #licymaking: The Roles of Participants

While the steps in the policymaking procedescribed aboveemphasize scientific analysis of
technical evidence, political interests can play a significant role throughout the stages of decision
making. Issues are defined and framed as participants nominate chenduodélse the risks they
pose to human health rad/or the environment, debate the validity of supporting evidence, and

consider the implicatios of regulation. Once a masteame has been established, changing
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LIS2 L)X SQa LISNOSLIiAz2zya 2F 'y Aaadzaverandinteessi RAFFAC
establishingtheir preferred framing of an issue at the earliest stage possiblerepresentatives of
governments, companies, or advocacy groupsapt all, of the participants in POPRC are inherently

political actors, and have interests in achievipagyticular outcomes. The political preferences of

some of the actors areexplicit given their affiliations (ads the case with industry or
environmental/public healthadvocacy group laservers) but POPRC members are expected to

ignore the politicalinterests of their governments favor of scientific evaluation. However, as the

T2ttt 26Ay3 lylLftéara oAttt tdrvierdizing] isicelyi SoBtradict2 WA G G S S
frequently support,the political interests of the nations which have sent themm ROPRC.The

preferences oimany members and prties can be verified using written materials such as position

LI LISNE>X 3J28SNYYSyid aidlidSySyidaszs Siodo LRSYGATeEAY
especially whemarticipantsattempt to hide ther interests in a particular substance while actively

campaigning (sometimes in a subtle way) for particular regulatory decisions.

Before moving to a more detailed discussion of the way scientists may use strategic issue framing to
promote politicalgoals, it is necessary to take a closer look at the gigeints in POPRC. Who are

the members? How re they selected? Who are thébserversthat participate in the meetings?

What are their qualifications? In the next section, these questions wihduressed in order to

clarify the official role scientists play in the policymaking process.

5.3.1 Categories of articipants

POPRC participants fall into one of three categories: membbsgreers, and invited expertslhe
participants in each of these categories play different roles in the work of the Committee. Most

significantly, members have decistamaking authority, while observers are allowed to contribute
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their views, data, etc., only at the discretion of then@uittee Chair. The following section will

7 A

describe theways in whiclparticipantsh y S OK 2F GKSaS OFGdS3I2NRASa 02yl

The 31 members of POPRC are drawn feonntriesaround the world and have expertise in a wide
range ofscientificdisciplines. A list of current and former POPRC members is includégppendix
ECKS {G201K2tY /2y@SyiGdA2y NBIljdzA NBa t hrbwioné 62 Y A
of seats Article 19,paragraph &f]); thus, he Asian/Pacific and African &a each have eight, the
Central and Eastern European States have three, the Latin American and Caribbean States have five,
and the Western European and Other States have seven. Parties within each region must work
together to designate representatives whtogether, will have expertise in a variety of fields.
Members retain their seats for a period of four years (with the exception ofitekemembers of the
Committee, some of whom held their seats for only two years in order to allow for an everorotati

of members in the future). As noted above, members are responsible for making all of the formal
decisions for the Committee, including drafting text, voicing opinions during degisading phases

of Committee meetings, etc.

The second category pfarticipants consists of invited experts, or those specialists with expertise in
areas relevant tepecificchemicals under discussion. Thes@earts are chosen byapties to the
Convention on the basis of their substantive knowledge, andiared in aroster for reference by
POPRC membersPOPRC may invitadividuals from this roster to assist the Committee with its
work during meetings and intersessionallfFor example, during PORRBRGnvited experts from four
countries (China, Switzerland, Soutfrida and Sweden) provided information about chemidhbst

were being reviewed by the committee.

The third, and largest, category of participants consists of observetse pfocess by which

chemicals are considered for regulation is designed to bengp® transparent, andbservers are
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invited to participate iralmost all stages of the evaluation process, including intersessional working
groups, contact group meetings, and plenary discussions. Observers fregsigmtiyt information

(e.g., scientificstudies, evidence drawn from their own experience as producers/users or as
representatives of those who are affected by chemical pollution, etc.) and offer opinions or advice to
POPRC memberd.he degree to whicbbservers are allowed to participate inemtings depends in

part on the preferences of the Chair of the Committee. Generaligervers are invited to speak

after all members of POPRC have finished their discussions. They are also allowed to participate in
working groups, many of which condutteir work intersessionally, to whicbbservers contribute
information about chemicals (uses, effects on humans and the environment, etc.), position papers,
academic studies supporting their agendas, and other evidence which they wish to be considered by
the Committee. If a debate becomes unruly, the participationbsfervers can be strictly limited by

the Chair. As noted abovepbserversare rot given equal standing to the eambers, and are not

allowed to participate iranyactivity that involves formal decisiemaking.

The category of laserver includes avide rangeof organizations, companies, interest groups, and
associations. Environmental and human health advocacy groups such as the International POPs
Elimination Network (IPEN)geticide Action Network International (PAN International), Indigenous
Peoples and Nations Coalition (IPNC), and Environmental Health Fund (EHF) are regular participants
in meetings both of POPRC and the C&®Rl their contributionsnvariablyfocus on stragthening

cases for regulation of individual chemicalkhese organizations form a tight network within POPRC,

and theytend work closely together to advocatéor an agendathat emphasizegshe need for

precautiorary,aggressive action to protect human Haand the environment from POPs.

Chemical producers and users aspresented byindustry associationke CropLife International
Bromine Science and Environmental Forum (BSEF), European Semiconductor Industry Association

(ESIA), and World Chlori@uncil (WCC)Individual companies with interests in specific chemicals
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under review also send representatives to meetings of POPRC and the T@Prelationships
among industry associations and companies are less lglemtablished than those amonte
environmental NGOs, not least because there are more representatives gitibstantially wider
range of interests. According to a member of CropLife International, the Europead North
Americanindustry associationgoncentrate on monitoring the process to ensure that decision
making is conducted according to the terms of the Converftidm other words,these industry
associations are focused on ensuring that the decisiaking iscarried outwith clear reference to

the rulesof procedure and the mandate given to POPRC by the @i@®Pno steps being skippear

loose interpretations going unremarkedndividual companies, on the other hand, tend to focus on
advocating for or against regulation of the specific chemicals urelgew. It is important to note

that the interests and agendas of industry representatives do not always overlap, and may even
conflict. Relationships among industry representatives can be cooperative, competitive, or neutral

and may bénfluencedby canmercial interests, geographic ties, etc.

In addition to the NGOs, the category of observers includasigs thatdo not have a seat on

POPRC. Despite their status astigs, thesed O 2 dzy (i NBE ag expestididaliieshy the same

rules of procedure as the NGO®&ther country observers include nationthat are notparties to the

Convention. Most dgnificantly, this category includes the United States, which is a aetiye

participant in meeting® ¢KS NRtS 2F (GKS '{ Ay thtw/ Qa ¢2N]
it works closely with both members and observers to support its agenda. Among developed
O2dzy UNASaz GKS 9! IyR (KS ! { L} NIAOdzZ, kiiNdugh adl yR

the US is constrained by its status as an obserdarthe analysis in Chapter 7 will demonstrate, the

91 Qa AYUSNBSyuA2ya RSY2YyaiNI 4GS aGNRy3I LINBFSNBYyO!

® Trewhitt, Mark. Chair, CropLife International POPs Project Team. Interview conducted by telephone. 18
November 2009.
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of which have been nominated by the EUjil® the US tends to focus on ensuring that the decision

making process reflects a strict interpretation of Convention text.

5.3.1a Therole of the United Stafes’ t ht w/ Qa NBJASH LINR OSaa
As one of the earliest advocates for and top financial suppatehe negotiations to develop the
Stockholm Convention, thiailure of the USo ratify the Conventiorwas a tremendous surprise and
disappointment to many. Hower, representatives from th&SEnvironmental Protection Agency
(US EPAINnd/or Departmentof State actively participate ievery neeting of the COP and POPRC as
observers. In addition to providing written evidence prioRfOPR@eetings, these representatives
offer opinions regarding both the procedural aspects of administering the Convention and the
technical evidencéhat is evaluated by the Committee. Bin Willis, US EPA and former member of
the Stockholm Convention Secretariaxplainedin an interviev:
We have a tremendous amount to offer in terms of technical input to the
Convention. Because so far if you look at all the POPs out there, we have
undertaken pretty robust action. So, good risk assessment information, good
exploration of alternative, both alternative processes and practices, and alternative
OKSYAOFItfa IyR (G4KS Nwxala 2F FtGSNyrdaAx@Sas
although just barely, the top chemical industry in the world. And so there is an
awful lot we can offef.
While the US has not ratified the Stockholm Convention, it will be directly affected by decisions to
reduce or eliminate chemicalthat are produced or used in products manufactured by US

companies For exampleperfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) is ds@ a vast array of American

products, including Scotchgard (produced by 3M) and other stain eepellantireflective coatings

" At the time of this interview, Jim Willis was representing the US Environmental Protection Agency, and his
insights eflect both the US policy positions and his experience as a former Executive Secretary of the

Stockholm Convention Secretariat and Director of the UNEP Chemicals Branch. On 18 April 2011, Willis took

up the newly created position of Executive Secretaryhef Secretariats of the Basel, Stockholm, and UNEP
part of the Rotterdam conventions. However, footnotes citations refer to the position held by Willis at the
time of the interview.

& Willis, Jim. United States Environmental Protection Agency. lateed in Washington, DC. 29 October
2007.
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on windshields and other glass surfaces, textiles, coated paments, and cleaning products
Becausehis chemical has been banned under the terms of the Stockholm Convention (as-df COP
in 2009),US manufacturers will no longer be able to export their products to counthiasare
parties to the Convention.The US government has a significant economstiake in many of the
regulatory issues which are currently being considered by PORRITs saidthat the US wants to
make sure its economic interests are represented, and it also wants the Convention to be viable as
an instrument for ongoing regulatioof chemicals:
We are really interested in this treaty, in making it a success. We want to make sure
GKFG GKS R20dzySyida FINB NRARIKGEZ NBE GSOKYyAO!f
number of firms here involved in possibly the continued production sselaf some
of these chemicals, we have an important input on the economics that may not be
as readily understood by all of the other countries. And then, of course, we have
some preference as to how it all turns out. The political aspect, because weahave
economic stake’
In the case of PE®the US particularly waat to influence the level of regulationhosen by the
COP According tdwillis, banning most uses would be acceptable, thg US felt strongly that an
exemption would be necessafgr the use of the chemical in photesistant computer chips. Given
0 KS O 2sigyificandecbiomic stake in this issdelegates from the US attempted convince
POPRC thativasA Y (G KS /2y @SylGAz2yQa o0Sad AyaSNBx@GsS G2 Gl -
According to Willis
Now, if the Parties of the Stockholm Convention willyy decide to ignore the US
FYyR oly Iff dzaSa 2F tCh{3xX X &2dz gAff SAGKSNJ
O2YLIX AlyOS 6KSNB a2YS O0O2dzy i ARufainegater LIt & | YR

impact on industry and our ability to take advantage of computer technology,
because it will just stop everything. Or, fourth, a silly Converifion.

° Willis, Jim. United States Environmental Protection Agency. Interviewed in Washington, DC. 29 October
2007.
ibid
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Ultimately, POPRC recommended listing PFOS in the Annexes of the Conventicat, @04,
Parties to the ConventioRSOA RSR G2 I R2LJi tht w/ Qa4 NBO2YYSYyRI GA

exemptions for continued production and ug&shton et al. 2009)

Despite the US economic interests in Convention decisions and its stated desiteu@ that the
Convaetion is sustainable, asangh NIie 2 GKS yIFr A2y Qa AyFfdsSyOS Aa
Cavention in the future,it will be able to exert more authority within POPRC decisiaking
(during its period of membership on t@ommittee) and in meetings of the COfome participants
believethis would be beneficial to the process. For examipi@n interviewa representative of the
agricultural chemical industry association CropLife Internatisteed
The US delegationas always been very pragmatic in their approach, neither pro nor
anti the chemical under discussion, mainly focused on process. If the US ratified
were at the table then | feel that the POPRC would be more balanced. The EU ride
roughshod over the sniler countries who find it difficult to articulate a cohesive
argument in an unfamiliar language. The US would not allow that to happen. They
have always intervenedith [questionsand commentsabout procedural validity],
which, because they are not POBRnembersare largely ignored The EU have an
adSyRI YR (GKS@ R2yQl YAYR 6SYyRAy3 (KS LINROSa
this generally goes unchallenged and | would think the US would not put up with
that, especially on issues of procéss.
This commenunderscoreghree important points: first, that somearticipantsbelieve the process
must be protected from manipulation by wettsourced Parties such as the Ethichis perceived
by someto be usingthe Stockholm Conventioto impose itsown agendawithout regard for
procedural legitimacy or thinterestsof others; second, that CropLifaternationalattempts to play
GKS NRtS 2F I af S3rt ¢ 0 OK Ra&RtAIXthis rblefddd thirdl, dobitkhe t A 1 S |
US is perceived tealue the legitimacy and transparency of process in much dineesway that Willis

emphasized in his interview on this subje@&s previously noted, many developing countries argue

that the EU is usinghe StockholmConventionli 2 G NHzo 6 SNJ ad+ YLX¥ AG& | 3SYR

" Trewhitt, Mark. Chair, CroplLife International POPs Project Téaterview conducted by telephone. 18
November 2009.
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countries to support itcomparatively prdisting agenda. Industry representatives interviewed for
this project emphasized thipoint repeatedly andhighlightedwhat they consider to benultiple
problems wi (i K (i KsBof thd d@disioamakingprocess including omission of critical evidence

This will be discussed at length in the next chapter.

5.3.1b The influence of observers

While the formal influence of lwservers is limitedn comparison with tht of the members, many
POPRC ambers expressed appreciation for their participatioheenaYlaMononen the former
POPRC member frothe United Kingdomsaid that the input of NGOs, in particular, often helps

POPRC better understand the implications of proposed actions:

Some of theobservers offer a cautionary note. Agriculture had one in a

conservative way, the environment representatives would offexe dn a more

progressive, if not to say emotional, way, but | thought hearing those before we

made the decisions was actually quite helpfuladu | & &2 NI 2 HeyAd G A Ydzft dza
waitaminii S GKAY]1 OFNBFdzZ t& | o02dzi G(GKA&DE

Reiner Arndt, POPRC Champhasizedthat he is careful to ensure thatbservers are given a
chance to express their views, but only after POPRC members have had the opportunity to speak

and to respond to one another:

It is perhaps critical thadbservers should only make obsetioas and should refrain

FNRBY aGKAa Aa |ff y2yaSyaSé 2NJ aL R2y Qi (y29¢
normally allow onlythenSYo SN& (2 &aLJSF {1 X o0dzi 6KSy GKSe& I N
observers want to make observations, | invite them. But if nanfmer of the

/I 2YYAGGSS GF1Sa dzZlJ 6KS LRAYyGEZ GKSYy L R2yQia @
one should take up the point then | would repeat this, but normally | just wait to see

whether a member of the Committee takes this up, and if no one tafkissup, then

SOSNERO2Reé KIa KSINR AdGZ IyR Ad RARYQG KIF@S I
GF1Sa Al dzLJ X ¢S RA&AOdAa Ad dzyiAft SOSNRBO2RE

2ylaMononen, Leena. POPRC member from United Kingdom. Interviewed by telephone. 8 May 2008.
'3 Arndt, Reiner. Chair of POPRC from Germany. Interviewed by telephone. 8 April 2008.
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In this way, the Committee can ensure that its decigiegking process is open and inclusive gat
maintain a distinction between the contributions ekplicitly politicallymotivated actors and the
supposedly more objective opinions of the scientific experts responsible for making decisions which
uphold the goals of the Stockholm Convention. @hanArndt emphasized the importance of such
a balance:
§o“the Adeci,sion is taken py the experts. The ﬁnal discgssion is mginly between thev A
SELISNUaxX o0dzi X Ay UKS LINBLI N} U2NE LINROSaaz
speak and they bring their arguants, and they will they be put in or not, and so on.
And so, it is a very transparent and open procéss.
Observers are given many opportunities to contribute ideas, data, experiences, and opinions to the
decisionmaking process, but they are systentally excluded from the process during the points at
which decisions are actually made. In this way, POPRC seeks to separate science from politics while
allowing scientists to consider all available evidence, as well as the potential implications of their
decisions. This approadh basedon the assumption that the embers of POPRC are politically
neutral scientists who are motivated by thgirofessionalcommitment to objectivity, whichas
indicated by the analysis of interventions during the last four meetings of PO R, always the
case. This division also affects the role of frames in debate; by requiring POPRC members to formally
take up the points made by observers before shopoints will affect decisiemaking, Chairman
Arndt has created @roceduralbarrier to the influence of frames in discourssnd ensured thatin

this context frames can only be effective if they are adopted by POPRC members.

5.3.2 Imbalances in paitipation of members and observers

Given the disparity in resources available to countries around the world, the expertise, experience

and training of members of POPRC can vary significantly. While many members have multiple

ibid

175

2



academic degrees in relevatields, others have more limited formal education. Analysis of
interventions made during POPRE through -5 revea$ a clear imbalance in contributions to
discussion; the debates were heavily dominated by members representing developed countries. Bo
Wahlgrém, the former POPRC member from Sweden, noted after P@PRC ¢ , 2 dz ¢ 2dzZ R KI €
how many people contribute to the debate in a substantial way. There are 31 members, and | would
3dzSaa GSy 2N G6St dS NBIFEte Nwahbtrom Ku§gedddzhaf thig 3 & a
imbalance cou be due to the fact that some @mbers simply are not invested in the proceedings

of the Convention, as their countries do not have significant socioeconomic stakes in the regulatory
decisions being made at theneetings. Notably, this comment suggests that members are
representing the interests of the countries with which they are affiliated, and are not acting as

purely objective, disinterested assessors of scientific data, as suggested by Hypotheses If and 2 o

this research. This will be discussed in much greater detail in the next chapters.

Wahlstrom noted that not all scientists are equally interested in or capable of participating in the

I 2YYAGGSSQa 62N X |yR SYLKI aid tSHOPROMeétinga edadse O 2 dzy (
they have been given a seat on the Committee and must meet regional obligations. Many of these
scientists merely observe the proceedings, and do not attempt to exert significant influence over
discussions or decisiemaking. One interviewee, who preferred to remain anonymous, described a

delegate from Eastern Europe who was regularly seated next to him at meetings, saying:

She was more attentive this time around, but she used to go out and come back

with shopping bags full® Of 2 1 KSa @ CKAA o+ a&a | o0A3 RSIT
O Ll 6t8 LISNE2YT 4KS 2dad 6FayQid dr1Ay3 Fyé L
so she did?

Wabhlstrom noted that lack of resources to support scientists could contribute to the disparity in

participation, and offered the following explanation:

®Wahlstrom, Bo. POPRC member from Sweden. Interview conducted by telephone. 12 December 2007.
' Anonymous Interviewee B. Interview conducted by telephone. January 2008.

176



Sometimes [a POPRC member from a developing country] is the only person in their
country who deals with chemicals. And so it is quite a strain on them to participate

Ay GKA& SESNDAwokkis amaking.Y\8d hfvé abou 208 pebple, and

S KIFE@S +ty AYGSNYyFrdAzylrt aSONBOGFINRFG 2F

countries?’

The Secretariat is working temedy this imbalance by developing a financial support mechanism to
improve participation among individuals from countriéizat lack the resources to employ people to
focus specifically on chemical regulation. POPRC has also published a handbook ore effect
participation in its work (an abridged version of which has been published in the six UN languages)
and is holding regional workshops to help members learn about their responsibilities to the
Committee, the rules of procedure, current issues, etc. ré&hily, however, influence over decision
making is clearly skewed toward individuals from countrieat are developed orthat have
significant economic or other interests in the chemicals being discussed (e.g., newly industrialized

countries such as Indend China).

A bias towardacademic degreein scientific disciplines is apparent in some of the interviews
conducted for this research, as well, which means that POPRC members whaeliai
gualificationsare afforded less credibility in the eyes dfose who have recognized academic
credentials. One interviewee from a developed country desctib disagreement he had with a
governmentobserver from a developg country (whowas expected to join the Committee at the
next meeting), saying:

You mightremember quite a nasty exchange between me and [another participant]

who was spouting on about, the chemistr,y showirlg us this and that, and IAsaid

something likead L 6l yad e2dz G2 KSIFENJ FNRY | NBI

OK
she came upto me aftemvNR | YR al ARZ ,dR2BY L QBSI 582QKS
OKSYAOIFt AYyRdzZAGNE F2N) F2dzNISSy & SIPNE dé !

" Wahlstrém, Bo. POPRC member from Sweden. Interview conducted by telephoRecet@iber 2007.
'8 Anonymous comment from Interviewee B. Interview conducted by telephone. January 2008.
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As this anecdote illustrates, tension can exist among POPRC members who value different types of
expertise and some members may attempt to use such differences to strengthen their own
arguments while discrediting others. Additionally, sentiments such as the one expressed above
could heighten the sense of intimidation individuals may feel when they join tmntttee,

particularly if they come from countries withmited resources devoted to helping them prepare for

POPRC. lan Rdke former POPRC member from Australia, noted that some members may feel less

sure of themselves and, consequently, may be qiNdted KNP dz3 K2 dzi GKS YSSGAy3a
the table you could see it was only maybe every second or third person who really seemed to know

GKI G 61 &a JI2Ay3 2y 2N FG tS1HaaG ¥5St YO2yFARSyG Sy

Validating these observations by identifying patterns in participation is a crucial first step in
assessing the use of framing in policy discourse, and more specifidaliggmining which

participants are able térame issues effectively. To achieve tliiee coded text taken from the ENB

reports was analyzed to determine whether a relationship exists between number of interventions

and economic status of the countries with which POPRC participants are affiliated. For the purposes

of this analysis, allountriesthat send delegates to POPRC, including countriéts representatives
participatingas observers, have been divided into categories which reflect their economic resources.

As noted in Chapter 4Ad@A aA2yad 6SNB YIRS I OOamgonzsfigh ofi 2 (G KS
countries as high, middle, or low income countries. The countries represented at meetings of the

Stockholm Convention are listedTable5.1, below, according to income level.

Table 5.1World Bankincomegroupingsof countries that garticipated in POPRZ - POPR&

High Income Australia, Austria, Canada, Czech Repulligopean Union, Finlandcrance,
Germany, Japan, Norway, Republic of Korea, Slovenia, Spain, S\
Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom, United States

Y Rae, lan. POPRC member from Australia. Interview conducted by telephone. 29 January 2008.
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Middle Income | Chile, China, Ecuador, India, Mexico, Philippifegssian FederationSouth
Africa,Syria,Thailand, Uruguay

Low Income Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Honduras, Jordan, Mauritius, Morocco,
Sierra Leone, Togo

Source: The World Bln<http://data.worldbank.org/country/. Accessed 15 November 2010.

As Figure 52 below illustrates,using frequency counts of coded interventions made by POPRC
members and country observers from POPRC meetings 2 throutife Srumber of interventions
made by participants declines in relation to the economic status of the nationswhtbh speakers

are affiliated.

CAIdzNBE pou ¢201f ydzYoSNI 2F AYyGSNBSyGAz2yad ol aSR 2
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Between POPRE and-5, participants from high income countries mag87 interventions, those

from middle income countries madE87 interventions andthose fromlow income countries made
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53 interventions The stark difference between the interventiommde by the developed and the

least developed countries indicates that POPRC discourse is dominated by countries with more
economic resources to support participation, as suggedbgdthe interviewees in the above
comments. This disparity in participatiosuggests that the views of participants from wealthier
O2dzy iNAS& RNAGS thtw/ Q&F RAAaAO02dzNB ST (developgdS SE Of
countries which may not produce the chemicals in question, but are likely to face exposure to
potential and confirmed POPs through use of agrochemicals and as recipients of electronic and other
waste from developed countriesFurthermore, the interventions of middle income countries are
dominated by India and China, both of which have significant econort@mests in some of the
chemicalghat were being evaluated by POPRC during this time period (e.g., SCOBslasdIfah

The correlation between interventions and socioeconomic interests in chemicals under review will
be analyzed in greater detail in theext chapter, but at this stage it is worth notinthat
contributions to discussion arkeavily skewed toward scientists affiliated with countries with the

resources teupportactive participation

5.4 Conclusion

The process by which chemicals dasteld provides multiple opportunities for participants to engage

in strategic issue framing. Partiteat nominate a substance for listing (Step 1) automatically frame
the chemical as a threat to human health and the environment. Proponents of regulatianthe
opportunity to reinforce this frame during consideration of the Annex D screening criteria (Step 2),
and again during the drafting and consideration of the risk profile (StefO®ponents of regulation
canraiseconcerns about validity of evidence, scientific uncertainty,,@twoughout these stages,

thus introducing doubt about the strength of the case for listing. Once POPRC has adopted a risk

profile on a substance, opponents of listing may concentrate rthefforts on highlighting
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socioeconomic concerns about the impact of listing a chemical; such issues will be captured in the

risk management evaluation and subsequently addressed by the COP.

The rules of procedurghat 32 SNY t ht w/ Qa &at@rlwkighat to the gpiiond af S I NJ
members than to observers, which means observers seeking to frame an issue must ensure that

their frames areadopted and repeatedby one or more POPRC memberBhe structure of the

Stockholm Convention emphasizes opennassl transparency of decisiamaking, and enables
20aSNISNBE (2 LINIGAOALIGS Ay Y2ald adlr3asSa 2F tht
observers to promoteli KSANJ LI2f AO& LINBFTFSNByOSaod ¢tKS STFSOU
enhanced by the ability to offer useful information to members, as indicated by the comments

noted above which highlights the importance of credibility for successful framing. If observers are
perceived to offer useful information to members, they are more likelyb® drawn into

policymakingoy POPRC membetsoth during pleney sessions and in working graip

The observation that levels of participation decline in relation to the economic status of the country

with which scientists are affiliated indicates thamembers and observers are affected by external

factors; not all scientists do, or are able, to)l NI A OA LI GS SljdzZ £t & Thiy GKS /
suggests that scientists from wealthier countries are setting the agenda for the Stockholm
Convention, in sipe of the fact that the impact of regulation will be felt by all parties to the

Convention. While POPRC isarking to remedy imbalances iparticipation amongdelegates to

date, participants with access to greater resources have dominated the policymaking discussions.

While the structure of the Stockholm Convention formally separates science from policy,

implementation of the Convention provides multiple points ot@ss for members and observers to

attempt to influence discourse in ways that will support their social, economic, or political interests.
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The next chaptewill draw upon the coded ENB reports, as well as interviews with participants, to

examinethe way gience is used in the Stockholm Comntien to promote policy goals.
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Chapter 6 Results and Analysis

This is the second of three chaptetfsat elucidate the findings of this research This chapter
presents theresults of the hypotheses set out in Chapter 4 (section 4.&8) evaluatesthese
results to determine whether theyupport the causal modeposited in Chapter 4sgction 4.3.4)
Thefollowing analysisdentifies patterns of frames used by participanigring successive stages of
the policy processand establishes links between the frames selected by some participanisrend
RSGSNN¥AYSR LRtAOe I3ISyRIFa GKFG | NB &dsKkbadetSdr 0 &
observation of meetings (POER, -4, and-5, and COR and-4), formal and informal interviews
with participants, andcontent analysiof the ENB coverage of PORRGhrough-5. (The steps by
which this analysis was conducted are delineated in sections 4.4 and h§ethér, thesethree
methodologicalapproaches provideritical insights into the roles of science and scientists in the
Sockholm Conventionthe ways that participants use strategic issue framing to support theiigyol

goals, the success of some friaug strategiesandthe equally intriguingailure of others

This chapter is structured as follows. Tiehypotheses are presented the order in which they
were tested Each hypothesis is followed by a summary ofiberesult This summarys followed
by an explanation of the hypothesis and its significance, the methods used to test the hypothesis

detailed explanation of the resultand discussion ofeir implications.

6.1 Hypothesis 1

Scientists have policy preferencsat they seek to promote during scientased evaluations of

chemicals proposed for listing
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6.1.1Result

Analysis of ENB reports aimtterviewswith participantsindicate that, to varying degrees, scientists
demonstrate preferences for particular policies Preferences for policies are most clearly
demonstrated by those scientists whose interventions are frequent and consistently support a
particular course of action (either for or against continued reviefva chemicaland eventual

recommendation for listig).

6.1.2Explanation and significance of hypothesis

This hypothesiswhich posits that scientist have policy preferencesnd that they support these
LINBTFSNBYyOSa RdzZNAYy3 t ht w/ Qa Sigdadedah thelafgyndenttBaF y 2 YA Y
scientistsworking in policymaking contextsre not strictly disinterested observerd the process;

rather, in therole of technical advisos to policymakers, scientists are in a unigue position to
advocate for policies which tlyebelieve to be the most effective response to the problens
policymakers are attempting to addreg¥asanoff 199). Thisresearchreinforcesthe validity of this

premise by demonstratingot onlythat scientistsare interested in the policiesreated on the basis

of their technical expertise, but that separating science from policyirtsially impossible when

scientists are working within the policymaking process.

This hypothesis was tested during interviews, both formal and informal. kenwgiven the norms

(@]
(s}
N

of scisf/ UAFAO 202SOGAQAGE JdzA RA Yy 3 |, dnfeivisweésA el Q
acknowledged prealetermined policy agendathat were based on noscientific considerations (a
notable exception is provided by the member frddrerra Leone, who noted duririgpth a formal

interview anda plenary sessioat POPR@ that hispreferences wre often heavily influencedy
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socioeconomic considerationsHowever,in several cases, analysis of interventions suggested clear
preferences dr or against advancing the chemical to the next stage, or recommending the substance
for listing. In some cases, these patterns correlated with the external socioeconomic interests of the
governments or organizations with which the scientists were ati#iti. Thusthis hypothesiserves

as a foundation for Hypotheses 2 through 6, and the findings associated with each of these

contributes to a comprehensive test of Hypothesis 1.

6.1.3 Findings

AsillustratedA Y G KS OF dza | t prefegem&stinHuertelttieSrghiing appraadh they take
during debate. In order to achieve an outcome that is consistent with their preferences, rational
actors will select frames they expect to be most effective at winning the support of other
participants During the meetings, the interventiorsf pro-regulatory participantemphasized the
availability ofscientific data (evidence of harm),dn the absence of data, invoked the precautionary
approach. Scientists who opposklisting consistentlyused franes that emphasizedscientific
uncertainty as an obstacle to continued evaluation or eventual recommendation of a substance for
listing. The frames selected by participamtgth clear preferences are comprehensively evaluated in
sections6.3 ¢ 6.5 below which present the resudtof the content analysisf the ENB reports The
consistencyand frequency of use of frames thatipporied or oppo%d listing by these participats
strongly supports the hypothesis that the preferences of s@uientistsare detemined by factors
other than the scientific evidence presented to the Committee for review. Some scientidesfma
interventions in plenary discussions, oade interventions which cape categorized as neutral (e.qg.,
interventions which seek clarificath about particular points raised in discussion, etc.). While these
scientists may have preferences for particular outconseshpreferenceswere not identifiable, and

were not supported in discussion
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In the context of the Stockholm Conventiomiestists are embedded in a politicallgharged
atmosphere Many of the decisions made BBOPR®@ave significant socioeconomimplications for
producers and users of chemicals, as well heslth consequencedor populations that are
involuntarily exposed tothe chemicals (e.g., people living near the Arctic Circle). Scientists
participating in the work of POPR&we responsible forevaluating existing data in order to
recommend some form of political action (specifically, to regulate a chemical or to sidé)ahus

their work has direct, observable, and significant policy implicatiorsirthermore, thepossible
socioeconomic and othemplications ofPOPR@ OA Sy (i A & (i & OfterRegplckidatdegsed I NB
during Committee discussions both during andprior to the drafting of the risk management
evaluation (which is designed to serve as an information document highlightiegpossible
consequences of regulation Importantly, these possible consequences should not factor into

t ht w/ Q4 RS OAénd &chemica forNiBid2rathér, the document serves as information
gKAOK A& LINBaSyGdSR (2 (K Sbased reconnierdiafigh fos stingd t ht w/
{ OA S yuhigug (pasfioning in theStockholm Conventiorpolicy process gives them the

opportunity to define problems and to suggest what they perceive to be appropriate action.

The epistemic communities approach is a natural extensiothefpremisethat scientists have

asymmetric control over the policymaking proceas this approach sigS aia GKI G & OA Sy A
preferences will be derived from their technical expertis€his approach, which is the basis of
Hypothesis 2, goes harxid-hand with Hypothesis 1. Determining whether scientists have policy
preferencesinevitably involvesinvestigation into the source of any preferences which may be
identified; thus, thetwo hypotheses are linked. The results of the test for Hypothesis 2 are

discussed in the next section.

2 See Chapter 5 (especially sections 5.2.3 and 5.2.4)nfanalysis of the relevant stages of the policy process.
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6.2 Hypothesi®

One or more pistemic communities adcientistsand technical expertaorking within the context of

the Stockholm Convention engage in coordinated action to promote their ilagsd agendas

6.2.1Result

Epistemic communities of scientists have not formed within the context of the Sibbokh

Convention.

6.2.2Explanation and significance of hypothesis

The epistemic communities approach provides an analytical tool for aggregating the preferences of
a0OASyidAraidazr FyR FaadzySa GKIGd (KSasS LINBTANByOSa
illustrated by the causal model, these preferences a@dtermine the frames used by participants in
t ht w/ Q& TING@pbho&cls allows us to consider the ways in wiidkntists might engage in
coordinated action to promote policgreferencesgrounded intheir advanced understanding of the
mechanics of a prdbem like POPs pollutionCrucially, the epistemic communities approasisumes
that the policy preference®f scientists and technical experse derived from their understanding
of the problem. Their expert interpretation of data directly informs theaws about how problems
may be addressed most effectivelyThis approach distinguishes scientisisd technical experts
from other participants in policymaking kecognizingtheir unique experse andthe resulting
asymmetriccontrol of the way problems are defined and understood. The power to interpret data

and define problems allowscientists and technical advisais frame issues fopolicymakersand
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other laypeoplewho lack scientific expertisend the ability to interpretdata and otherknowledge

related to ervironmental and public healtissues

Identification of epistemic communities working within the Stockholm Convention would indicate
that scienceplays asignificantrole inthe policymaking process. Because epistemic commusiitie
have normative, valuebased agendas derived from their understanding of the causes of a problem,
advocacy for a given policy outcome would be fundamentally rooted in scientific knowlédys.
would indicate that science is driving at least the eatlyges of policymaking, to the exclusion of
factors such as economic interests, the availability of substitutes and alternativesdscdoes not
mean that the preferences of epistemic communities would prevail over competing interests
introduced laterin the process; rather, it woulthvite scrutiny of the extent to which scienbased
preferences, and arguments rooted in evidence and data, affecistbrrmaking in the later stagp

2F GKS {(201K2ftY /2y@SyiGAiz2yQa LRtAOCYI1Ay3 LINROS

Two means of athering data, interviews and participant observation, were ugedtest this
hypothesis which is based on theredictions of efstemic communitiesapproach s set out in
Chapters 3 and)4 In order to demonstrate that epistemic communities angerating within a given
policymaking environment, evidence of coordinated action among scieratisiistechnical experts
must be identified. Furthermore, coordinated action among scientists and technical experts would
need to fulfill thefour criteria identified by Haas i) shared normative beliefs that provide a rationale
for action; ii) shared beliefs about the causes of a problem, iii) internally defined criteria for
establishing validity; and iv) a common policy enterprise (Haas 1992, Ip.#)e catext of POPRC,
such evidence coulthke the form of a shared approach to framing an issusdigntists who share

a particular disciplinary background@gompetition among sugroups of experts to advance a
wo2YY2y LI A Q@ dhe &plidtadkhdRdgénte of cooperative efforts to support or

oppose continued review of a chemical on thesisaof shared understanding of key elements of the
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issue As discussed in Chapter 3, it is possible that POPRC itself, as an expert committee, could
constitute an epistemic community. Alternatively, it is possible that one or more subgroups within
this policymaking context could form epistemic communities, possibly as a result of competing
perspectives and understandingsf the causes of a problem (e.,gchemicés managers and

toxicologists).These two possibilities will be explored below.

6.2.3 Findings

The possibility that POPRC itself represents an epistemic community is unlikely, as the committee
does not fulfillall four criteria established by Haabirst interviews with participants, and analysis of
interventions, provided no evidence that the committee as a whbles a sharedet of normative

beliefs that provide awaluesbased rationale for the social action of community men#dHaas

1992a). While most interviewees expressed general support for protecting human health and the
environment, not all interviewees agreed that recommending various chemicals for listing was either
necessary or warranted by the data. Furthermore, as will be discursgtapters 5 and 6 both

interviews and analysis of the discourse between PGPRAd-5 indicated significantifferences

FY2y3 YSYOSNR 2y (GKS @FftdzS 2F thtw/ Qa 62N} (KS
discourse analysis do not supportanclusion that members share a valtssed agenda at more

than a superficial level. The actions and interventions of members of POPRC indicate that there
were more interests at play than just protecting human health and the environment. Notably, at

lel aG Go2 RSES3IFGSa jdzSadA 2 y-Bakingt photess, Dggestinglzihad 2 NA G &
POPRC was actually driven by the political interests of developed countries and were failing to
represent sincere concern for the welfare of farmers and other gsanpdeveloping countries . This

indicates that even if all POPRC members broadly supported the aims of the Committee, not all

YSYOSNA F3INBSR (KFG thtw/ Qa | Oddztf ¢2N] O2ydNRO
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Second, while members of an epistemic community would have a shared set of causal beliefs about
the roots of a problem, in the case of POPRC, this was again only evident at a superficial level, and
did not apply to every chemical being reviewed. While @@mmittee has agreed that POPs are
defined by certain characteristics (lomgnge environmental transport, persistence, bioaccumulation

and toxicity), reviews of individual chemicals to determine whether substances met these criteria
were often contentios. In the case dEndosulfanthe disagreement was resolved by a series of
votes on whether the threshold criteria had been met. In the case of SCCPs, the @animifto

date) deadlocked, undb to agree that the criteria are eithenet or unmet Thus while one could

argue that members of POPRC broadly agree that POPs are harmful to human health and the
environment, this does not mean that the preferences of every POPRC member are predominantly

shaped by concern for reducing the risks of exposureQ8$

Third, Haas specifies that epistemic communities should have shared notions of validity. POPRC
fulfills this criterion, as the committee works according to an established set of rules for evaluating
the strengths and weaknesses of data, anéuagreeelpon criteria at each stage of review to
determine whether nominated substances can be categorized at POPs. These criteria are set out in
Annexes D, E and F of the Stockholm Convention. However, the intatefitgd standards for
validity wee not universally approved by POPRC members, and were contested repeatedly by a
small subgroup of members over a series of meetings. Such arguments were made most
vehemently and frequently during the review Bhdosulfan by two members from countries thi
economic interests in the continued production and trade of this substance. This is discussed in
detail in sections (INSERT SECTIONS). These repeated objections suggest that the committee as a
whole does not constitute an epistemic community, and asggest that the fourth criterion, a

shared policy enterprise, is unfulfilled.
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Again, on a superficial level, one could argue that POPRC is defined by a common policy enterprise:
the evaluation of chemicals with the aims of identifying POPs and recowlimg appropriate
regulatory action. However, as Chapter 7 illustrates, the interventions and actions of a minority of
POPRC members suggest that they were motivated less by concern for preventing harm to humans
and the environment and more by governmentposed pressure to prevent economicaligluable
chemicals from being recommended for listing in the Annexes of the Convention. While these
actions were taken most clearly and consistently by a small group of members (affiliated with China,
India, Argenina and Sierra Leone), they preclude categorization of POPRC as an epistemic
community. The objections of a minority do not mean that an epistemic community has not formed
among other members, but it does indicate that the expert committee itself doesostitute an

epistemic community.

Given that POPRC itself does not demonstrate the characteristics of an epistemic community, it is
necessary to explore the possibility that one or more subgsoo@ve formed such communitie$n

order to identify evidence of such coordination, a number of steps were takénst, usingthe
curricula vitae (C\Mipr each memberas submitted tothe StockholmConventionSecretariat,the
disciplines of POPRC members were recorded and categodzeentify possible sulgroups within

the Committee Thisnformation isset out in Table 6,below. Of the 59 individuals given a seat on
POPRC between the first and fifth meetinipe CVf three members were unavailabléndividuals

were categoried according to the highest degree attained (whialngedfrom BScto PhD, or the
equivalents, or, when the degree was not specified, to the listed area of experfi$e disciplines

for the 56 nembers who submitted CVs are listed beloand are dividedaccording to POPRC

meeting
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Table 6.1The disciplinary backgrounds of POPRC members (PE2RROPRG)

Discipline Number of committee members, by meeting
POPR@ | POPRG | POPR& | POPRG

Agronomy 1 1 1
Biology 4 3 3
Chemical egineering 3 3
Chemistry 16 16 12 13
Environmental engineering 3 3 2 2
Environmental management 3 1 1 1
Environmental science 1 1 1
Microbiology 2
Physics 1 1
Toxicology 3 4 6 6
Zoology 1 1 1 1
Zoophysiology 1 1

Total 32 33 29 30

Note: Atotal of 59 members participated in POPRC tmgs 2 to 5. Since mostembers attended more than
one meeting, the total of the columns in Table 6.1 add to more thanTs@ table does not include thhree
members whose CVs were unavailable.

As Table 61 demonstrates, a majority of POPRC members at each meeting have some level of
expertise in chemistry, while the numbers of members who list other areas of expertise are
significantly smaller.Toxicologistanake upthe second largest disciplinary sgboup within each
meeting, but toxicology is a specialist strain of chemistrilost of the other disciplines are also
closely related to the broader discipline of chemistry (chemical engineering, environmental science,
etc.). The predominance of individualwith some level ofraining in chemistry or closehglated

fields suggests that members may share a comma@nsific language, view evidence from the same
perspectiveshare preferences for types of evidence presenttd, The predominance of experts in
chemistry does not, in itself, preclude the possibility of an epistemic community in this context;
while Haas notes that such a communityay include members from a range of disciplinary
backgrounds, interdisciplinarity is nhaequired (Haas 1992a). Furthermore, disciplindased
epistemic communities have been identified in recent research on environmental policyn{a&eg

for example, Meijerink 2005 Thus, i one or moreepistemic communities had fored within
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t ht w/ @3t iséddssible that these communities could have consisted of a large community of
individuals with expertise in chemistry, or competing gubups with specialist expertise in fields

such as toxicology or chemicals management

The issue of relatiotgps amongscientists was explored during the formal and formal interviews
with POPRC members and observergmple interview scheduke are provided in Appendix D)
Specificallyinterviewees were questioned about relationships among participants, thews about
the possible existence of stgyoups within the committee, and whethéhe interviewees tended to
work more closely with participants with simil&xpertise than they didvith participants from
different disciplinary backgroundsTheanalysisof the interviews aswell as observations of working
groupand plenarydiscussionsindicate that scientisttend to work cooperativelywith one another
explaining implications of studies to one another ateferring to participants who are perceived to
have expertise in a particular aredor example, thecurrent POPRC member from Jap@@rofessor
Matsuri Kitano)is regarded by many POPRC participantas anauthority on issues related to
bioconcentration and is often called upon both in plenary andaiarking groups to give his opinion
on data related to bioconcentration and bioaccumulatiom an interview,Reirer Arndt, POPRC
Chair,noted that many members have specialist technical knowledge which can be drawn upon by
POPRC, and cited Kitano aslarsiration of this point. According to Arndt
Professor Kitano is an extraordinary expert on bioaccumulation and other issues. So
there is always someone who is really a specific expert in a certain field, and'there are
more generalists like me who haworked scientifically but also wodn L2 f A Oé X a2
is a good balanc€.
Cruciallythere was no evidence to suggest thatdlividualswith expertise in particular areawe part
of larger, disciplinebasedsubgroup within POPRGather, they are oftenacknawvledged to be the

sole authoritieswithin the committeeon specificissues There are no indications that they have

L Arndt, Reiner. POPRC Chairman. Interview conducted by telephone. 8 April 2008.
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distinctive relationships with others of their disciplinary backgroguad would be required to
support a premise thabne or moredisciplinebasedepistemic communities have developedthin

this policy context

During the interviews conducted for this researsbveral POPRC participants addressed the issue of
relationships among scientists during formal interviewsd all referredo what they perceived to
be the broad range of disciplinary backgrounds of POPRC memb¢ogse of the interviewees
indicated that they had developedistinctivelyclose working relationships with other members of
the same disciplinary backgrounds, and some rejected the idea that diseljasesl sukgroupshad
formed, or could form, within the Committee According to lan Ra¢he former POPRC member
from Australia:
There is a range of people around the table. Some are, indeed, chemists like me, with
quite a deep understanding of the numbers. Others are toxicologists. Jose Tarazona
from Spain is a toxicologist, and so he has to understand at least the chemioa of
the substances, but is much more concerned with their toxicology. And so it inice
have him there whenyouwomt A G K (0 KS OK S Y hat dbdliBitpJose, isahiz al & = ¢ 2
NEIFtfte G2EAO 2N y2iKé CKSNBE | NB a2Y$8 LINBGGe
Ra€da O2 Y Y Sy iihk peicdiveddrieidiNdiplin&ity of the committee, as well as todlegial
cooperative atmosphere which prevails at POPRC meetihg®A Sy 46 A 4G4 GSYyR si2 RST
expertise in particular areasnd incorporate all types ofrelevant evidence into reports and
evaluations including evidence produced by scientists from disciplines which differ from their own
There is no evidence of systematic bias toward particular types of data; rather, scientists work to
meet the data requirements outlined in the Convention, and rely on experts (including invited
experts who are not members of the Committee) to provigeecialisinformation orinterpretation

asrequired This ceoperation and complementarity that was referréd during interviews and

observed at meetings suggests that this hypothesis should be rejectgpistemic communities

*’Rae, lan. POPRC member from Australia. Interview conducted by telephone. 29 January 2008.
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based on disciplinary background have not formed within the Stockholm Convention. However, the
interviews did reveal some interesting igkts into the relationships between member3heseare

explored below.

Academics and chemicals managers

While no interviewees identified angubgroupsapproximating an epistemic community, sl

pointed to other sources oflivision among participants; specifically dividebetween participants

from countriesthat are wellresourced and thoséhat are not,as well as dividebetweenscientists

who come from academic bagkounds and those whowork as chemicals managers, aade,

therefore, accustomed to using science to construct policyo WBahlistrom the former POPRC

member from Swederrgjected the notion that scientists might foratistinctive relationships with

others of the same disciplinary background, and in an olsgem whichbuildsdzLJ2 y / KI A NJ ! NJ

comments about the mix of scientists with and without policy backgrounds, noted:
L GKAYy]l GKSNB Aa | atA3dakKid RAGARS o0SisSSy LIS2
LIS2LX S K2 O2YS T NP Ywhd have R Scehtific backg@udd dnif 2 LI S
G2N] 6AGK F3ASyOASazr ¢2N] F2N GKS 3F20SNYyYSyd |
that yes, science is one thing, but there is also something you could call science policy. |
mean, how do you handle scientific resulE  LJ- NI A Odzf NI & AT GKS@& | NBX
FNB (22 @F3dzSXGKSYy @2dz ySSR a2YS 2@8SNNARAyY3
between the data you have and what you actually need to*dlo.

WahistromQa O2YYSy i KA IKE A IKG a entifi& Sdvaluatidn/ f khenficald f6rk S NB v

purposes of crafting policy responses. This task is particularly challenging in a ghtéel, sehena

range of economicrad social issues are at stake, and a decision to list a substance globally could

have significat consequences for nationshat produce or use the chemical in question.

2 | Kt & (Gsniteretdeflects the view that even in the face of scientific uncertainty, policy

decisions mat be made and suggests that scientists from academic backgroundbseviéss willing

2 Wahlstrom, Bo POPRC member from Sweden. Interview conducted by telephone. 12 December 2007.
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to take action in the absence of full scientiGertainty than will scientists who work as chemicals
managers (e.g., for governmentsWhile Wahlstrom emphasizes the value@fit 8 OA Sy OS L2 f A
approachwhich can bridge the gap betweenidence and action, other participasiin POPRC see
such action ag means of promoting politicalinotivated, aggressive environmental action that is
not justified by the available evidence. Although proponents of precautionary action are
comfortable with taking action in the absence of full scientific certainty sasctioned bythe
Conventionin Article 8, paragraph 7(a3ome participants argue that thposition is taken too far by
some Committeenembersc and particularlyby chemicals managerswho prioritize policy agendas
over thorough scientific review of dataccording to one intervieweehemicals managers are more
concerned with politics than with science, acahnoto S @A S ¢ S Rientisis a NS £ ¢ &

If the POPRC was thseientific advisory body to the@P it was first envisaged to be,

then it would be made up of experts in their respective fields of LREfsistence,

bioaccumulation, and toxicityffom around the worldsuch that when sme contentious

issue arose in the data ¢y could make a scientific judgnt as to whether the

[bioaccumulationicriteria aresatisfied for example, based on their years of experience,

their knowledge of how much weight to give to certain daggc. etc. Not someone with

a "political" motive behind thentrying to persuaddPOPRCio accept a "worst case"

value because it is over a trigger value, which in most scientific fora would not be an

acceptable approach. It brings politics to the table, wheoltics, according to the

[Stockholm Conventiotext], should not be present. Theoptics should be left to the

COP. The recommendation to EGhould be made on sound science and not have its

waters muddied by politics. Therelte no voting asa scientist wouldn't be bothered if

they took an extra year to gather more data so they could be sure of their

recommendation. The onlynembersthat are bothered by delays are the politically

driven members of the POPRC (as an examible little pact betwen Sweden,
Switzerland and the EU tote [Endosulfahthrough at POPR&) 2*

This statement highlights the tension between scientific evaluation and the external factors which
can influence policymaking. According to this interviewee, many of the desisimde by POPRC
are inherently unsound because theyioritize political agendasover objective scientific review.

Such decisions, itn K S A y (I Spidbi, SaeSnb2eén justified by thorough review of the data

by members who are completely disingsted in thepolicy implications of the results Both this

4 Anonymous Interviewee A. Comment received via email. 25 November 2010.
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statement and? | K a (dédneaindicated K+ & LRt AO2YF1Ay3a A& yz2i4
endeavor,nor is it perceived as such by participants with very different interests in the outcomes of
regulation. These commentsghlight the need fofurther scrutiny of the role of external interests,

such as political agendas, economic concerns, etc., in PQRR sidghSidkihg process.

Despite the fact that both of these interviewees seem to draw a bright line between POPRC
members who are academics and those who are chemicals managers, phegegndividualsnto

distinct, mutually exclusiveategoriesis a highly subjective procesghich, in many cases, fails to
capture the variety of expé&ences and responsibilities ?#OPRC membersFor example, some
members who identify themselves as academics, rather than chemicals managers, have worked for
goverrments on a consulting basis for many yeaservingas delegates to meetings othe
Stockholm Convention and other global environmemtgieements such as the Montreal Protol,

the Basel Convention, etcClassifying such indduals as strictly academigcientists would not
acknowledge their extensive experience in policymaking environmertsthermore, many of the
POPRC members who have worked in government roles for most of their careers would object to a

~

characterization of their expertiseorcondlk 2y a4 & o0SAy3 af Saaé aOASYyiGAT

Another important factor is thelegree offreedom scientids are given to act autonomoushy the

governments they representin order to emphasize the independence of POPRC members from the

political interests of government®OPRC members are riotmally referred to ast NB LINBa Sy (| (A €
of2 NJ a RSt S Jne dafcaswitiFwkiBhYthey are affiliatedThis is just one way bfghlighting

the independenceof scientists, and underscoring the objectivity and credibility of POPRC as a
scientific review committee. dWwever,POPR@embers ardrequentlyaccompanied bgovernment
representatives, who sit behind the members plenay sessionsnd actively participate in all of the

phases of decisiemakingthat are open to observers.The relationship between POPRC members

and these government representatives is highly individualized. While some memateegiven
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freedom to act autoomously, othersconsult with these government representatives regularly,
particularly when they feel that the discussion is likely to have political or socioeconomic
consequences for the countries witthich they are affiliated Thus, while it is useftd identify the
tension between government representatives and academic scientists, the evidence presented thus
far indicates that political and socioeconomic factors play a more significant role in detialong

than is commonly acknowledgedThe infllence of political, social, and economic factors in the
earliest stages of policymaking could preclude the formation of epistemic communities, as these

factors could act as constraints on the ways in which scientists participate in the work of POPRC.

The fact that epistemic communities have not formed in this context is surprising, given that POPRC

is a committee which has been designed to bring together experts in an objective, scientific,
politically-neutral setting to evaluatéechnically complex da and information Because many of

the live chemicalsinder revieware comparatively new, uncertainty about their possible kbeignm
effects on human health and the environment could leadt¢mflicting interpretations of data ana
range of conclusionabout whether chemicals meet the criteria for regulatiotn a competitive
sciencebased discussion, it would be natural for differences of opinion to fall along disciplinary lines,
thus creating opportunities for the development of epistemic communiti€se evidence presented
aboveindicates that shared disciplines have little effect on the relationships among scientists and
the preferences they expresgiowever, he reasons Wy epistemic communities have not formed in
the context of Stockholm ken mary of the conditions fauving their appearance are present will be

discussed in Chapter 8.

tht w/ Q4 RA&O0OdzZaaA2ya KI @S 0SSy Oayiaies yooththedzBB 2 v
and official meeting reports, between PORR@Nd -5 the Committeewas repeatedly unable to

reach consensusn substantive issuesin order to understand the roles of science, politics, and
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these disagreements As dicwssions ofEndosulfarat POPR@ and-5 illustrate, a small number of
scientistsrejected the conclusions reaclieby the rest of the Committee Analysis of the debates

leading up to decisions oBndosulfanis presented in Chapter 7 (section 7.2.3)n this casepne

scientist argued that the substance failed to meey af the criteria for regulation. The claim that a

substance failed on all countgasdzy LINBOSRSYiSR Ay thtw/ Qa @2NJyZ |y
the 31 Committee members who participatéda voteon the issue Notably, Endosulfaris a live

chemical which is of sigreiint economic importance ttwo of the three countries whose scientists

opposed every tempt to attempt to evaluate the chemical, from nomination onwardihe case of
Endosulfaris one of themost stiking example®f a correlation betweerthe political or economic

interests of a country and itscientisf@ opposition to advancing the chemical through the stages of
evaluation. Suchcorrelationssuggest political and eaomic interests may outweigh scienbased

analyses, thus precluding the development of epistemic communities. At the very least, such
correlationsinvite F dzNII KSNJ Iyl feadAa 2F (GKS NBEtS I20SNYYSyi:

This is examinedirectly in the tests relating to Hypotheses 3, 4 and 5 below.

6.3 Hypothesis 3

{ OASYyGAailaQ Laddctihd® ocideldbBomi NBrgstd Sfdheir countries atetermine

their approackesto debates within the policy process.

6.3.1 Result
Where countries have a strong socioeconomic interest in regulation or opposition to the regulation
of a chemicalthese interests shape the policy preferences of scientists from those countries and

therefore determire the approach they take within the poly process.
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6.3.2 Explanation and significance of the hypothesis

Asnoted in Chapter 4, this is an alternative hypothesis to Hypothesighith posits that affiliation
with an episemic community will determined OA Sy G A 4G & Q sLJ2Ih AoOwdst, thtNBE F SNBy
hypothesisposits that such preferences are heavily influenced by the interests of the national

governments with which the scientists are affiliated.

This hypothesis was testagsing evidence from interviewsnalysis of interventionsand da& on

the socioeconomic interests of countri¢isat produce or use the chemicals under reviewhe
interviews provided particularly interestingnformation about the relationshipsamong scientists
participating in POPRC, as well as the relationships betveeeentists and the governments with
which they are affiliated. Several interviewees highlighted the pressure governments place on
scientists to represent country interests during dehafehe patterns of frameasedby scientists is

fully presented in e results relating to Hypotheses 4 and 5 (sections 6.4 and &sb)lthe
preferences of scientists tended to be revealmdst clearly analysis of thieames that they used

during debate

6.3.3 Findings

The relationships between scientists and themployers wereexplored during the interviews
which providedsubstantialinsight into the reasons why scientists working cBFRC sometimes
have difficulty reaching agreement on issues Specifically, these interviews indicatkeat the
developmentof epigemic communitieshas been precluded by the political pressures placed on
scientistsby the governments with which they are affiliatedhis findingis even more interesting

than if epistemic communities had formed as predicted it suggests that paripants int ht w/ Qa
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work are superficiallypehaving in accordance with broadly accepted normsadntificobjectivity

and disinterest, but are actually motivated xternaly-imposedpressureswvhich are deliberately
and systematicallyjunacknowledgedin formal discussions If addressed these pressureg the
political and economic interests of thogwmvernmentswhich employthe scientists with seats on
POPRG could undermine the credibility of the scientific decisioraking being carried out biye
Committee and in turn undermine the credibility of the Stockholm Convention as a transparent, fair,

and objective international mechanism for addressing a global environmental problem.

Political interests manifest themselves in numerous ways in wark of POPRC. Officiallgs
discussed in Chaptés, the process is intended to proceed discrete stages, with socioeconomic
O2y OSNYya o06SAy3 FRRNBPaaSR T2NJ GKS FANBRG GAYS RdzNJ
of a risk management evaltion (see section 5.2 These evaluations are submitted to the COP
along with a recommendation for listing the chemical, and are designed to provide information
about possible implications of banning or limiting the use afsubstance. Suchconcerns &
expected to be addressed in more detail during meetings of the, ®@Rkhe national delegates
whose responsibilities and areas of expertise encompass politics and policy, rathesdiesice

This formal division of labor is designed to separate seidram the social, economic, and political
issues associated with listing substances, thus protecting the objectivity of the scientific review
process.In practice, however, some POPRC membeesviewed for this projecadmitted to being
under pressureto represent the interests of the nations with which they are affiliateBeveral
noted that separating science from politics is difficult, particularly in the context of a multilateral
environmental agreementinder which regulatory decisions may set mrdents for the listing of

other chemicals areconomically important to stakeholders.

Developed and developing countriéise role of socioeconomic status in POPRC discussions
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States may have political or economic interests in regulatmd to datethese interests haveften
manifested themselves in astark division etween devebped and developing countries.For
example, & COP4, developing countries refused to consider the proposal tothist nine new
substances recommerd by POPRGntil after agreement was reached dhe package of financial

and technical assistanceln this way, developing countries used thedoperation as a tactic for
leveraging political pressure on developed countries to increase their technical and financial
commitments In P@RC, the division igss overt but concerns about conflicting interests between

developed and developing countries still arise.

A source of tensiorwhich pervades all levels of decisiorakingis the widelyheld perception that

the EU is using the Stockholm Cention as a mechanism for global advancement of the region

bodyQa  LJ2iftdrasth Oh ¥ S AYUiSNIBASSHSS OKIF NRIOG & BA TSNS FdK §
A Y LIS NJ#% 1an/RaeY Astraligave a more measured accousftthe leadership role the EU has

taken on in POPRE&Xplainingthat:

We are approaching many of the decisions we have to make against the background of
decisions that have already been made by some regions or some counfigsthe
European Union are leaders in this respect, and they are some years ahead of the
POPRC in considering substances and recommending that they be phased out. So we
are not coming in with a clean slate. We have got behind us this experience ofsexpe

in Euope judging that this substance, whatever inigsnot to be used anymoré&

Rae went on to explain that this issue has caused some degree of conflict in each of the POPRC
meetings to date, noting:

[Some are]saying thatX the Europeans more or less expected the POPRC to rubber

all YL ¢KIGdG GKS& KIR R2ySo l'YR GKAa SR G2 |

R2y Qi GKAY]l (GKS SOARSYyOS A& OSNE aidNRy3O® L
about it, and strongly enagh that they had a consensus and they could move forward,

5 Anonymous Interviewee A. Communication sent viaal. 20 May 2010.
*Rae, lan. POPR@mber from Australia. Interview conducted by telephone. 29 January 2008.
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This issue has increased in ins@y with the shift from dead to live chemicals, and has become
particularly acutewith reference toEndosulfan Following POPREQ& RS OAaA2y o0o0e& @2
Endosulfanio the third stage of evaluatiofdrafting of a risk management evaluatipthe Indian

| KSYAOLFt [/ 2dzyOAt NBEtSIFaSR | R20dzySyd SyuaArdt SR «a
On the first page of the document, the ICC inckites following statement, which in strikingly

undiplomatic termsargues that the EU is domitiag the{ (2 O1 K2t Y / 2 y @afitigh 2 y Qa |
proces$®:

2SS 32tSyyte RSOf{INB YR FaaSNI dzyRSNJ GKS {(i201K?2
We have the rights to submit a proposal

Supply a selinade review of our own proposal

Sitin judgment on the sethade review ad
Finally deliver decisions..!

Under the Stockholm Convention
We are the alpha

We are the omega

We are the EU..!

The document goes on tssert

In the world of trade and commerce, for every move there will be a motive. Industry

observers feel that taun around the strict WTO rules, thEurope([sid is increasingly

using the Stockholm Convention to apply trade restrictive measures on certain high

volume, low priced generic chemicals manufactured outside the Europe. Eliminating

the use of genericche®il f & | yR LIS&aGAOARSa KSfLWA Ay adzadl A
in the chemical tradé’

This statementelucidatesii KS L/ / Q& @A S¢g , éh@highlighS th&pérpectiverfeom A @S &

which some stakeholders view theonflict between developing ahdeveloped countries.It also

27 (t:
Ibid.
DL ySatys {KdzyYdAl Yo HAMA® 458508 AGTFdA 5S5S0rarzya |
Chemical Council via email.
“Ibid.
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supports the hypothesis that scientists have polpgferences which are naderived from their
expertise, but instead are shaped by netientific economic and politicabncerns In an interview,
Thomas Yormatthe former POPRC member from Sierra Leone, suggested that European members
of POPRC are more concerned rththeir southern counterparts about POPs because these
substances are attracted to the colder climates in which these countries are lo@addherefoe
pose more serious health and environmental risks to the countries which are pushing hardest for
regulation Yormahalsosuggested that the EU is willing roanipulatescientificevidence in order to
promote its green agendaln a conference room papsubmitted at the end of POPFE Yormah
noted:

XAdG Aa dzyRSNEGlFYRFO0ES GKFG 2dzNJ 9dzNRLISEY O2f f S

POPs because the longer presence of these chemicals in their very own environment

causes very adverse effects on the hunpapulation and the environment. If the table

were to turn and | find myself in their predicament | would most certainly be as vigilant

as they are on PORslated matters¢ even to the extent of putting a spin on the

science?
The representatives of the EU have refused to issue a formal response to accusatioitsighat
dominating the agenda of the Stockholm Conventiomanipulating data in order to promote a
predetermined political agendaviolating the rules of procedure, ootherwise abusing the
Convention for political purposesOnePOPR@articipantaffiliated withthe EU INBSR (2 a L)t |
GKS NBO2NRX¢ |YyR alAR (KFd GKS 9! @hkniichl Couaicli NI & LI
or other non-governmental entiies because they do not want to legitimizaichargumens. This
interviewee flatly denied that the EU imanipulating the process, and joketiat the level of
planningnecessaryf 2 NJ & dzOK | & OKSYS 4 2 dzZ Rfor@drdigatod ZIfeR G K S
interviewee emphasizedhe transparencyof the process by which the EU decides to nominate

substances for evaluation under the Stockholm Conventiowinoted that the chemicalsiltimately

nominated by the EU arselectedduring a serie®f meetings which are open to state delegates,

%0 yormah, Thomas. POPRE&mber from Sierra Leone. Statement submitted to POPRC
(UNEP/POPS/POPRC.5/CRP.12). 16 October 2009.
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indudry representatives, anddvocacy groups Furthermore, harguedthat the EU does not put a

G a LJA yeience? saying that thdata presented in support of nominations is taken from a range of
credible souces, including peereviewed academicjournals and that allPOPR@articipants are
invited to submit evidenceluringthe 02 Y Y A (i (i S SfpéessNB@ikt&uewee underscored
the transparency and inclusiveness of the POPRC deoma&img process, anshid that it would be

difficult to manipulate science that is being evaluated by such a diverse committee of &xpert

{SLINFGAYy3T &a0ASYyOS T NBEwkingjgocesdiA Oa Ay thtw/ Qa RSOA
Other participants acknowledgedtfiat maintaining a distinction beteen science and politics can be
difficult, and emphasied that not all POPRC members are comfortable with the paladking
aspectofii KS 02 Y Wokki WaBl&ihEsuggested that there is a difference between scientists
gAUK L2ftAOe oF O13aINRdzyRa YR (K2asS gK2 02YS FTNP
a0ASyGAraiaodsé 'S Ff&a2 KAIKE A JeKdhd Rtendl KsBseNdst S LI | & &
X & 2 dn ldOk at China, for example. The representative in the committee is a
professor. And you might you have noticed that he went off gfrégquently to discuss
with the dbservers from Chindrom the Chinese EPA and the Environment Ministry.
Because, | timk he felt in many cases that his expertise was on the science, but when
we talked about PFOS and the possible exemptions and so on, he needed to consult
with them.*?
The presence and active participation of government observers in POPRC discus$tanssitiaiat
YSYOSNEQ O2yidiNRodziaAzya | NS O2yairRBNBiBhcdiaged 6S 2 7F
decisiors of POPRC have political and economic implications that are relevant and important to
many of the countries with seats on the committeds previously noted, lan Rae, Australia, also

emphasized thenfluential role played by government observers, améferred to the government

204SNDSNI FNRY ! dzAGNFEAF a KAa GYAYRSNIE 20K

1 Anonymous interviewee E. POPRC member. Interview conducted during-BORPROctober 2010.
¥ Wahlstism, Bo. POPRC member from Sweden. Interei@vducted by telephone. 12 December 2007.
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science and polite in the work of the POPRC, and indicate that governments recognize the
AYLERNILFYOS 2F SyadaNAy3a GKFG adKSANE aoOAaSyidarada
with the governmend @olitical goals. Henk Bouwmanthe former POPRC member froi8outh
Africa, suggested thahese expectationsire often addressed by governments before scientists are
sent to POPRC meetings, noting tlsientists from academic backgrounds particular must
onegotiate their roles with governments before takingdir seats on POPRC:

Most of [the members of POPR@}e not government scientists. They are mostly

coming from academijaand they sort of independently negotiate how they are going to

deal with the countries and how the countries are going to deal wittit. And most

of them operate independently, so they speak their mind, but also will give information
NEIFNRAY3I (KS 302dzyiNEQa LRAAGAZ2Y D

All of these comments underscore tieSy aA 2y 06Si6SSy aOASyOS FyR LRt A
the process igdesignedii 2 1 SSLJ GKS (62 &aSLINI¥GSZT Ay NBFfAGE
recommendationsseek to influence the decisieamaking process in the earliest stageRRae,
Australia, emphasized that whikkhe socioeconomidmplications of listing are notufly addressed
dzy GAf GKS / ht O2yaA RS Nbuntieh whigh dpgose KSg§ulagion dftSnyikakeld A 2 y &
their views known early in the process. In referencd.tadane Rae noted that prior to POPRC
(when thecommittee decided to recommend theubgi I Yy OS FT2NJ f AdGAy3vz aidKSN
WhisLISNA y3 0 SKA YWRZ2YKQIA M RIG\SR X dzNJLindany \8e ae yaing tol KA a &
blockitwhenit& G a (2 3(Kli@nmatelyLindahewas listed at COR, with no exemptions for
continued production or us The only country which voiced strong opposition to listing, Kenya,
rescinded its objection after its socioeconomicconcerns were addressed through bilateral
negotiations) Presdently, Rae noted that a similar campaign was underway regaigimtpsulfan

The same thing happened wiEndosulfanbut in a grander way. Did you see that little

farce that went on withEndosulfaf? It had been recommended for consideration and
before wegot to consider it, a group of people, | think it was India and China and

% Bouwman, Henk. POPRC member from South Africa. Interview conducted by telephone. 22 January 2008.
* Rae, lan. POPRC member from Australia. Interview conducted by telephone. 29 January 2008.
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FYR @2dz FNB gl adAay3a 2dzNJ GAYS -dpydiag®RSNAY I Al D
about that, because those people who want to keep udtrglosulfarwill fight like hell
at the first hurdle to knock it out?

This comment, which foreshadows the highly contentious debates abodbsulfarthat took place

at subsequent meetingsupportsthe hypothesis that political preferencedgy a significant role in

PCPRC negotiations from the moment a chemical is nhominated for revidw. Rae notes, the

conference room papeobjecting toEndosulfarwas circulated by the POPRC members from India

and Chima ¢ not by observers from these countriesvho are free to play a more explicitly political

role ¢ which indicates that the members themselves take positions which align with the interests of

the governments with which they are affiliated.

In sum, # of the POPR@embersinterviewed for this researcindicatedthat scientists are under

some degree of pressure to repragehe interests of their countries The governmentghat have

seat on POPRC have the greatest access to deesibrl Ay 3> Ay GKFIG GKS& OFy
thtw/ YSY0OSNRBR (2 NBLIpBaréwesoby higkighting 2vsiénbel/o Hayhion &
AOASYGAFAO dzy OSNIF Ay G ez | aTherdégredodwhithda sdiektiSt may2 @S Ny Y
represent the views oé governmentmay depend on thereferences of théndividual scientist; as

several interviewees noted, sommaembers feeluncomfortable when they perceive themselves to

be crossing line from evaluation of @ta to discussion of socioeconomic or political isswelsile

others regularly work in sciendsased policymaking Futhermore, as noted, interviews and

observations of the proceedings indicate that many governmemarticularly those with significant

economic or political stakes ié process; have representatives attend the meetings dsservers

and provide explicit instructions toisntists to ensure that thé¢heir interests are being supported.

* Ibid.
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6.4 Hypothesis4

Scientistswho seek topromote their preferred policy agendas will use strategic issue framing to

emphasize certain facts and considerations while deemphasizing ofngrathers

6.4.1Result

Hypothesis4 posits that scientistavith preferencesfor certain policieswill use strategic issu
framing togarner supporiamong POPRC members and observersecisions aligneavith those
preferences Analysis of theeENBsummaries ointerventionsmade in POPREto -5 aupports this
hypothess, and yields some unexpected insights into tlvays in which somecientists usassue

framingto support their agendasThese patterns and insights adéscussed in detail below.

6.4.2Explanation and significance of hypothesis

Whereas the previous hypothesis focused on the relationship betwgevernments and the
scientists they delegate to POPR@Iis hypothesisfacilitates evaluation of theways in which
a0ASyiAraida daAaS AaGNIF GS3IAO0 A&aadzS FNIYAYyI (2 &dzLli1
If scientists are using strategic issue framaiggheresthetical tactics designed to win the support of
other participants the following patterns ardikely to emerge: scientists who support regulation are
likely to use frames whicemphasizesvidence of harm, while scientists who oppose regulation are
likely to call attention to scientific uncertainty and gaps in knowledge about the substances in
guesion. Furthermore, while proponents ofegulating a particular substancare likely to
emphasize precaution and the need for action, opponents are likely to emphasize the need for
careful consideration, with the committee taking as much time as necessagather evidence
before movingto the next stage of review. The frequency with whstihentistsparticipatein debate

is oneindicator of their levels ofinterest in the issup scientists with strong preferences for or
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against listing a substance dikely to intervene in discussions more frequently than scientists who

are less interested in the outcome of discussioridowever, this is not the only indicator of a
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This hypothesisvastested byanalyzing the coded ENB repgriis accordance witlthe steps set out

in section 4.5.2to identify patterns of frames used by participants during eatdge of discussion

An inmportant component ofthis test was determining which countries had identifiable policy
interests in the substances under reviewkollowingthe stepsoutlined in section 4.4.5, it was
possible toestablishthe economic and political preferences ofany of the countries, industry
associations, and environmental and public health NGOs with representatives participating in
thtw/ Qa @2NJ] @ ¢ KSAaS Aa/ariSiNd soldréesinglliNgposkidh apérsy TA SR
documents prepared for POPRG@ NB JA S¢g thiNEsK Prafile) andprddHctor/usage
information published by governments, industry, academics, tredmedia These political and
economic interests were compared with the interventions scientists made to support or oppose
advancing a chemical through the review process. If scientists were disinterested participants
working independently of the political agendas of the countries with which they are affiliated, there
should belittle correlationd SG 6 SSy | O2 dzy énbeb and the itdrvenbiahs mateh§ S NJ

scientists.

As previously noted, the frames used by scientists to support these preferences were identified
through systematic coding of the ENB reports for PGPRough-5 (see section 4.5.2)Using the
resulting database of intervenbns, it was possible to identify patterns of interventions made by
members and observersThis was carried out by running a query in Microsoft Access that produced
a crosstabulation of POPRC memlsaor other participants against thtype of frames they used

during the debates (thelefinitions of thefive frames that were identified is set out in Table 4.3).
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The overall pattern of frames used during these four POPRC meetidgdineatedin Table 6.3
below. A total of569substantive interventions were recded by scientistsn the ENB reports, each
of whichwas assigned one &9 codes. Each of lhese codes fadlinto one of the followingsix
categories: scientificuncertainty, evidencef harm, proceduretechnicalissues, and socioeconomic
impact or other. Table 6.2, below, identifies the frames used byach of thegroups of POPRC
participants (POPRC members, country observers;coomtry observers, invited experts, and UNEP

officials)
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Table 6.2Types and numbersf frames usedvy participants(POPRQ ¢ POPRE&)

Participant affiliation Evidence | Scientific Procedure | Technical | Socioeconomic| Total
of Harm Uncertainty Issues Impact
Country participants
Australia 6 3 4 2 15
Austria 1 1
Burkina Faso 2 1 3
Canada 10 6 2 18
Chile 1 1 2
China 1 17 20 4 2 44
Czech Republic 2 4 6
Ecuador 2 3 15 1 21
Ethiopia 1 1
European Union 4 4
Finland 1 1
France 7 7 14
Germany (Chair) 3 4 30 1 38
Ghana 1 1
Honduras 1 1 2
India 28 34 1 63
Japan 5 14 13 2 34
Jordan 1 2 1 1 5
Mauritius 5 1 4 10
Mexico 5 2 2 9
Morocco 2 1 1 4
Netherlands 1 1
Norway 5 4 3 2 14
Philippines 1 2 2 5
Qatar 1 1 2 4
Republic of Korea 2 2 1 5
RussiarFederation 1 1 2
Sierra Leone 12 7 3 22
Slovenia 1 1
South Africa 1 1 6 3 11
Spain 16 8 6 30
Sweden 5 4 4 2 15
Switzerland 6 8 14
Syria 1 1
Thailand 3 2 6 11
Togo 1 1
Trinidad and Tobago 1 1
United Kingdom 8 6 4 4 1 23
United States 1 7 6 2 1 17
Uruguay 2 1 3
Observers
Argentina (@server) 1 1 2
China (Observer) 2 2
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India (Observer) 2 2 4
Japan (Observer) 4 2 6
Invited experts

China (invited expert) 1 2 5
South Africa (invited expert 1 2
Alexandria University and Egyptian Stat 1 1
Ministry of Environmental Affairs

Department of Fisheries 1 1
and Oceans Canada

Norwegian Institute for 3 3
Public Health

Non-country participants(e.g. NGOs, industry representatives

Alaska Community Action 3 2 5
on Toxics

BSEF 1 5 6
Chlorinated Paraffins 1 1
Industry Association

CropLife International 2 2
Environmental Health Funo 2 2
Indigenous Environmental 2 2
Network andAlaska

Community Action on

Toxics

IPEN 2 4 1 7
PesticideAction Network 1 1
University of Philippines 1 1
World Chlorine Council 9 9
Other patrticipants

UNEPLegalAdvisor 5 5
UNEPSecretariat 1 1
Unidentified participants 9 16 25
Total 127 165 226 42 569

This table reveals some interesting framing patterndVhie one might assumehat most
interventionsmade in the context of technical evaluatiomsuld refer to scientifiacuncertainty or
evidence of harm, the table indicates that the category of interventions most commonly used over
the course of the POPRZthrough-5, with relation to all chemicals evaluated by the Commitiise,

G LINE OSS¢R dzisiBaiaK of 226 interventions that refer to these issues. The second most

commorly usedframe wascscientificdzy’ O S NIi | A A6hiirte¥véntioash @nterventions referring
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to cevidence of harrhwere madel27 times, 42 interventions referred tottechnical issuesand 9

referred to dsocioeconomid Y LJI Glds@réscrutiny of individual meetings is required in order to

draw conclusions about the influence of each of these framing categories, but this broad overview
RSY2yAaGNF GSa GKI G Fimehasoken deiResl ltof discRsEion tofhet dedisiam (i
making process rather than to tle substantive issues involved in evaluation of nominated
substances Furthermore, the comparatively low number of interventions on socioeconomic issues
reflects the lack of emphasis that participants put on these issues, and is in keeping with the
expectation that socioeconomic issues should be confined to the third stage W/ Q& ¢NB OA S ¢

drafting of the risk management evaluation.

The information in the table above was used as a basis domparingthe framing patterns of
individual scientists with thesocioeconomic interests of the countries with which thesere
affiliated. The parties with the clearest policy preferences were India, China, Sierra Leone, and the
EU and its member statesThe identification of these policy interests and the ways in which they

AKFLISR aOASyiGAadaqQ I LILINE | & idafollovdng Feblibng.A y 3 | NB RA 3

India

The frames used by the scientists affiliated with India are listed in Figure 6.1, beloverder to
facilitate comparison across meetings, the graph below represents all of the frames used by the
Indiangovernmentdelegatesto POPRC between PORPRENd-5. The figures are percentages of the

total number of interventions made by these delegates during this time period.
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Figure 6.1Frames used by Indidgy meeting
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m Evidence of Harm 0 0 0 0
m Scientific Uncertainty, 3 5 25 11
Procedure 2 3 32 17
m Technical Issues 0 0 2 0
m Socioeconomic Impact 0 0 0 0

The interventions made by the delegates from India (as an observer during PORRIE3, and as a
member during POPRLand-5) demonstrate consistent use of amégulatory frames. Only two
percent of these interventions referred to technical concenh& rest emplasized either scientific
uncertainty or procedural issues:ifty-four percent of the total number of interventioremphasized
procedural issuesand most of thesavere made during POPRICand-5. Thesecond most common
category of frames sed was scientific uncertainfywhich accounted for 44% of the interventions
made during this time periad The member from India made more procedural interventions than
any other member, andver 60%of his interventionswere madeduring discussionsef Endosulfan
(see table 6.3 below) These interventions consistentlyraised obstacles t@dvancingendosulfan
through the review procesé @ lj dzS&a A 2y Ay 3 { K Sprogddires Rvhile POPRE (1 K S
members ultimately rejected these procedural framésy have the potential to undermine the

credibility of the Committe®@ & R Sn@2kingik the eyes of the COP and others who have not
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LI NI A OA LI 4GSR Ahé nextichaptérEALY e2NBlad G KS&4S AaadzSa 640K
evaluations ofEndosulfanand an analysis of their implications for the work of the Committee and,

potentially, the future of the Convention.

Table 6.3 shows a breakdown of interventions made by delegates from India according to chemical.

Table 6.3Percentage®f framesused by themember from Indig by chemical

Frame Dead chemicals Live chemicals
Chlor HBB octa PeCB Endo HBCD | Lindane| PFOS | SCCPs
decone BDE sulfan
Scientific 1 1 3 1 22 3 0 0 12
Uncertainty
(%)
Procedure 0 0 0 0 42 0 4 3 4
(%)
Technical 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Issues(%)
Total (%) 1 1 3 3 64 3 4 3 16

The pattern of interventions made by the member from Inglieovides strong support for Hypothesis
4, which positghat scientists use strategic issue framing to support their policy gagsdsTable 6.3

shows, nost of i K S Y S iviter&Mibng focus oEndosulfan! &8 (KS ¢2NX RQa f I NBS

A\

this insecticide|ndia has significant economic stakes in the continued production and ut@sof

substance (UNEP/POPS/POPRC.5/10/Add.Zpree companies warking within India produce the

chemical, including Bayer CropScience, Makhteshim Agan, and, notably, the Indian government
owned Hindustan Insecticides Limite@ixtyfour percent of the interventions made byekkgates

from India referencedEndosulfanwith 22% highlighting concerns about scientific uncertainty and

42% challenging the validity of the decisimraking process. In comparison,the secondmost

important issue to the member from India, based on frequency of intetieas, was SCCRshich
O2yadAtdiSR mc: 2F GKS YSYOGSNRA Ay(SNaebifcii2yao
uncertairty, and 4% referencedrocedure (again, all questioning the validity of the decisizaking
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process). Notably, the government of India also has econor@rests in the continued production

of SCCPs (Jabr 2010)he delegates from India made no interventions regarding evidence of harm
between POPRE and-5. Together, these interventions demonstrate strong opposition to listing
Endosulfanand SCCPs, dra lack of support for listing the other substances reviewed during this
time period. The member did not block consensus to advance any of the other substances, but did

not offer any support for listing.

Every intervention made by the member from Indias been negative, either falling into the
category of procedural issues or scientific uncertainty. The member from India often received
support from China and, to a lesser degree, from Sierra Leone, but his interventions received little or
no support fom other POPRC members. The uniformly negative pattern of interventions is extreme,
and suggests that his agenda is poficiven, and not scienecbased. While it would be unsurprising

if a scientist occasionally disagreed with the majority of the coramjtinterventions made by the
member from India indicate that he categorically disagrees with every piece of evidbate
supports moving forward with any chemical nominated for review by POPRC. Most importantly for
this research, he has intervened mdstquently during discussions of the two chemicals which are

of most economic importance to the country with which he is affiliated.

China

The frames used by the scientist affiliated with China are listed in Figure 6.1, below. As above, in
order to facilitate comparison across meetings, the graph below represents all of the frames used by
the member from China between PORR@nd-5. The ifjures are percentages of the total number

of interventions made by the member from during this time period.
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Figure 6.2Frames used b¢hing by meeting
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Figure 6.2 illustrates the patterns of frames used by the member from China through siueces
meetings. Fifty-five percentof the frames used by the Chinese delegate were scientific uncertainty
frames with a particular jump in POPRE Thirtythree percent of his interventions emphasized

procedural issues. Notably, he made no interventieviich emphasized evidence of harm or

otherwise supported advancing a chemical through the review proc&¥i&h one exceptionhis
interventionswere either negative or neutral (neutral frames neither support nor oppose the case

F2N) fAadAy3 |+ &adzoadlyOoS Ay GKS ' yySET F2NJ SEI Y

particular substance would be categorized as neutral, because such informafiber supports nor
undermines a rislbased case for regulation). In only one case, regarding HBCD, did the member

TNEY /KAYE YIF1S Fy AyGSNBSyGAz2y GKFdG FStt Aydz

he noted that although there were uedainties associated with HBCD, he could accept that the
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substance met the Annex D criteria. This intervention did not support the case for listing HBCD, but

it signaled that China would not oppose moving the substance to the next stage of evaluatsh. M

of the interventions made by the member from China referred to three chemicals which are of
significant economic importance to Chinals set out in Table 6.4 belo@3%of the Y SY 6 SN a
interventions were related to SCCPs34% were related toEndosulfa, and 18% were related to
PFOS.Together these account for 7 of all the interventions made by the member fro@hina.

ChinaAd 2yS 2F GKS ¢g2NIRQa (2L) LINPRdzOSNBE | yR dzaSN
increased rate of participation withregard to chemicals which are of significant economic
importance to the country with which he is affiliated supports the premise that scientists are
influenced by externalbgriven policy agendas, as does the content of the interventions, which
uniformlyd dzLJLI2 NI SR / KAyl Qa S02y2YA O AydSNBada Ay 2LLE

of economic value to the country.

Table 64 Percentage of frames used by the member from China, by chemical

Frame Dead chemicals Live chemicals

HBB | OctaBDE| PeCB | PentaBDE| Endosulfanl HBCD | Lindane | PFOS | SCCPs
Evidence of
Harm (%) 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
Scientific
Uncertainty (%) 0 0 0 2 16 2 0 5 14
Procedure (%) 2 0 0 0 18 5 0 11 9
Technical
Issues (%) 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 2 0
Socioeconomic
Impact (%) 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0
Total (%) 2 5 5 2 34 9 2 18 23
L)/RAI- I-)/R I KAY Ll Qa CZYYZ)/ SOEYEY)\O AVGSNSéGé g A G

the two countries could engage in a joint effort to oppose listing, and indeed, the scientists from
these two countries seem to work cooperatively to promoterglthgoals. This is exemplified by the
submission of a joint statement on what they argued were procedurally invalid decisions on

Endosulfan(POPR® 0 = | & Sttt Fra OSNbLFf SELINBazaizya 27

[N
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between POPRE and-5. Their paerns of interventions were also similar; both made extensive
use of procedural frames. During tldosulfandiscussions, the member from China made eight
interventions regarding procedure, and seven regarding uncertainty. This pattern was almost the
same for SCCPs, with the member from China making four interventions regarding procedure and
five regarding uncertainty. In the PFOS discussions, which concluded at-ROiRR@ade three
interventions regarding procedure, two regarding technical issued, @me regarding scientific

uncertainty.

Sierra Leone

Figure 63 Frames used byHerra Leone by meeting
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As is illustrated in Figure 6.3 abowthe member from Sierra Leone made a high number of
interventions which emphasized procedural isswnd scientific uncertainty 45%of his total
interventions between POPRXCand-5 emphasized procedural issyesd 39% of his interventions
emphasized scientifiancertainty. Notably, the member from Sierra Legoeed the members
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from China and Indian submitting a joint conference room paper at PORR#&hich concluded that
Endosulfandoes not meet the criteria for categorization as a POP. While Sierra Leone does not
produce Endosulfan the country doesmport and usethe insecticide for agricultutapurposes.
Following an interview at the end of POPRGhe member from Sierra Leone provided a written
statement for this research. In this statement, Yormah explained that his opposition to listing the
chemical arose from socioeconomic concerns abth& potential expense of alternatives. An
excerpt from the statement follows:

When Sierra Leone initially teamed up with China and India to oppose the listing of

Endosulfanas a POP, it was with a deep rsgientific sense of concern for the poor

farmers in Africa whose livelihoods are critically dependent on the use of this chemical.

It is an uncomfortable fact that althougBndosulfarcan and does kill, extreme hunger

and poverty are far more deadtyand quicker, toc?®
This statement demonstratethat the policy preferences of the member from Sierra Leone were
unrelated to scientific evidence on which POPRC is expected to base its decisions. This is supported
o8 lFylfteara 2F | 2NNIKQa AYUGSNIBSY(Az2yasdredak A OK 02
socioeconomic issues. Instead of addressing these concerns directly, he attempted to prevent
further evaluation of Endosulfanby invoking frames which emphasized procedural issues and
AOASYUGAFAO dzy OSNIF Ay lied icayes that hie Atemp2ed to ynfeldine K Qa A
the case for listingendosulfanby making four interventions which emphasized issues related to
scientific uncertainty; for example, Yormah questioned the evidence for persisterierdafsulfan
and called on the Commiée to defer the discussion for another year to allow more evidence to be
gathered. Yormah also made three interventions which referred to procedural concerns; for
example, he noted the lack of consensus in the committee and suggested consulting tHerCOP
guidance on how to handle the seemingly intractable disagreement among members on this issue.

Unlike the procedural interventions made by the members from China and India, the interventions

% Yormah, Thomas. POPRC member from Sierra Leone. Written statement received during an interview
conducted in London, United Kingdom. 21 October 2008.
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made by the member from Sierra Leone never suggested im@typon the part of the Committee.

This difference is significant, as it suggests that his use of procedural frames was motivated by an
interest in slowing the process, rather than undermining the case for listing a particular chemical.
With reference tol £t £ OKSYAOlIfa o0SAy3a S@lIfdz2 GSRT | 2NX¥I KQa&
concerned about not rushing to list substances, taking time to fill data gaps, and ensuring that all
members of POPRC can reach consensus before taking a decision. Tpistatten is supported

by his frequent comments, both in POPRC plenary sessions and informal interviews for this research,
about the financial and technical difficulties many developing countries face in implementing the
restrictions imposed by the Stockine Convention. Meeting these obligations is often particularly
demanding for leastieveloped countries such as Sierra Leone, which lack the infrastructure to easily
adapt existing agricultural practices to employ new, more expensive chemicals througieut t
country. As table 6.5, below, demonstrates, the member from Sierra Leone was most concerned
about live chemicals; 90% of his interventions concentrated on these substances, whereas 10%

focused on HBB and octaBBfvo substanceshat were being phasedut of production globally.

Table 6.53Percentage of frames used by the member from Sierra Leone, by chemical

Frame Dead chemicals Live chemicals
HBB octaBDE Endosulfan | HBCD| Lindane | PFOS| SCCPs

Evidence of Harm (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scientific Uncertainty(%o) 0 5 18 14 9 5 5
Procedure (%) 0 0 14 5 0 0 14
Technicaldsues (%) 5 0 5 0 5 0 0
Socioeconomicrhpact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(%)

Total (%) 5 5 36 18 14 5 18

The European Union and its Member States
In contrast to the frequent use of procedure asdientific uncertainty frames by India, China, and

Sierra Leone, the interventions made by EU countriesedrd focus on evidence of harm and the
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appropriateness of taking action to list each of the substances under revidus is illustrated in
Figure6.4 below. The interventions by the member from Germameye excluded from this analysis

As Chairman of POPRC, the member from Germany facilitates discussion, frequently repeating
themes mentioned by others without endorsing a particular position. sThis interventions are not
representative of particular views on the substances and review,iaddsion of hisstatements

would havedistorted the patterns of frames used liie members from theEU and its member

states.

Figure 64 Frames used byhe EU and itdVlember States (excluding Germanyjy meeting
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Figure 6.4 abov@lustratesthe pattern of frames used by the EU and its member states throughout
POPRC meeting3.here wasa sharp decline in the rate of interventions made by membersiftoe

EU in POPRE; which accounts for only 7% of the interventions made between PQP4&d-5.
This meeting involvedliscussions oEndosulfanand SCCPs, and as the witbase analyses will
demonstrate, plenary discussions of these chemicals were m#ted by opponents to listing these

substances.
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The interventions charted above demonstrate a strong tendency to emphasize evidence of harm

over scientific uncertainty 45%of all interventionsbetween POPREZ and-5 emphasized evidence

of harm, and 2% highlighted scientific uncertaintyWhile the numerical analysis indicates thet)
membersmade a significant number of interventions related to procedure, review of the substance

of those interventions reveals that almost all rafed to the appropriateness of the procedure which

has been followed by the Committee, and were defensive responses to interventions made by India,
China, and Sierra Leone during discussionBrafosulfan h @S NJ f £ = (G KS favo€da Ay G S

advancingche A O f & GKNRdzZZK SIFOK aidl3S 2F thtw/ Qa SgI fd

As noted above, many participants perceive the EU as havingrerregulatory bias (see section
6.3.3) and he frames used by members affiliated with the EUnfra®OPRQ to -5 support this
assertion Ths conclusion is hardly surprising, however, as the EU and its member states have
nominated all but one of the substances reviewed by POPRC since its first meltimgnating a
substance demonstrates an explicit preference for listing, assuming the Ctmandgrees the
criteria are met However, the interventions of members from the EU do include statements which
highlight scientific uncertainty, which demonstrates that scientists from these countries are focusing
their interventions on the scientific edénce for and against listingThis balance suggests that
thtw/ Q4 S@FfdzZ GA2ya +FNB 3INRdzyRSR Ay fSIAGAYIGS
political exercises masqueradiag sciencdased evaluations. Table 6.6, below, demonstraites
members from EU countries consistently utilized more evidence of harm frames than frames
highlighting scientific uncertainty. Notably, however, these members did raise concerns about

scientific uncertainty in several cases.
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Table 6.68Percentage oframesusedby the members from the European Union, by chemical

Frame Dead chemicals Live chemicals
Alpha and| Chlor | HBB | Octa | PeCB | Penta | Endo | Lindane| PFOS | SCCP
BetaHCH | decone BDE BDE | sulfan

Evidence of

Harm (%) 2 5 3 9 5 0 10 2 2 7

Scientific

Uncertainty (%) & e 2 1 2 2 e 2 s 2

Procedure (%) 2 0 0 1 1 0 15 1 1 5

Technical

lssues (%) 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Socioeconomic

Issues(%) 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total (%) 10 6 10 11 9 2 24 7 6 15

Individually the patterns of frames used by scientists from these countiadisof which have explicit

preferences for or against listing one or more of the chemicals under rewfer, insights to the

ways in which strategic issue framing is used to support thosafepences. Comparing these

patterns side by side reinforces the view that strategic issue framing is a tactic actively adopted by

scientists with policy preferences duridgbate. In Figure 6.5 belothe frames used by th&U and

its member statesare compared to the frames used by the members from India, China and Sierra

Leone This graptshows that the patterns of frames usduay those who wereproponents of

regulation were markedly different from opponents of regulationAs with Figure 6.4 above,

interventions ofthe member from Germangre excluded.
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Figure 6.5 Frames used by caries with explicit preferencesfor or against listing, POPRZ-

POPRG
50
45
40
35
30
25
Frames used (%) 20
15
10
5
o
Evidence off Scientific Technical SOCiO'.
Harm Uncertainty Procedure Issues economic
Impact
m European Union and its Member 45 29 26 6 1
States
m India, Sierra Leone and China 1 44 47 6 2

The graph above includes aff the interventions made members from thdJEIndia, China ah
Sierra Leongand provides a sidby-side comparison of the way these members have used frames
to support their preferences Notably, the opponents to listinghave made slightly more
interventionshighlightingprocedural issues than scientific untanty, suggesting that they view the

use of procedural frames as more likely to gain the support of other committee members than
frames which emphasize scientific uncertainty. By using introducing doubts about the validity of the
procedure, opponents dfsting may be able to gain the support of participants who agree that there
is evidence of harm, but who would also be concerned about ensuring that the rules of procedure
are being followed, and that the Stockholm Convention is being implemented inhaawil ensure

its longterm sustainability as global regulatory mechanismvhich maintains the confidence and
support of participants with diversetechnical viewpoints and political, social, and economic
interests. Thus, theuse of procedural framesould bea tactic to prevent further consideration of

particularly important chemicals, such &xndosulfarand SCCPs. The dramatic differences among
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the interventions made by countries which generally support regulation and those which stand to
suffer econmnically if substances are listed suggests that scientists do make intementrbich

support policy agendagerived not from science but from econoniiterests.

6.5 Hypothesisb

Systematic differences will exist between discussions related to defdvch OF f & 6 G KS Wi S3|

and live chemicals (substances which are currently producedised by one or more countries)

6.5.1Result

Systematic differencelsetween discussionsf dead and live chemicadse evident in the discussions
of chemicalsreviewed by POPRC between its second and fifth meetingscussions of dead
chemicals were dominated by frames emphasizing either evidence of harm or scientific uncertainty,

while discussions of live chemicals have been dominated by procedural frames.

6.5.2Explanation andignificance of Ypothesis

This hypothesiduilds on previous hypotheses, particularly Hypotheses 3 andavHich posit that

a0 inPredsA Yy Tt d2SyO0S aOASy(iAataqQ Lt ukestratbgdBssB NS Y OS 2
framing to supportthese goals. If scientists have policy preferendbat are shaped by their

y | (i Aidtefests) they willsupport those preferences during evaluais of relevant substances

This hypothesis encapsulates the cenmakstion guiding this researchwhy are some chemicals

regulated without controversy while others, which pose similar risks to human health and the
environment, are not? The explanationsuggestedby this research is thategulatory decision

making is heavily influenced by the frames used by scientists to support their policy preferences in
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