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Hzrtin J. Smith

~From Policy Commmity to Issue Network: Saimnnella in Eggs and the New

Polities aof Food

n the last two years food and, in particular, the production and quality
 £00d has become a political issue. This 1= an important change. Since

he_19505 food pmlicy been subject to little political debate. Britain's

and policy has been constrained by a consensus which limits the role of

Q#ernment to facilitating the best quality and choice of food at a

eaéonable price. This has been ensured through agricultural policy, a

imited nutritional .policy (Mills 1991) and legislation dealing with the
éﬂdling and storage of food. Hmfgzggbwgggtmgiw§QE§EW%§§9§§‘were 5995 as
EChnlcal matters™ &nd  discussion-on - food .policy. and the “vlews of “the
'COnéumergﬁ@?feml@rgelyyexcludedmﬁﬁam»ihempﬂliﬁﬁ¢éiPasg%@glww

*;Le.pape: will use the concept of policy networks to explain the way in
hich food became a pclitical issue. Pg;igzﬂmgﬁffgfkﬁwkg;@ﬂ_aﬁﬁp@@pg of
.égpﬁgggggmthe_relatinnﬁhipwbetween~groupa“aﬁd‘fhé'government/gcvernpggt
ePaftmegt. These range from policy communities to issue networks. In the .

'¢F¥§hﬁEﬁuiSmailimited number Df participantS"whD'Shﬁré“valuesmun'pdlicy '

'made;with_the gxolusignuﬂfhﬁhe public and-ef-parliament "(Rhodes 1988). 1In 7
hg:latter there is a wide range of actors moving in and out of the policy
féhas--with different views of policy outcomes and a wide range of
ééision—making centres (Heclo 1978). [If a policy community exists it is

passible to depoliticise a policy arena by excluding groups from the policy




making process who are likely to disagree with the established policy
agenda. With an issue network, policy-making is more likely fto be
pluralistic with many groups in conflict over the policy outcomes in
addition to conflict between the various decision-making centres.

This paper will show how after the second world war the issue of food
was depoliticised and a policy community was established which exciuded
CONSUMeTs. It will then examine the impact of the salmonella in eggs
affair, in order to demoustrate the way in which the fond policy network
has changed in recent years. Finally it will discuss the long-term impact

of the salmonella affair on the political salience of food.

THE SECOND VORLD VAR AND THE DEPOLITISATION OF FOOD.

During the second world war the need to ensure adequate supplies of food
and a nutritional diet meant that feod becéme political and through the
establishment of a Ministry of Food consumers were given some influence on
food policy. The Ministry of Food was created in wartime in order to
ensure that people were provided with *the utmost supplies passible of food
for direct human consumption...' {(Hammond 1951, pp. 79-80). This led to
conflicts with the Hinistry of Agriculture which was concerned with
ensuring prices and patterns of production which suited farmers. The
Ministry of Agriculture wanted to increase priceé and maintain livestock
production whereas the Ministry of Food wanted to limit price increases and
push farmers into increasing production of cerealsiand potatoes (CAB 71 1).
The Cabinet rejected the Ministry of Agriculture's views and supported the
restructuring of prices in order to encourage the production of food for

direct human consumption.




‘Consumer interests also appeared to have an impact on the issue of
tfition. The Government had to ensure that the population received a
nﬁﬁfitimnal diet despite the reduction in food available. Therefore food

production policy became much more concerned with the nutritional aspects

diet. The laissez=falre approach of the pre-war years was replaced by
ﬁﬁh?fﬂammond (1981, p. 218> refers fo as a ‘revolution in the attitude of
éiﬁritish state to towards the feeding of its citizens.' The Government
1éﬂtifically determined the best diet available in the circumstances and

:ééégnised its role in ensuring that the public obtained this food.

This change in view was not only accepted as a result of wartime
cessity but as the basis of post-war policy. At the Hot Springs

ﬁférence of 1944 the British Government agreed with other Governments

at a permanent organisation for food and agriculture should be set up.
ey also acknowledged that Governments should undertake to try to imprave

e diet and food resources and initiate national nutritional organisations

ammond 1951, p.360). The Government accepted that long-term policy

shpuid derive from the principles that the natural and economic advantages

:fhe country determines the farming system adopted. On this basis

ritinnal food should be produced, the farming system should maintain

Iilﬁfertility and there should be protection from erosion (MAF 53/171).

Thei'chernment recognised that because it has a role in ensuring a

tritinus diet, the structure of agriculture should be economic and so a

_ﬁrn to the mixed farming pattern of the 1930s was desirable.

ThéfsECQnd warld war had a number of important implications for the issue
.:fbbd. First, during the war food was a political issue. There was

__f;ict over what food should be produced, the price of food and the

ﬂutfitiqna1 feqﬁirements of the populations. Secondly, food peolicy was not




subsumed within a closed agricultural policy community. The policy i
community was relatively open. It included both the Ministries of Food and
Agriculture and the Treasury with the Lord President's Committee, a Cabinet é
Committee, arbitrating between the various claims and providing the final
decigsion-making institution. S50 despite the fact that the relationship
between the farmers and the ¥inistry of Agriculture became much closer with
the increased iméﬂrtance of the farmers <(Smith 1990), the consumers
interest was still represented by the Ministry of Food and apparently had
some iipact on policy. |

However, when the war ended this commitment to a food policy and the -
consumer interests gradually faded as agricultural interests came to -
dominate food policy. Food policy became part of a depoliticised and
closed agricultural policy community. Why and how did this happen? The -
concerns with a balanced agriculture and nutritional food policy were
initially removed from the agenda by the economic crisis of the immediate
post-war years. At the end of the war the food situation became worse as
there was a general world food shortage and Britain was faced with a severe
dollar shortage which limited its abiiity to pay for imports. This greatly
increased the economic importance of the farmers especially when the
Government announced a £100 million expansion programme aimed at rapidly
increasing food production.

The financial situstion was so serious that the Treasury was prepared to
support and fipnance a programme of ‘all out production' through
substantially higher prices to farmers (CAB 127/572). All other aspects of
food policy were downgraded in order to achieve an increased production of
food almost at any cost. This had the secondary consequence of further

institutionalising the relationship between the MAF and the NFU. The XNFU




However, no other Departments dissented from the

o0 1'0f returning to a balanced and economic agriculture. After the war

An_ ideology of expansionism became accepted within the HMinistry of
riéulture and the Government as a whole. Food was depolitici=ed because
éir;was a consensusg on agricultural expansicn. Any group or individual
which challeneged this consensus wﬁs viewed as extreme and so was excluded

n the palicy commuity. As a result there was np distinct consumer

interest. In effect food policy became providing food without concern to
quality and nutrition. The first dindication in the declining

_pdrtance of food poiicy'and consumer interests came with the amalgamation

the ‘Ministry of Food into the Ministry of Agriculture.
“Whilst the Ministry of Food existed the consumer did have an
Stﬁtutinnalised volce in government, and in the post-war era the Ministry

Food had attempted to protect the interests of consumers in the annual

termination of farm prices. For a short while after the war food

'mﬁined political with conflicts over food prices and the continuation of

_tibning mzintaining the salience of food issues. However, the conflicts

bétﬁéen the HMinistries of Agriculture and Food moved the XNFU to suggest

théf-*the amalgamation of the Ministry of Food with the HMinistry of




Agriculture was 'urgently needed' (The Times 17 January 1050). foiéiéls
at the Hinistry of Food feared that if the Ministry was amalgaﬁatea with
Agriculture: |
Such a Ministry would be subjected to heavy pressure
from the Hational Farmers' Union at Ministerial level
(and) it would rapidly degenerate into the kind of
department that the Ministry of Agriculture is today,
i.e. primarily concerned with looking after the farmers'
interests (MAF 127/269).
However, the Conservative Government agreed that the Ministry should be
. wound up oOn the grounds that its role has disappeared with the ending of
the state purchase of food.
¥ith the amalgamation, the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
(MAFF) denied that 1t gave priority to farmers' interests and the Minister
of Agriculture stated that he had a duval responsibility to the consumer and
the prodﬂcer (HC 77 1962, p.vil). ‘Nevertheless, it seems that for most of
the post-war. period the interests of consumers have take second place to
farmers in the development of food and agricultural policy.  There have
been many occasions when the interests of farmers and consumers have been
in conflict but the Ministry has backed the farmers case. In 1962 the
Estimates Committee was told by a MAFF official that he took 'satisfaction
from high market prices which reduce the amounts of our calls on
Parliament,' (HC 77 1962, p.20) even though high market prices pushed up
costs to consumers.
The predominance of agricultural policy and the exclusion of consumers
has resulted in the absence of a clearly defined food policj comsunity.
Rather food policy, to the extent that it has existed, has been dﬁminated

by three interlinked policy communities: on the one side there is:_the

agricultural policy community which included the farmers and MAFF and was




the most integrated and dominant community; ¥Eills identifies thé health
and diet community which includes the Department of Health, the Committee
on Médical Aspects of Food Policy, the BMA and Scientific advisers and
theré is the food community which deals with issues related to the food
industry like hygiene standards, labelling etc. This includes the Ministry
of Agriculture, the food industry and several advisor& committees within
MAFF., On certain issues these three communities come together to discuss
issues which overlap.

There are several significant features of this network. First, it was
almoet cmmpletelygﬂgg}ngteﬂ_by the agricultural community. For most of the
post-war period the food industry did not see its interests as conflicting
with agriculture. The system of deficiency payments which provided price
gupport before Britain joined the EEC allowed the food -industry to have
access to cheap food on the world market. Stocker (1983, p.247 and p.250)
maintains that before Britain joined the EEC the food and drink industries
saw little need for a concerted laobby and so did not develop an effective
trade assoclation. The food industry had access to MAFF and participated
fully in discussion of fond labelling and hygiene but rarely felt the need
for lobbying. In a sense it was privileged so that its interests were
represented without overt political activity (Lindblom 1977). Likewise
with the diet and health community, Mills found that in the twenty five
years after the second world war there was very little conflict between the
diet and agricultural communities ‘because the assumptions and goals of
the two areas were compatible and indeed complimentary.' Agricultural

policy was seen as providing cheap and wholesome food (Mills 1691). Health

policy was an adjunct of agricultural policy.




In addition there was almost complete exclusion of consumer interests
from these communities. The view of the Ministry of Agriculture was that f
fﬂém;é;i;ﬁiéﬁ;éim;;ii;y of the post-war period provided cheap food and so.:
was in the interest of the consumer (Mitchell 1983, p.184 and p.187). On
the occasion of the setiing of farm prices the Ministry has admitted that,
'Ve do not specifically Cﬂﬁsult consumer associations...' (HC 137 .1969,
p.225), The HNational Consumers' Council (NCC) (1988, p.22) have stated

that 'Statutory consumer representation on any food policy committee in the

UK iz minimal...' The main food policy committee is the Food Advisory

Committee  (NCC 1688, p.18&). This 1includes only one consumer

representative, its proceedings are secret and according to Cannon (1987)

most of the members have close contacts with the food industiry.

Consumer groups were not in a very strong positlion to force themselves .
into the policy communities. The consumer groups which existed tended to
be limited in representation and priorities. Generally, consumer groups
have paid little attention to food policy. Often they concern themselves

with issues of product liability. In particular the largest independent

B A

consuner group - the Consumers' Association - has primarily adopted the

rale of testing goods for consumers rather than lobbying government (see

Holbroock 19903. Consumer groups have also failed to become very

representative. Consumer groups tend to be predominantly middle class

(Glordan 1974) with a low density of potential membership. This undermines |

their legltimacy as representatives of consumers, diminishes their
influence and justifies civil servants acting as ‘our own quasi—dnnsumer
advisors.' (Stocker 1983, p.255). Even the agricultural consultative

committees have had very little impact because their remit is limited to -

marketing boards (Martin and Smith 1968, p.128). The National  Consumer




@

Council was set up by the government to represzent consumer interests. It
too is limited by its lack of membership and its links witih government
which sometimes make it unwilling to take radical positions that oppose

government policy (Brompton 1989).
' \

So consumer groups are poorly organised, poorly resourced and represent \

people who often have conflicting or ill-defined interests. They face
well-organised, well-resourced groups with well clear interests on both the
férming and food industry side who have direct and institutionalised access
to government. Consequently, consumers were largely excluded from any role
in food policy-making. Moreover, the agricultural domination of food
policy meant that to a large extent the term is a misnomer. As Malcolm
(1883, p.77) has pointed out the governments main statements on food and
agricuitural policy in the 1970s, the Vhite Paper Food from ogur own
Resgurces and Farming and the Nation, were ‘characterised by their
insularity, and their conceniration on agricultural policy rather than

food'. Whilst government actions have important implications for the food

_fhat ig available, 'the ethic of freedom of choice has ensured only minimal

government intervention in food opurchase and consumption decisions.’®
(Josling and Ritson 1986, p.3>. Food policy has been limited +to technical
issues of promoting free trade, preventing fraud and ensuring public health
and safety (Grose 1983, p.216).

So from the 1950s to the 1980s food policy was largely an adjunct of a
consensual agricultural policy which believed that by increasing production
at home greater choice would be made available and all the government had

to do was ensure freedom of choice and safety. Therefore food policy was a

technical issue rather than a political issue. Consequently, there was no




n=ed to involve consumers in policy-making because their interests were not

style (Jordan and

being threatened. Brirtdiﬂrrl"sn_'élite pulicy maklng‘

Richardson 1982) included thosé invnlved in the fDDd process - farmers,
sc1entists; the fdad industry but.excluded consumers on the grnunds that
the iésues-.dére technical not pnlltlcal Cunseduedtly, Britain‘s food
\regulation 1s nmch less.figorous than that of the continent (Fort 1990).

This comminity and perspective provides the context within which the issue

of salmonella in eggs develaped. With salmonella food became a matter of-

intense controversy. This raises the question of why the policy community
failed. How did it allow food to become ‘a political issue and new groups
to enter the food policy debate? The paper will now examine how the issue

of salmonella challenged traditional relationships.

SALMONELLA TN EGGS

The food policy community managed to depoliticise food policy to such an
extent that fpod issues had become technical. The extent of
depoliticisation 1s demonstrated by the treatment of food poisoning and
salmonella before the eggs crisis. It was well known before 1988 that
poultry contained a high level of salmopella (in fact 80 per cent of frozen
chickens contained salmonella in 1980 (MAFF/DoH 1989, p.17)) and that the
cases of salwonella enteritidis - the type associated later with eggs - had
increased from 1,087 cases in 1981 to 6,858 in 1987 (Lancet 1988, p- 7207,

Hevertheless, the issue of salmonella in chickens did not become

political. The view of the policy community was that salmonella in

chickens was unavoldable and therefore the onus for the prevention of
poisoning was on the consumer rather than the farmer or the government.

The consumer, according to the London Food Commission (LFC) (1988), became

....10_.




the first line of defence against food poisoning and so was responsible for

the proper handling and cooking of chicken. This was an expression of the

but a market transaction between producer and consumer. The government did

not choose the option of destroying flocks with salmonella or preventing

the recycllns of slaughterhouse waste vhere infected birds might be

_returned to the food chain (Druce 1989, p.57). 'KAFF's own study of
protein plants found that 21 out of 83 were contanminated, yet no
prosecutions folleowed' (Lang 1982, p.151).

\ﬁqwever by the end of 1988 the issue of salmonella 1n eggs had become a

very calient _political issue with the re5ignatlon uf a mlnlster and the

P

e

introduction of a compensatlun scheme for egg producers Thggg;g;gnituls

e i

necessary to examine why the issue became S0 politlcal Egﬁ_ﬁﬁg_policy

hsa;m@nella in eggsw

There is some disagreement as to when the 1link between cases ﬁf
salmonella enteritidis and eggs was first made. There had been increasing
concern about the number of casesrof salmonella enteritidis which by 1988
doubled to 13,004 (HC 108-11 1988/89, p. 1). The relationship with eggs
first became apparent in the United States in 1985 (St Louis et al 1988).
According to Sir Donald Ascheson, the Chief Medical Officer (HC 108-1I

1088/89, p. 37):

The first occasion on which the MAFF was formally
informed of our concerns about the possible role
of eggs in the increasing numbers of human cases
of salmonells enteritidis PTA was on 4 November
1987...The issue was next formally raised with
them in December 1987, At that stage, hawever,
the evidence was not sufficiently clear for any
firm conclusions to be drawn. It was only in the
summer of 1988 that the link with eggs became clear.

_11_
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John ¥cGregor, +her the H¥inister of Agriculture, confirmed: that he was
aware of a growing problem with salmonella in 1987 but betweee“}géfmegg
1988 discussion of the problem was limited to the policy community as MAFF
and DoH attempted tm determine the extent of theﬁproblem In April 1988
the United States issued a warning that 1lightly cooked eggs could be a
health hazard but the DHSS decided that there was 10 need for any new
advice on preparing chicken or eggs (lThe Iimes, 16 April 1988). _SBo_ by
April 1988 WAFF_and DoH were avare that a potential problem existed but
belleved that there was nut enough of a rlsk to 1nform the public. o
There are a number of interestlng features to tﬁewe;;;;Mso far. The
policy community realised that there a 1link between eggs and salmonella

exicted and it was a problem that could develop in Britain. Yet, policy~

makers chose to keep the information out of the public domain. it appears

that althmugh there was no con501nus de01sinn to nﬁelead the nglte,wthe

y attitude of the lelcy cummunlty was that _the public should only bei

1nformed Df the tgsue once there was hard ev1dence They did not believe

e . o

it necessary to take precautlons WhllSt evidence was gathered. The degree
of caution within the pollcy commupity is highlighted by the fact that
Environmental Health Officers first linked salmonella to eggs in 1083 {C
108-11 1088/89, p.93) and that in Hull concern with salmonella and eggs led
to the local health authority stopping the use of raw eggs from mid
February 1988 (HC 108-11 1988/89, p.99). The pul1cy onmmunlty was

cont1nu1ng 1ts aim of depoliticising food by trylng to prevent a scare and

}therefnre 1nitially attempted to keep 1nformat1nn w1th1n the Dol and MAFF.

Even the Natlonal Farmers Unlon (NFU), a member Gﬁutkempq;thwgpmygggty,

did ﬁqt:knnw cf the problem until ¥ay 1988 (HFU 1089, p.602.

_12,.-




wmeHnwever. the problem did not gn away. The Department nf Health and HAFF

ﬁ”recognlsed by May 1988 that a link between the increased cases. of food
poisoning and eggs did exist and they continued to meet with sclentists in
order to determine the extent Df the prcblem. Accardlng tn Jnhn chregor

(HC 108 1988/85, p.166)

when the first evidence started to come to light
that a new problem was emerging, it inevitably took
the scilentists some time to be absolutely clear what
the nature of the problem was and to try to identify
what one had to do in order to deal with it and what
advice to give the public.

There were four meetings between MAFF, DoH and the Public Health Laboratory
Service between June and August 1988 (HC 108-I1 1988/89, p. 37). By July
1988 the PHLS had pravided encugh evidence to convince the Dol that there
was a need to issue a warning to hospitals not to serve patients raw or

undercooked eggs. HDwever, a decision was taken not to inform the wider

[ —

public (HC 108-11 1088/89, p.41).  Richard North (1989) has provided a

/
detailed account of events leading to the salmonella crisis. Before a

decision was taken to issue a warning MAFF and DoH met the British Egg

Industry Council and the NFU on the 13 June. DoH prnposed three

k_,u..,w i
alternatives: to do nnthing, to adviege NHS against the use of unpasturlsed

o v i

eggs; tD issue a public warnlng 7 A second meetlng followed on 15 June when

the DDH argued that the do anthing optlon was less viable and it was agreed
it have a drafting meeting imn orderAte prepare 'defemnsive bdriefings’'. On
the 3G July ¥HS catering staff wane advised to take more care ia the
preparation of egg dishes and to ‘use pasteurised eggs where raw egg

required. In August the DoH, MAFF and BEIC met in order to agree a text tD

PR

send to env;ronmental health folcenahtnmhen on 18 November MAFF, BEIC and

DoH met en@l'FrDm this emanated another prees releaee nhiéh-werned the

....3_3..~




wider public of the problem with eggs. As North reports press coverage was

Although the induetry initially opposed the issuing of a warniang it was

prepared tc cooperate in a statement of advice (BEIC 1880: 54).

.. Nevertheless, the industry and the HMinistry of Agriculture appear to have

been eucceeefui in delaying the 1ecu1ng of a warning to the general public

until November 1988.

the contral Df the issue w1th1n thelr own network. The community wanted to

1imit the extent to which infurmatlan was released in grder to  avoid

polltical controversy (lﬁe llgeﬁ 10 February..1989). They thus discussed

g

what information should be released w1thwjpe“prpducers'—.the NEFU and the

BEIC ~ who saw the.advice before it was. made public. It is interesting

that these issues were not discussed with gqnsuﬁer gruﬁps; . MAFF in
addition to trying to prevent a scare saw the best way of solving the
problem through (MAFE/DoH 1989, p. 3):

Developing codes of practices, because this makes it
possible to to find practicable methods of reducing
infection which actually work in normal husbandry
conditions. Developing the codes in discussion with
the industry was considered likely to be more effec-
tive more quickly than the introduction of comprehe-
nsive and detailed legislation...

Initially the egg industry and the Ministry of Agriculture opposed
advising the wider public. Indeed the Brltish Paultry Federatlon tried

hard to persuade the DDH that iasu1ng adv1ce wuuld confuse.-the-consumer and

unfairly damage egg producers (BEIC 1989 p. 98)., Still, in the summer of

1988, the 'producers were itivolved in the development of codes of practices
to try to eliminate salmonella from eggs from July 1988 (HC 108-11 1688/89,

p.168), They were prepared to admit that a problem existed and that 1t

._14__




needed to be tackled but not that the public needed to be informed of it.
The community centinually tried te selve the problem within their own

framework by limiting the groups involved in dlscussion, restricting the

release ot 1nfermatien and trying tD solve the prablem through discus51ene

with the industry rather than as a pﬂlltical prablem in the publzc domain

This secrecy was not because of a cosy conspiracy. MAFF was imsistent on
rigorous codes which the egg ipdustry had to implement or legislation would
be introduced and MAFF refused to clear its final Hoyember press release
with the producers (HC 108-1I 1988/89, p.168). gﬁfﬁ;ﬁhé}§§§LM%PMH§§WEE§}??

if the pellcy—meking process was restricted to scientists.and..producers...

If the salnmnella isgue became public there would be _pressure. for much

greater change and legisiation,. .demands-from-more-groups- -to.become .involved

in palicy—maklng and perhaps demands for.mev. Jdnstitutions. If the issue

became party political it could alse prove a vate loser. Yet despite the

d951re to keep the issue out.of. p@lltics, +this-did not -prove-possible.

The affair dramatically hit the headlines when Edwina Currie declared
that 'most of the egg production of this country, sadly, is now infected
with salmonells.' This brought to the fore a whole range of conflicts
which had existed within the policy community but had so far remained
hidden from the public. Until this statement was made the community had
tried to play down the extent of the salmonella crisis. Yet it is clear
that throughout the period since May 1988 there had been major conflicts
between the DoH and the Ministry of Agriculture with its producer clients.
The BEIC thought that the Department of Health was wrong to 1ssue advice
direct to the consumer (BEIC 1989, p.58). In fact various egg producer
organisation including the BEIC maintained that the evidence linking

salmonella to eggs was circumstantial (HC 108-1I1 1988/89 p.68). They also

- 15 ~




blamed free range producers rather than factory producers for the cases of
salmonella (HC 108~I1 1088/89, p.69). The Department of Health had felt
throughout the period that MAFF was too protective towards the producers
and so had prevented the Department issuing a warning earlier and toned
down the warning when it appeared (Sunday Times, 11 December 1988). The
main problem with Currie's statement was not really the allegation that
most egg production was infected but the force with which she warned people
against eating raw eggs.

8o with Currie's statement these conflicte became public and salmonella
emerged as a political issue. ~ Johr McGregor rebuked Currie, accusing her
of damaging the egg industry by giving misleading information (Sunday

Times, 11 December 1988). This was followed by an intensive lobbying

campaign by the NFU to have Currie removed and to obtain compensation for
the damage she had caused to the Egg industry. According to Hughes et al,
(1988) 'the industry's highly organised trade lobbles used every ounce of
their political clout to bring about Currie's downfall.' The Gavernment
was told that producers would be encouraged to sue Mrs Currie for damages.
The FFU's six poultry speciélists coordinated a nationwide campaign. The
¥FU wrote to 200 MPs and many were give telephone briefings. The 162z
Executive discussed the issue and decided that Currie would have to resign
and this information was passed to Currie via Vaddington, the Chief Whip
(Hughes et al 1988). As a response to wide-spread pressure the government
then announced a caompensation scheme to buy eggs from farmers and as a
result Mrs Currie resigned (The Times, 17 December 1988).

It appeared that the powerful farmwers lobby had been successful again.
However, the reality is much more coumplex. The scalmpnella crisis was

indicative aof a general weakening of the position of the farmers partly as

_16_




a result of long-term changes in the food policy community . The farmers
failed to keep the salmonella in eggs issue off the agenda. The poliey
community which had previously managed to avoid conflict was now subject to
widespread political debate. Food poisoning was transformed from a issue
of a technical nature and of individual hygiene to one of central political
importance.

There were a number of short term factors which influenced this change.
It is clear that the extent of the recent food poisoning outbreaks created
a new problem with which the community had difficulty coping. A new
problem had entered the food chain and scientists were unable to deal with
this problem. However, the Dol and the NAFF had gifferent views on how the
problem should be tackled. MAFF saw it as a problem for the industry

«

whilst the Dol saw it as a health problem. Consequently, the _comminity no

longer had a shared warld view and the issue became politlcal as a result

of this interdepartmental conflict Various actors resorted to overt

PDlltlcal activity when the crisis blew up in the media. It appeared that

the farmers won by getting compensation and the resignation of Currie.

However. the pnlit101sat10n of food is demonstrative of the changes

within the policy network Mnreover after Currle & statement the Ministry

“Df Agriculture and Department of Health issued a stronger warning on the
dangers of eating eggs (The Times, 14 December 1988); the Ministry of
Agriculture announced a range of measures to tackle the problem of
salmonella (The Times, 19 January 1989) and the Government issued a White
Paper which was intended to reassure the consumer by promising stricter

laws on food hygiene (Cm 732 1989).
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/‘ food retailers have enhanced thelr 1nfluence and politlcal intereets, the

“nature Df foad issues and the way food policy is made."”“

Yet the real gignificance of the salmonella episaode were the long—term
causes and consequences aof the event. Why was it in 1988 that =almonella
became a political issue when previously food poisoning issues had heen

retained within the policy community as technical issues? Ihe salmonella

crisis was really the result of much w1der changes in the food policy

communlty and these changes are 1ikely to have important effects on the

- THE LOBG-TERM CAUSES AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE SALMONELLA AFFAIER

That salmonella in eggs became such an important political issue indicates
that the‘policy community ie not as it was for most of the post war period.
Ve saw fhat previously food ©policy was domi nated by concern for
agricultural production. Consequently, within the community MAFF and the
¥FU played a leading role in policy-making whilst the food manufactures and
the Department of Health were generally willing to accept the lead of the

producers and MAFF. However, in recent years the food commun1ty has became

\-,_

much more open. Not only have the foud manufactures and the Department of
Health Badome 1ncreasingly active ‘but new groups hane become 1nvolved _ The
BMA _nave_mbeqeme “mere cmncerned .Wit?h ieeneequf;_diet,f scientistem and..
nutriticnists, consumer groups and more radical groups like the an@on_FDud
Commission have all become involved in food policy. Consequently, the
agreement of food policy that previously existed has disappeared and food
policy has become subject to conflict, (EEwnean}ewepening up of the policy
community which allowed the eggs issue to be so controversial. Therefore
this section will examine why this change has occurred and the impact that

it has had on food policy and policy-making.
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The most important change in the nature of the policy community has not

been the result of pressure group action but duetoachange in the
éééﬁéﬁiéuVﬁﬁgiéién”“;;a”“;ﬁéé;;gg;‘waf the food industry; in particui;; a
‘change in the relationship between the food producers and the food
retailers. As we saw previously, food producers had little reason to take
on an active political role. Their interests were served by the
Government's ‘lalssez-faire attitude to food policy. Thus food
manufacturers, through the system of deficiency payments, had access to
cheap food whilst the government did 1itile to prevent the usge of
additives, preservatives and sugar in food production. The British food
industry became successful through buying cheap food imports and adding
value through the use of sugar, fats and additives in the productien
process (see Cannon 1987). The weakness of the consumer lobby and the view
that health was related to choiée meant that there was little political
opposition to the food producers.

The economic dominance of food manufacturers was also maintained by the
existence of retail price maintenance (RPX). By protecting small shops
from competition, RPM kept the retail sector weak and divided and so the
manufacturers were in a position to determine price (Gardener and Sheppard
1989: 154). ~ Consequently, the British food industry has proved very
successful.  In 1974 20 per cent of the world's largest food companies were
based in Britain and 4.3 per cent of enterprises employed 82.8 per cent of
employees {DECD 1681, p.3). The British food industry became a highly
conéentrated and profitable industry. Hence, it felt littie need for an

overtly political role.

In the last

ten or so years a number of factors have emerged which have

forced the food manufacturers into a more political role. First, with
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Eritain's membership of the BC, Britain lost access to cheap food supplies.
Consequently, the interests of the food manufacturers and farmers diverged
for the first time. The farmers have an interest in maintaining and
increasing prices whilst the food manufacturers wish to see the reform of
CAP in order to cut prices. Therefore, they now have to lobby MAFF and at
the European level in order to have their interests represented. Traxler
(1987, p.31) maintains that:

the regulative functions of the European Community
affecting the food processing industry require an’
increased coordination of sectoral and intersectoral
associative assoclations. This may lead to new
patterns of organisation as happened with the form-

ation of the Food and Drink Industries Council and

the Dairy Trade Federation in Britain...

Ho longer are their interests automatically served by the policy community.

Secundly, as we will see later, there has been a greater interest in -

.

'mhéaifﬁf““fﬁod““and““cancernwwabeutw~fats,-'additIVéé” ﬁﬁdmwlébelling. Again

technical issues have become political andnfhé-iadd producers have had to
become involved in political acfivity in order to defend their interests
over lssues such as labelling and health. The food industry has created
organisations like the Sugar Bureau and the Butter Information Council to
stress the healthy aspects of their food and to lobby on behalf of food
manufacturers (Cannon 1987). The food industry has decided to tackle the
health lobby head on. it has mounted an 'intense and expensive public
relations campaign designed to discredit the health claims against their
products made by activists'. For example, the sugar bureau which is
Jointly funded by Tate and Lyle and British sugar has challenged claims
H?hat sugar is bad for health (The Guardian, 4 July 1986).

(Ei}Thirdly,'the profitability of food manufacturers is constrained by the

inelasticity of food demand. As income rises the proportion spent on food
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declines. Caonsequently, the food economy has become a swaller part of the
overall economy (OECD 1981, p.37). Hence, in order to maintain
profitability, the food industry has had to become more competitive and
more concentrated. Therefore the economic position of processors is more
precarious as they compete for a static market and expand through merger.

The most significant factor in changing relationships within the

community has been the rise of the faod retailers. The growth in size an
concentratioﬁ.bfméuperﬁéfiééé has challenged both the economic dominance of
the manufactures and their political interests. Since the 1960s the
concentration and size of supermarkets has changed rapidly. According to
Gardener and Sheppard (1989, pp.154-155):

Between 1961 and 1982 the number of shops selling

food halved, whilst the number of supermarkets rose

eighteenfold! Coupled with this, the retail market

was becoming increasingly dominated by multiples

Between 1976 and 1987 they succeeded in increasing

their market share from 57.1 to 78 per cent.

The fand retailers have developed a very strong economic position. Their
increased buying power has enabled them to force down supplier's prices
(Gardener and Sheppard 1989, p.156). According to Faraggo (1987, p.l166),
*Retail pressure is one of the major problems that confronts the food
processing industry...' In addition to growing economic importance the
retail sector has become increasingly competitive as a small number of
supermarkets have competed for a share of a relatively stable market. This
competition has resulted in the retailers appealing increasingly to
CONSUMErs as a méaﬁsrbf'é£{racting“¢ustpmgrs_frpmnggppgtitqrs and so they

have u_sé’_c'if___"?héif position to challenge the policy community on behalf of the

consuymer. This has occurred to two sense - one by traditional contacts and

the other through by-passing the political System: Hence, the retailers
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have become much more politically active and have for the time being sided
with the consumer.

Individual retailers, and their trade association the Retail Consortiym,
have lobbied government on various food issues like food radiation; BSE and
salmonella 1in eggs. For example, the supermarkets have attacked the

government over its secret use of the hormone BST for increasing milk

production. 'Accmfding tu' a Wéitrqse Spnkesm&n, ‘The Government - keeps

saying that BST is safe, but we'knnw_a:e_cnstomers are concerned and we

have no way to reassure them. ' (The Guardian, 22 July 1988>. Whilst food
processors have found it diffiéult to develop trade associations and to
organise to resist retail pressure, the retailers have become inereasingly

economically and politically important.

@ ‘Yet, as we have seen, the food policy ccmmunlty has been sluw to change

and-- fcod manufacturec‘ are in a position. to cppose consumer and retail

1nterests Therefore retallers have have used the;r”economic power to
ignnre the le%py cammunity Reta;lers“arenﬁow.§o~ix@nrtantutm.prmducers
and nﬂnufacturers that ~they can._impose th81r own regulatlons Retailers
.h%ve moved ahead of the government's food hygiene regulations and imposed
rigurcus standards on the companies that produce food for them. Marks and
Spencers bave introduced their own system of screening employees suspected
of bacteriol infection (HC 257 1988-89, pp.xiv-iv). In fact rather than
the government imposing regulation on the retallers, the Social Services
Select Committee recommended, ‘that the Goverament take the existing
practice of good employers in screening, treating and training in food

handling as the basis for a code of practice' (HC 257 1588-89, p.zv).

In relation to 1ssue5 mi fnod 1abe111ng and healthy iood retallers have

[

ieo advapced.on government regulations, The supermarkets have . respaonded
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t0 consumer demand for healfhy, well labelled. and additive free

fandﬂ£Webb and Lang 1990; Gardener and Sheppard 1989). Despite the failure
of the Government to actwsemﬁhese‘;ssues,WinwlgﬁﬁwSafewaywmademita.Dwn
predusts“edditiee“é;ee; ITescn and Sainsbury have removed tarirazine and
other artificial colnurs frnm _their own. brands..and. Tesco..launched an
1ndependent healthy eatlng campaign (Gardener and Sheppard 1989, p.169).
Tesco's system of food labbeling is much more comprehensive and closer to
the demands of consumer groups than any system that the Government bas
proposed (Cannon 1987, p.7>. Retailers have also taken it _upon themselves

to ensure that Fheir egg supplies come from salmonella free flocks and that
N :
their. suppliers are fsllow1ng the Government s voluntary code (HC 118
1688/89, p 127) .Certain supermarkets are also refusing to stock
irradiated food (New Statesman SDClety 1689, p.8).

The retailers have to an extent undermined the policy comminity partly
through representing interests in conflict with those of farmers and the

food manufacturers but more importantly through by-passing the community

completely. Hence thﬁleﬁéYéwP?ﬁﬁtﬁﬁwﬁﬂwﬁP?_mﬂrket power 0f the consumers

ot

because of the competitiveness. of retailing and in a sense introduced a
neuwgg:m_uf_leithaLwactimnwintD~themisadhgzena. Ffood retailers are

strnng_ennugh to develop ‘private policy'..in _concert with their consumers

and thus shmrt circuit the cunstraints and interests of the leicy.
cossunlty “ Thus they can impose their own séeedards on producerﬂ‘ and
manufacturers regardless of government policy. Th%ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁmf?gH%tgqﬂ}RmEH?m
tak%ggwqmleadminme;ees of feodrpolicy. Tesco;s healthy food campaign was a
m;ens of encouraging healthy eating and not just a reaction. The retailers

demands for better hygiene has the impact of raising the issue of food

bandling and so force the government into taking the issue seriously.
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Tkis 1= 1in some senses a different form of Streek and Schmitter's private
interest government. For Streek and Scmitter (1985, p.17) private interest
government is an attempt to make 'associlative, self- interested collective
aefion “contribute to the achievement..ef‘ publee feiicy' gnals Private
actors parcipate in self regulation in order to assist the government in
developing sertain policies. In the case of food retailers in Britain they
are regulating other private actors in response to consumer demand to
achive public goals. However, these are not :palicy goals set by
government, They are .set by the _retailere, sometimes in Tesponse and

somatimes ahead, of consumer demand and if anything they may be forced on

~ government.

The increased economic power and political role of the retailers has
incited the manufacturers to become more pg%%&%ge;ly;iacfivéTW With the
change in agricultural policy and rise of retail, health and consumer
groups, food manufacturers have started to systematicalljﬂlobby government.
In 1973 the Food and Drinks Industry Council was farmed';ﬁa this represents
90 per cent of the food ih&uéﬁry ts’#’:dﬁ:k‘er‘ 1083, p.240). The food industry

has develnped good llnks both w1th the Mlnlstry of Agrlculture and with

discussions on food labelling and hygiene (Stocker "1083).  Mills (1991)

reveals that in recent reforms of 1abe111ng leglslat1on - VProposals

fmrwarded by the varimus sectors of the food industry were incorporated

”into the guide11nes at the expense of suggestions of consumer groups.

The importance of this increased activity is that it is another factar
contributing to the politicisation of food. It is interesting that
recently the Conservative M.P, Tessa Gorman, has accused the food industry

of ‘putting up & very  weak defence tno  attacks on your
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integrity...Oppressive increases in regulation, in response to the public
putcry, will surely follow unless you get your act together.' (Food
Magazine July/September 1989, p.10).

In addltion to changing relations between retailers and food producers;

T — b e

the pewer of the farmers has also started to decllne | Farmers are now much

less erenomically important and their decline in terms of numbers suggest
that any electoral influence they might bave had has declined. New farm
groups have developed, Conservative MPs have less attachment to rural

issues than in the past and many on the right are critical of state support

for agriculture There has even been some ceoling of relatiuns between

MAFF and the NFU (Smith 1990: 190-191). Thus the impact of the farmers om

food palicy has declined and thlS is another factor in the changing nature

~of the food policy network.

12 addition to the changing power and inferests of groups inveived, The
policy community has also been chamged by the development of new issues.
Food was becoming an increasingly political issue during the seventies.
Inflation, CAP and a general world food shortage increased food prices
rapidly and this led to growing concerns about poverty and nutritional
intake. Groups like the Child Poverty Action Group and consumer groups
campaigned on issves relating to the cost of food and the foocd quality of
low income groups (Burnett 1989). Food prices were a major issue in the
the 1973 referendum on EEC membership and the 1974 general elections (King
19773, The Labour Government also made food more political by introducing
food subsidies in 1974 and by promising the TUC restrainis on food price
increses in return for incomes policy (CAS 1979, p.31).
There has also been increased concern over the link between health and

food. Britain has one of the highest rate of coronary heart disease in the
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world (M55 10689). Since the mid-197Y0s new information has highlighted the
relationship between diet and disease (CAS 1979, p.22-23; ¥ills 1991).
Links between diet and heart disease were revealed through government
repc:srts (HACHE) and an 1ndependent rewew fuund that c:f 426 pesticid:s
approved by MFF 124 were suspected of having 11nks with cancer (NSS 1989

——— Xl) . Thus new scLem:iim information has :Eorcedw_;x_ggdgﬁdgi on to the agenda

;f
¢

with the help of campaigns by the media and pressure groups. Groups like
.fhe LEC, the BMA and nutritionists and scientist 1ike Professor Richard
Lacey have been very active in raising new food issues and linking food and
disease. For example, the BMA as a very respectable and influential
insider group has increasingly played a role in challenging the food
industry. The BMA has lobbied government in an attempt to reduce sugar
ca‘dsaumption and called for the Government to develop a policy for food and
health (Ihe Guardian 11 March 1986).

These debates appear to have had an 1mpact The advertising agency,

“DMB&B :Eound that 51 per cent af households were ‘not only 1nterested in

the 1dea Df healthier eating, but actively dcung somethlng abc:ut it'. (Ihe
Quanii_@_n 4 July 1087>. Miils (1951) has also demnnstrated that the
acsumptinn that increasing food production will provide a healthy diet has
been questioned and therefore the Department of Health has started to take
positions on health and diet which are im cpposition to the Ministry of

.. Agriculture. So diet has added 8 new contentious issue to the lelcy

/ccmmunity and resulted in QE.W,..SI.‘D_L!_P__S,...’F‘.I.,‘.Ei.‘BS..,’RD_._?P_’C?r_“ the palitical arena.
It-1s not only ip the area of health that new information and technology
have forced new issues into the community. To a l.a.rg"é extént-the threats

to tﬁé'édiﬁﬁunity are a result of new technology in food production and new

information about the dangers of food, One clear example is the case of

‘l ) . e e
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food irradiation. This is presented as a means of preserving food and s0

helping world hunger and preventing food poisoning (VWebb and Lang 1990:
1200. However, incidents such as Chernobyl, have made radlation =a

controversial issue. Certain retailers, consumer groups and trade unions .

have opposed the irradiation of food and consequently, the food industry
has embarked on an international campaign to win approval (see Vebb and,”
Lang 1990)

%Ieeydolpgy bas also raised new issues throughmﬁhe“develepment_giiﬁadtery
farming. By keeplng dmle;éemdddgeewef‘enimals in a confined area diseases
Vduickly pass thropgh stocks. Consequently, a high death rate is expected
and so a large dose Df“edflglellee“have fﬁmﬁé”ﬁééd'in_ihe prodﬁctien of
pigs and chickens. Inﬁepslve" #eeyniques have also resulted,_inﬂ.the

spreadlng of disease threugh the fuod chaln As cows have been fed sheep,hm““

BSE has developed in cnws, chlckens have been fed the remains of chickene

and se salmonella is reproduced in the chicken prulatlen (lﬁe Q_a;d;gg 29

January 19900, New_technmlegy has producedqnew problema w1th whlch theu_‘k

-

ﬂThere has alsm been the increased use of

additlves, pestlcldes and hormones in food preductlmn and increasingly the
Wﬁredggt;ggmgiw;pformetLon”Dn the impact that these chemicals have on the

humar population. Peterson <(1989) has indicated that develupmedté .lﬁﬁﬂ
biofechﬁdlogy ﬁlll.have a major impact on the agricultural policy community

by raising the 1level of production even further at a time of surplus,

Agaln it raises questlens about cmntrol and regulatlon of biotechnology and” e

the 1mpact it could have on the populatlgn A i et et ”K/}
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A ¥EV¥ POLICY COMMUWNITY? A NEW POLITICS OF FOGD?
Undoubtedly these factors have combined to change the issues and groups
7 inyqlvgg in food _pplicgr Vhat was once a closed and unlted policym
community dealing with what were seen as technical issues has changed inta
a wider policy network. The salnwnella in eggs incident was neot an
isolated affalr but an indlcatlon of the way the food pollcy cmmmunit&wlg
developing, The salmonella affair highlighted changes that had been
accﬁring.ﬁince the 1970s, It was part of a prucesé whereby these changes
allowed the egge crisis to occur. Once it happened it demonstrated how
food policy had changed and 1f accelerated the politicisation of  food

iesues which in turn drew more groups into the policy process. Thlc Change

bas not been the result of a . single event but a cnmblnatiun of facturc

New groups haveﬂénéérea the polltlcal.arena,m.”other groups hgve seen their
'interesfé and rnlem trénsforméd “'éﬁd  nng issuéé__havgum@gveloped. Now
-retal1._er$,_.._...f@0d__ manufacturers, scientists and consumers all play a more
. vociferous role in iqud policy.

At one fime British agricultufal-policy was seenras being concerned with
providing cheap food and suited consumers, refailers and manufactures.
Recently, new issues have entered the political agenda partly because of
the activities of these groups but also because of new informatiorn, changes
in the economy and new technology. Britain's adoption of the common
agricultural policy created conflicts of interest within the community. In
addition new technology and new information have raised new igéues that the
community has not been able to deal with within its value system. Once
e

focod became a leltical isﬂue, it was difflcult to exclude groups

1ar1y with wideepread medla attention In the late e1ght1es a whole,

range of issues arpse pesticides, additives, 1lsterla, salmsnella.' conk
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chill mlcrowaves, EEE, hnrmﬂnes. blatechnulogv The ealmnnella issue was

not a one off but indicatlve of the way the issue af food has changed It

became a key issue which Iurther fractured the policy cammunity
o longer was there a 51ngle decision— making centre but the Ministries Df

Health and Agriculture took on opposing views and tried to define new“.

~responsibilities. " "In trying to support their own positichs they opersd the

policy community further by bringing in new groups and politicising teo a

greater degree the issue of food. Consequently, the government has

promised to introduce measure to improve food hygiene. New legislation is
intended to make sure food technology and distribution is safe; prevent
misleading labelling; strengthen existing hygiene laws; extend laws to take
account of new technalngies; registratiun 0f commercial food premises;
powers to make emergency controi DrEers and provision for training of those
who handle food commercially (CM 732 1989, pp.4-5).

Is there now a new network? It is clear that ~groups which to some extent

o e S

were paseive or partlal'rembers of the policy community have now become
;eefree.“” There has been“pressureurreﬁmrmnr.éreepe{”eeeeumermgroepe;mrhe
Institute of Environmental Officers, LFC, backbench Conservative MPS, the
B¥A, nutritionists and the Labour Party to change the way that foad policy
is made either by reforming the Ministry of Agriculture or placing
responsibility for food issues under the control of a Ministry for Consumer
Affairs. The DoH is no longer prepared to accept the MAFF's lead. Hence,
they have been much more active in giving a role to Doctors and

nutritionists; also retailers food manufactures and consumers are now

; . active and in conflict.

There have, in addition, been imstitutional changes. The Ministry of

Agriculture has created a new advisory committee to look ‘urgently , with a

_29_.




view to0 recommending action, at specific questions relating to the
increasing 1incidence of microbiological illnesses of foodborne origim,
particularly salmonella, listeria and campylobacter.' (CM 732 1989, p. 9).
This committee signifies the new political sensitivity of food issues., Its
role is to 'be a trouble shooting one, fielding food poison scares as they
appear and offerimg the government swift and expert advice.' (Hughes 1989).
MAFF is also to provide institutional access for consumer groups. 1 The

Hlnlstry of Agriculture is~te-create a new Consumer _panel which 1is intended

the Ministry.!. (Ihe Fogd Magazirne, January/February 1990)--
Yet 1t is important not to exaggerate the degree of change.  The

Government has lifted the ban on irradiated food despite the concerns of

‘various groups. The Department of Health has been accused of trying ta

limit information on the extent of copk-chill poisoning in hospitals (Forth

1989) and the Social Serv1ce= Committee fmund that the Department of Health

g Wi, . o

knew Df the prnblem of lleterla 1n 1987 but. did-not--issue a, warning to

pregnant _women until February 1889 (after the salmonella affair) (HC 257

1988/89, p.xi’. The political sensitivity of food issues resulted in the
Department of Health not issuing a warning about listeria in pate until two
months after it was discovered (The Guardiap 14 July 1989). Over the issue
of BSE the government originally ignored consumer pleas to pay full
compensation for infected cows, Initially MAFF only banned the use of
offal in baby foods and originally refused to make BSE a notifiable disease
on the grounds that there was no proof that the disease could spread to
humans. It was only eighteen months after the disease was discovered that
Minister of Agriculture ordered that all cattle witm BSE be destroyed (The

Guardiapn, 11 July 1988) and only in June 1989 that the use of offal was
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banned {(The “Quardisp, 12 June 198%9). Thi= appargyglym@gpgggyyaﬁes HAFF'S

contlnued willingness ta side with the producers when there is daubt

In the case of the hormone BST the government has refused to reveal which
farms are using BST and so consumers have been denied the right to choose
whether or not to buy milk which contains the hormone. The Government has
so far refused ta ban the use of the hormone despite the fact that the
Veterinary Products Committee is secretly advising the Government against
the production of BST (lﬁg Guardian, 11 JYuly 1988). The Goverament has
even rejected the main recommendation of the first report of the new
Committee on Microbiological Saftey of Food that a prior approval licencing
system be intoduce for various institutions dealing with fond <(The Food

Magazine, April/June 1980).

There still seems to be a high degree of exclusion of consumers.  The NGO

has revealed_ that _consumer groups have found 1t difficult to get onto

S

e ity it 2

reached‘

have sufflclent tlme tﬂ respond to..government--proposals (NCC 1988: 32).

erypmre

The Ministry of Agriculture has continued to be secretive over the issue of
salmonella in eggs. They have refused to clarify the sitvation. MAFF's
new consumer board contains four representatives nominated by government
funded consumer bodies and only one nominated by an independent group - the
Consumers' Association. Radical groups like the LFC and Pareats For Safe

Food continue to be excluded (IThe Food Magazine, January/March 1990).

CONCLUSIOE

It is clear that with the politicisatien-offood and Wew entrants into the

policy network, food policy-making is not what it was. The salmonella
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affair reveals the extent to which food has become a key political issue
and how the once consensual food policy community has become divided and
conflictual and much more open to new interests. In trying to explain this
change we bhave an interesting comparison with agriculture. The
agricultural policy community is closely related sharing a number of
members and has been faced with great pressure for change but has so far
managed to deal with the change largely within the policy community (Smith
1989}, pr d?ésmﬁpgquqdnpqlicy community appeér to have fractured whilst
the agricultural policy communlty has to some extent stayed in tact°

The agriégifural community has a more limited ramge of actors and
decision-making centres. The economic actors within agriculture are
limited to farmers and decisions are made largely by the Ministry of
Agriculture in Britain and the Council of Ministers Iin Eurcpe. The
European dimension offers the agricultural community extra protection
because the Council of Hinisters continues to be daominated by agricultural
interests and so reform of the CAP is very piecemeal.

Vith food there are two deciéion—mak%gg”pﬁgtfég;mMAFF and DoH. This was

s o viihon - Misoeviedlintd nie oot
not a problem when they agreed on policy but omce new tnterests and

policies developed they adopted conflicting positions. _This created

political .controversy in the commnity and. therefore resulted in more

m,éraups -being”winva%vedvaﬂwKDqggyer ‘the policy community had many more
pawerful astors. scientists, doctors, fg;mﬁrS;,,fo@d-.manufacturersﬂménd
retailers... Again this was =not a problem whilst there was 1ittle

controversy over policy but once new issues were raised conflict broke out
between groups that each had important resources. In addition new issues
were forced onto the agenda by new groups and the media. Because the
policy community did not agree on how these issues should be dealt with

~
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they became politicised. This was undenbtedlylhelped by the fact that food
lssues, like heart disease, additives and fene poisoning touch peaple much
more directly than agricultural support prices. Perhaps most important is
the way in which food 4id have an economic actor in the food retailers with
real power that could break through the policy community. This 1is
something that is 1acking in agriculture as the main challengers tend to, be
relatively weak consumer and environmental groups.

In explaining how pnlicy cnmmunities change it appeare that some are. more

Dpen to change than others If a potential for conflict exists, there is

it

more than one decieiﬂn—maklng centre and the cemmunlty contains a

R

pnwerful acters then the posslb1lity af new issues and .groups-entering the

policy communlty is greater . Clearly, new or reactivated pressure groups,
;:; important in opening up a comnunity but there has to be a means for
these groups to enter. So groups are assisted in their task if new issues
or information cut across the;nqlicy community and create new problems with
which the community cannot cope. In food the existence of two state actors
which disagreed on how to deal with new problems meant that the food nelicy

arena quickly became political and this provided other groups an

opportunity to undermine the community.
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