
 
 

 

The campaign for medicinal cannabis causes 
friction among companies and activists  
 
The initiative launched by importers in support of CBD undermines regulatory 
debate, advocates for legalization say  
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       The campaign has generated disagreement among activists and patients (Disclosure/Disclosure) 
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As the conclusion of the two public consultations on cannabis being held by Anvisa 

approached, companies and activists raised the volume in the debate about the future 

of cannabis in Brazil. At an event held in São Paulo on Tuesday, August 13, Verdemed, 



 
 

along with nine other partners, announced the “CBD Legal” campaign in support of 

cannabidiol, one of the active ingredients of the plant. The intention is to demystify the 

substance, and also to demonstrate that it can be extracted from hemp (cânhamo, in 

Portuguese) – a variety of cannabis with very low concentrations of THC, which is 

widely known as the cannabinoid responsible for the “high” that attracts recreational 

users. Cannabidiol, on the other hand, does not have psychoactive effects and has 

demonstrated efficacy in the treatment of various diseases, including refractory epilepsy 

(resistant to traditional allopathic therapies), autistic spectrum disorders, anxiety and 

chronic pain. With the goal of ending the prejudice against products containing 

cannabidiol, the campaign supporters declare: “CBD is not marijuana.” 

 

This declaration was enough to produce a strong reaction among legalization activists. 

In his LinkedIn profile, lawyer Emílio Figueiredo of the Legal Network for Drug Policy 

Reform (Reforma) accused Verdemed of censoring the comment criticizing the CBD 

Legal initiative that he posted on the company’s website. “An unnecessary campaign, 

because CBD is not banned in Brazil (moreover, it was never expressly on the list of 

prohibited substances), as it has been considered a controlled substance since 2015. 

Hemp is cannabis, marijuana is cannabis. This demonization of marijuana is a 

prohibitionist discourse and Verdemed contributes to the stigmatization of marijuana 

users in Brazil,” Figueiredo commented. 

 

For José Bacellar, CEO of Verdemed, the campaign is nothing more than a 

communication strategy aimed at reducing society’s resistance to the topic, while also 

influencing Anvisa itself. “Saying that CBD is not marijuana is our marketing strategy to 

help fight the prejudice against cannabinoid-based medicines. We don’t want to feed 

the extremes of the discussion by encouraging the same old clash between 

prohibitionists and the ‘legalize’ group. We are proposing a path for consensus. Our 

main goal is to get Anvisa to remove CBD from the list of controlled substances, which 

will make life easier for everyone. For us, CBD should be considered a natural product 

that can be consumed legally, with easy access, just as it is in several other countries,” 

he argues. In regard to the removal of Figueiredo’s comment from the company’s 

website, Bacellar states that LinkedIn is not the most suitable venue for this debate, and 

instead invited activists to speak out on the CBD Legal page.  

 

At Anvisa, there have been two public consultations on the issue, the end dates for 

which were Monday, August 19. The first one has been focused on the registration of 

cannabis-based products, and the second has been considering the possibility of 

cultivating the plant in Brazil. According to Anvisa director Alessandra Soares Bastos, 

the agency will bring forward some type of regulation to address both issues by the end 

of the year. 



 
 

 

This latest conflict between businesses and activists is not a trivial one, and it reveals 

the difficulties involved in building a regulatory environment that satisfies all interests. 

By prioritizing CBD in their first joint communication initiative, these companies, most of 

them importers of cannabinoids, may be overlooking the therapeutic potential of the 

plant as a whole. A body of research and therapeutic evidence supports the thesis that 

cannabinoids work best when used together, in different combinations and 

concentrations, depending on the condition being treated and varying from individual to 

individual. This has been termed the entourage effect, which suggests that a greater 

effectiveness can be observed for treatments in which a number of different 

cannabinoids, along with other plant compounds, are administered at the same time. 

The cannabidiol molecule may work in isolation in some cases, but in other cases an 

association with other plant substances, including the psychoactive agent THC, may be 

required. 

 

“We are not opposed to THC, we are just taking the first step towards CBD. Activists 

need to understand that we are on the same side, they should not be attacking us with 

friendly fire,” Bacellar adds. Figueiredo disagrees. “We have been raising awareness 

among families, patients, doctors, authorities and society about the therapeutic 

potential of cannabis for years. Taking the word ‘marijuana’ out of the debate 

undermines all the work we have done to reduce the stigmatization of the plant and 

prejudice against its users,” he argues. 

 

In addition to scientific discussions and competing narratives, the pro-CBD approach 

also entails considerations of a legal nature. If only cannabidiol is legalized, as 

Verdemed and its partners want, patients seeking judicial approval to grow their own 

plants could have the option blocked if this narrow approach is applied in the courts. On 

the other hand, as has been happening in other parts of the world, the regulatory 

approval of cannabis – whether for medicinal or recreational purposes – is occurring 

gradually, step by step. In this context, using the regulatory approval of CBD as an 

initial strategy to overcome prejudice against cannabis and its byproducts may appear 

to be a good idea, but it will not be sufficient to address the complexity of cannabinoid-

based medicine and the challenges it poses for society. With the conclusion of its public 

consultations, the final decision now lies with Anvisa. In the coming months, we will 

learn more about the steps taken by the agency and the direction it decides to pursue. 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 


