
Comparing legal and institutional framework for nanotechnology in the Turkish and 

Swedish contexts 

Nanotechnology has developed rapidly, and unevenly, over the past decade. Like any 

emerging technology with a broad range of potential applications, based on new and rapidly 

developing science involving uncertainty and risk, the promise of nanomaterials and new 

nanotechnology-based products is counter-balanced by the potential adverse effects and the 

obstacles of overcoming novel regulatory and institutional hurdles around it, mainly relating 

to the evaluation, assessment and restriction of new substances prior to their release into the 

market, community health, work environment, and environmental safety. 

Sweden and Turkey do not only represent two different legal and institutional cultures 

regarding scientific and technological approaches and policies as well as governmental 

responses to uncertainty and risk with regard to safety and product liability, but also differ in 

terms of the level of knowledge and regulatory capacity in relation to nano-science and 

nanotechnology, influential on the strategy of how to regulate and handle risks in relation to 

this new technology 

The overall objective of the paper is threefold; it will portray the evolution and development 

of legal and institutional framework related to nanotechnology in Sweden and in Turkey; 

explore how scientific uncertainty surrounding nanotechnology pervades regulatory and 

institutional system in both countries and finally, examine the regulatory strategies the two 

countries have adopted to cope with the challenging relationship between scientific, political, 

and legal uncertainties, in view of developing a framework in which such factors can be 

accounted for reducing the contentious nature of regulatory debates and can allow for more 

informed decision making. 

The paper first briefly reviews the ‘regulatory conversations’ on scientific uncertainty in 

general and nanotechnology in particular. Thereafter, the existing regulatory and institutional 

frameworks in both countries are comparatively examined. This section also explores how the 

scientific uncertainties are incorporated in the regulatory and institutional frameworks. Lastly, 

the paper investigates the possibility of developing a regulatory framework combining a 

regulatory structure able to handle a developing technology and uncertain adverse effect 

around nanotechnology, the greater community involvement and cost effectiveness. 

The paper is based on a literature review on the ‘regulatory conversations’ involving scientific 

uncertainty and the examination of laws and regulatory attempts in Sweden and Turkey with 

respect to nanotechnology. 
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