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and below an edited google translation by Klaus Ammann 
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The proliferation of bans on behalf of the precautionary principle goes 

against a reasoned risk management, using the principle of individual 

responsibility. -SIPA 

Despite a carcinogenic risk deemed unlikely, the Roundup may be prohibited.  

The power of social networks has imposed beliefs against scientific reason.  
 

By Cécile Philippe,  

Director of the Economic Institute Molinari. http://www.institutmolinari.org/ 

 

For several months, the glyphosate molecule is under a serious controversy. Patented in the 1970s as 

the active ingredient of the herbicide Roundup, the latter became one of the best-selling herbicides 

in the world. It has been evaluated many times by various regulatory bodies that have consistently 

evaluated a low risk to human health. 

But the controversy began in March 2015 with a study by the international Center for research 

against cancer (IARC), related to the World Health Organization (WHO), which identified a 

carcinogenic risk. Actually, a more recent study carried out by the same body (WHO) and the United 

Nations food and agriculture (FAO) found it "unlikely" that glyphosate is carcinogenic "to humans 

when exposed via food. Even the European Safety Agency of food (EFSA) evaluated an 'unlikely' 

carcinogenic risk, but the doubt is there. 

In the end, the approval of glyphosate due to expiration late in June is now put in question. The 

substance is, indeed, the subject of extensive campaigns of denigration on networks. In addition to 

petitions, a video against glyphosate has been viewed 5.5 million times and has nurtured a strong 

controversy on its subject. 

In his book "The democracy of the credulous", published by PUF in 2013, Gérald Bronner explains 

how the Internet has revolutionized the market of ideas and how - especially on scientific issues - it 

tends to create a society of hypochondriacs. 

To understand the processes at work, take a look at a few emblematic examples of dubious 

assumptions such as astrology or the existence of the Loch Ness monster and the related opinions on 

the 30 first searchable sites on the net. In each case, it shows that if one takes into account that sites 

that take positions, 70% of them are arguments for these beliefs known - yet without real 

foundation. 

So I wanted to test the topic of glyphosate. To do this, I entered the term "glyphosate" in the search 

engine Google and consulted the first 30 sites offered, by eliminating those which corresponded to 

sales sites. The result is surprising by its accuracy.72% of sites that take positions denigrate 

glyphosate. They are related in general to organizations or persons who are campaigning against 

pesticides. 

The case of glyphosate seems so copy what is described by Gérald Bronner, namely that 

of rumors that once were confined to small groups, can now grow. They begin to spread at the speed 

of networks under the effects on the one phenomenon of massification and on the other hand 

enabled by the free access to public information. Everyone can express themselves on the Internet. 

http://www.institutmolinari.org/
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For Gérald Bronner, what is found today on the networks, is not representative of the public opinion, 

but only of those who expressed extreme views. Beliefs are expressed in almost total silence on the 

part of those who may present opposing arguments but which do not get active, probably due to lack 

of motivation and time. 

A battle is unfolding before our eyes. The proliferation of bans on behalf of the precautionary 

principle goes against a reasoned risk management, abusing the principle of individual 

responsibility. This is particularly the case when economic actors are encouraged to prohibit certain 

substances and replace them with others, on which they do not benefit the same way. 

It is crucial that the scientific world, intellectuals but also the producers or consumers take their 

responsibilities. It would be a mistake to lower the arm and allow alarmist and anxiety-provoking 

speech proliferate on the Internet or in the media, by renouncing to educational activity for reliable 

ideas. 

Cécile Philippe is Director of the Institute economic Molinari. 

Original link does not work, but the one below with more comments and blogs 
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remark from Philippe STOOP philippe.stoop@itk.fr 

  
The note cited in this text, according to which 70% of available internet preferences are in favor of 
dissident visions is very fair… but it underestimates the reality in the case of pesticides in general:  
 
Type 'pesticides' in google, and the result, excluding commercial link, is rather 90% against them. It is 
the result of communication suicide of agrochimistes (francophone), who insist to use terms such as 
'phytosanitarian products' or 'plant protection products', they are the only ones to use them. To the 
point that it became for Future Generations or Cash Investigation a marker of conflict of interest. 
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