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ABSTRACT 

Private, non-governmental programs for certifying companies as environmentally 

or socially responsible emerged in the 1990s in response to problems of sweatshops in the 

global apparel industry and deforestation in the forest products industry. The similarity 

between certification programs in each field is striking but has received little attention to 

date. Neither pure self-regulation nor traditional public regulation, certification programs 

embody a type of "private regulation by information." Why did this same regulatory 

form emerge in these two very different fields? Theories focusing on consumer demand, 

the globalization of production, threats of state intervention, and cultural diffusion all fall 

short of explaining the emergence of certification systems in both the apparel and forest 

products fields. 

This dissertation develops an integrated institutional approach to the emergence of 

certification systems, focusing on three dimensions of institutional emergence—political, 

organizational, and cultural. This approach calls for careful attention to historical 

process, macro-meso linkages, institutional embeddedness, and the dynamics of political 

contestation—^with particular emphasis on the place of social movements in 

organizational fields. The project uses a comparative case study methodology, drawing 

on data from 37 in-depth interviews with individuals involved in the creation of 

certification programs, comprehensive content-coding of four trade journals from 1987-

2000, and some archival and secondary materials. 

An analysis of the political processes through which certification associations 

initially emerged reveals two important factors—social movement campaigns that 



targeted companies and a neo-liberal institutional context. These led states, non-

goverrmiental organizations (NGOs), and some companies to build or support private 

certification programs, and foreclosed some other options. An analysis of organizational 

founding shows how dynamics of innovation and challenge produced multiple 

certification programs competing for legitimacy in each field. The cultural aspect of 

institutional emergence is captured through an analysis of how the meanings of 

certification and monitoring changed over time in the industry discourse, as these 

practices got theorized and re-framed by a variety of actors. By utilizing an integrated 

institutional approach, this research illuminates the interactions of macro-level changes 

(like globalization) and the concrete actors (institutional entrepreneurs) that produced 

certification initiatives. 
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CHAPTER 1: THE UNEXPECTED RISE OF CERTIFICATION 

In early 1997, a team of auditors from the Rainforest Alliance's SmartWood 

program traveled to Brazil to inspect the industrial forests of Precious Woods Amazon, a 

subsidiary of a Swiss firm (Rainforest Foundation 2002). The forest was soon certified 

as meeting the Principles and Criteria of the Forest Stewardship Council, a non-profit 

organization that describes itself as "the 'gold standard' for independent, private, 

voluntary forest management certification" (FSC no date:3). A former board member of 

the forest products company explained that it "intends to demonstrate that it is perfectly 

feasible to produce wood and other products from the tropical forests, within the vision 

and methodology of sustainable development, for the benefit of the shareholders, of the 

population in general, of the consumers and of the environment" (quoted in Rainforest 

Foundation 2002:86). 

Several years later, thousands of miles away, auditors from Intertek Testing 

Services, a multi-national quality assurance firm, inspected a factory in China producing 

garments for Liz Claiborne. They gathered information from management, workers, and 

their own inspections of the plant, checking for compliance with the Workplace Code of 

Conduct of the Fair Labor Association, which describes itself as "a non-profit 

organization combining the efforts of industry, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 

colleges and universities to promote adherence to international labor standards and 

improve working conditions worldwide" (FLA website, www.fairlabor.org). The 

monitor's report revealed several problems, including forced overtime of up to 64 hours 

in one month (FLA Public Reporting tracking chart), but by providing for these sorts of 

http://www.fairlabor.org
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inspections, Liz Claiborne was gaining the right to use the Fair Labor Association logo in 

its advertising. The company's CEO has said said that "Liz Claiborne believes it is our 

responsibility as a large corporation to leverage our size and our name to effect positive 

change" (company webpage, wvyw.lizclaiborne.com). 

How did these scenarios become possible? How have remarkably similar sorts of 

programs for certifying companies emerged in two very different fields? As I argue in 

this dissertation, the rise of certification systems is not reducible to a single dynamic—be 

it globalization, ethical consumerism, or industry mobilization. Instead, explaining the 

conditions that gave rise to this unique form of private regulation requires careful 

attention to processes by which new institutional arrangements emerge and begin to get 

institutionalized. It also requires attention to dynamics of political contestation and social 

movements—^themes that have tended to be under-represented in the various "new 

institutionalisms" in the social sciences. More than anything, inquiring into the sources 

of certification programs causes us to closely examine the links between macro-level 

changes in the global political-economic system and meso-level outcomes—that is, the 

creation of specific types of organizations. 

This dissertation examines the emergence of private certification as a regulatory 

form and a potentially important piece of the economic and political infrastructure of the 

21^' century. Drawing on in-depth interviews, archival research, and quantitative content 

analysis, the analyses contribute to our understanding of where certification has come 

from, how it has developed, and why it has emerged at this particular time and place. 
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Background 

Recent decades have seen dramatic shifts in the regulation of industries, away 

from traditional "command and control" strategies—based on fixed standards enforced 

by the state—and toward regulatory forms based on different social control strategies— 

like market mechanisms, the provision of information, and informal shaming processes 

(Ayres and Braithwaite 1992; Cunningham and Grabosky 1998; Picciotto and Mayne 

1999; Braithwaite and Drahos 2000). Often, these are controlled by different types of 

actors as well—various types of private groups rather than government agencies. While 

scholars have explained the decline of traditional forms of regulation (Derthick and Quirk 

1995) and debated the virtues of different regulatory forms (Breyer 1982; Tokar 1997; 

Tietenberg 1998), they have paid less attention to explaining the emergence of new types 

of regulatory institutions. 

Important insights into the micro-dynamics of institutional emergence have been 

generated by research on the self-regulation of common pool resources (Ostrom 1990; 

Ostrom, Dietz, Dolsak, Stern, Stonich, and Weber 2002). This work has focused on how 

actors who directly depend on common pool resources—^particularly natural resources— 

build local institutions to solve collective action problems. This approach usefully 

focuses on micro-level processes and local institutional arrangements. My dissertation 

takes a somewhat different perspective, focusing on meso- and macro-level processes and 

on institutions emerging at the global level.' 

' Uhimately, the study of regulatory institutions requires attention to linkages between 
these various levels. This dissertation attempts to draw on different strands of 
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At macro-levels, organizational and political sociologists have shown that 

institutions are necessary infrastructures for market exchange. Institutional arrangements 

facilitate exchange (Collins 1980; Guseva and Rona-Tas 2001), stabilize markets in crisis 

(Fligstein 1996; O'Connor 1973), and provide cultural categories for making sense of 

political and economic action (Douglas 1986). Yet most research into these institutional 

structures examines contexts in which production networks are primarily national in 

scope, firms are clearly bounded, and nation-states stand as the ultimate enforcer of rights 

and rules. These baseline conditions have changed in the past several decades. Scholars 

from many different camps agree that globalization disrupts existing institutions, alters 

the power of states, and gives rise to new forms of governance (O'Riain 2000; Cerny 

1995; Strange 1996). Even those skeptical of broad globalization theses recognize that 

changes in the form of markets leave existing institutions vulnerable (Fligstein 2001a). 

Less clear, however, are the processes by which this occurs and the implications for 

institutional theories. With the erosion of the foundations of existing institutions and 

their theories, how should we understand the processes through which new institutional 

arrangements emerge? 

With these considerations in mind, this dissertation examines the emergence of a 

particular set of institutional arrangements across two different industries. I explain the 

origins and development of private, non-governmental programs for certifying and 

monitoring companies' labor and environmental practices. (I sometimes refer to these 

institutionalism and lays the groundwork for a more fruitful engagement with micro-level 
and common pool approaches in the future. 
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simply as "certification systems" for short.) Large-scale systems of private certification 

emerged in two important areas in the 1990s—(1) to address environmental standards in 

•y 

the forest products industry and (2) to address labor standards in the apparel industry. 

Through programs like the Forest Stewardship Council and the Sustainable Forestry 

Initiative, firms like International Paper and Home Depot have had their timber 

operations certified as environmentally sound. Through programs like the Fair Labor 

Association and Social Accountability International, companies like Nike and Levi 

Strauss have had contractors' factories in Latin America and Southeast Asia inspected for 

compliance with labor standards. 

Even at first glance, it is rather surprising to find the same solutions being applied 

to governance of labor and environment, which have generally tended to move on 

separate tracks. For instance, labor and environmental activists have historically often 

viewed each other with suspicion, and there have been few attempts to link the two areas 

in regulatory initiatives. In addition, looking at the theoretical landscape, it is still not 

clear why these two very different industries would develop the same kind of regulatory 

^ Somewhat similar certification programs also exist for food/agricultural products, 
diamonds, marine life, carpets, sporting goods, and a few other products. This 
dissertation focuses on the apparel and forest products fields for several reasons. First, 
multiple certification associations have taken hold in the apparel and forest products 
fields, involving a wide range of actors. In contrast, some other certification initiatives 
are reducible to a single organization (e.g. no child labor labeling of carpets). Second, 
these two fields have been the places in which much of the innovation and development 
of environmental certification (in the forest products case) and labor standards 
certification (in the apparel case) has occurred. Programs for certifying marine aquatic 
life, diamonds, and other products have been developed more recently. In sum, the 
apparel and forest products fields are the earliest cases in which elaborate systems for 
using certification to address the impacts of mainstream industry operations have been 
created. For more on case selection criteria, see chapter three. For more on precursors to 
forest and labor standards certification, see chapters four and five. 
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form. Common theoretical approaches to regulation and institutional change—focusing 

on the globalization of markets, consumers, threats of state intervention, and cultural 

diffusion—carmot fully account for the convergence of the apparel and forest products 

fields on a similar type of private regulation. How, then, can we explain the rise of 

certification associations in both cases in the 1990s? This chapter sets up this puzzle, and 

the next two chapters develop the tools that will be used to solve it. 

The Rise of Certification Associations in the Apparel and Forest Products Fields 

Private certification programs emerged in both fields in the 1990s, as shown in 

Figure 1.1, which is based on mentions of certification in selected trade journals. Forest 

certification efforts took off somewhat more rapidly than labor standards certification, but 

both were rising to prominence in the mid-1990s. 

By the end of the decade, there were three overarching forest certification 

programs and three overarching labor standards certification programs operating in North 

America."^ The Forest Stewardship Council, Sustainable Forestry Initiative, and CSA-

International address forest management, while the Fair Labor Association, Social 

Accountability International, and Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production focus on 

labor conditions. 

^ This is based on a count of articles that mention "certification," "monitoring," or a 
specific organization engaging in these activities (e.g. mention of the Forest Stewardship 
Council or of Nike hiring external auditors) 

Although similar processes have occurred in Europe, this study is restricted to programs 
operating in North America. 
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Figure 1.1 Cumulative distribution of articles mentioning certification 
in forest products and apparel trade journals, 1990-2000 

"•^"forest products 
trade journal 
articles (Forest 
IndustriesAAfood 
T echnology 
magazine) 

•apparel trade 
journal articles 
(Bobbin 
magazine) 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

While quality and technical certification have existed for a long time—through 

Underwriters Laboratory (UL), the "Good Housekeeping Seal of Approval," and a 

variety of industry standards bodies—^the use of certification to address the larger societal 

and ecological impacts of production processes is rather new. This form has emerged 

alongside a discourse of corporate social responsibility, a rise of partnerships between 

companies and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and a range of experiments 

with corporate codes of conduct, sustainability reporting, eco-labeling, social auditing, 

independent monitoring, and fair trade products. While it is tempting to reduce 

certification programs to nothing more than empty, corporate-sponsored public relations 

rhetoric—and clearly this is the case for some initiatives—^this does not fit easily with the 

active role that credible environmental, labor, and human rights NGOs have taken in 



creating some of the earUest certification programs. Clearly, the rise of certification is 

tied up with larger political dynamics and is worthy of careful study. 

The research literature on certification programs—coming out of both academic 

and practitioner circles—overwhelmingly treats labor standards and forest certification 

separately (on labor monitoring and certification, see Esbenshade 1999; O'Rourke 2003; 

Sabel, O'Rourke, and Fung 2000; Ascoly, Oldenziel, and Zeldenrust 2001; on forest 

certification, see McNichol 2000, 2002; Cashore 2002, 2003; Vogt, Larson, Gordon, 

Vogt, and Franzeres 2000). Few have noticed the similarity in these two types of 

certification (but see Gereffi, Garcia-Johnson, and Sasser 2001; Haufler 2001), and none 

have systematically charted or explained that similarity. Yet labor standards certification 

and forest certification programs are remarkably alike—in form, function, and framing. 

In both cases, certification associations are typically private, non-profit 

organizations, made up of coalitions of companies and NGOs. For example, the board of 

the Fair Labor Association includes representatives of Liz Claiborne and the Lawyers 

Committee for Human Rights. Social Accountability International includes Toys R Us 

and the International Textile, Garment, and Leather Workers' Federation. The Home 

Depot and Greenpeace both participate in the Forest Stewardship Council, while Georgia-

Pacific and Conservation International are affiliated with the Sustainable Forestry 

Initiative. These partnerships have led some observers to dub certification systems "the 

NGO-industrial complex" (Gereffi et al. 2001). 

Environmental and labor standards certification associations also carry out very 

similar activities. In both cases, associations set standards, approve other organizations 
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to inspect production sites (usually through accreditation), and then lend the name of the 

association, in some way, to companies that are found to be in compliance—sometimes 

through a product label. Table 1.1 further illustrates the similarities in the missions of 

different types of certification associations. 

Table 1.1 Similarities in the core activities of certification associations focused on labor 
and environmental standards 

Labor Standards Certification Forest Certification 

"In broad terms, SAl's [Social Accountability 
International] mission is to enable organizations to 
be socially accountable by: 
Convening key stakeholders to develop consensus-
based voluntary standards; 
Accrediting qualified organizations to verify 
compliance; and 
Promoting understanding and encouraging 
implementation of such standards worldwide." 
(Social Accountability International website) 

"The Association shall have, inter alia, the 
following purposes: 
To accredit independent external monitors to 
conduct independent external monitoring and 
inspections of Applicable Facilities of 
Participating Companies; 
To certify whether the Applicable Brands of each 
Participating Company are produced in 
Compliance with the Fair Labor Association 
Standards; 
To continue to address questions critical to the 
elimination of sweatshop practices; and 
To serve as a source of information to consumers 
about the Workplace Code, the Monitoring 
Principles and Participating Companies." (Fair 
Labor Association charter document) 

"FSC [Forest Stewardship Council] shall promote 
Principles and Criteria of Forest Stewardship 
through a voluntary accreditation programme for 
certification of forest management. FSC shall 
evaluate and accredit certification bodies based 
upon adherence to FSC Principles and adherence 
to FSC Guidelines for Certification bodies." 
(Forest Stewardship Council bylaws) 

"CSA's [Canadian Standards Association] Forest 
Products Marking [SFM] Program starts with the 
certification of a forest to the SFM standard 
CAN/CSA Z809. Once it has been established that 
products come from a forest that is being managed 
in accordance with the CSA SFM standard, these 
products are then tracked from their origin through 
all phases of ownership, processing and 
transportation to the end consumer. This tracking 
system is known as a "chain-of-custody". If all 
requirements are met, and verified through an 
independent third party audit by CSA, these 
products can then qualify to bear a CSA SFM 
mark. This mark will tell consumers that the forest 
products they purchase originate from a certified 
forest." (CSA-International website) 

Beyond their activities, there are striking similarities in the discourse surrounding 

labor standards and forest certification—as shown in the two quotations below. These 
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two speakers work in different fields and have very different professional backgrounds. 

One is talking about forest certification and the other about labor standards certification. 

You have to understand, this is a non-governmental approach to trying to 
solve a problem. And, to me, it's reflective of the complexities of doing 
business today ... and of the world economy—^that a lot of these problems 
are difficult to address by government action by legislation. And . . . 
something like [this association] is very interesting because it's a non
governmental approach to solving what is really a public policy problem. 
(Interview #26) 

So much of trade is . .. such a massive, complex, dense network . . . that 
y o u  c o u l d  n e v e r  s e t  u p  a  r e g u l a t o r y  s y s t e m  t h a t  w o u l d  c o v e r  i t . . .  
Compliance would be almost impossible. ... There's no mechanism to 
establish that kind of international regulatory framework. So this is one 
that cut right to the chase and said "we're going to empower consumers to 
buy products that come from well-managed [sources]." And this tool was 
very direct and very powerful and it kind of captured everyone's 
imagination. (Interview #15) 

The first statement refers to labor standards, the second to forestry. Yet both describe the 

purpose and significance of certification in similar ways—as a tool for addressing 

problems posed by global supply chains that is more "direct" than government action. 

In sum, quite similar systems of private regulation have emerged in these two 

cases. This suggests that something beyond industry-specific politics may be driving the 

rise of private certification as a new regulatory form. Yet the next section shows that 

common theoretical approaches fall short of explaining this phenomenon. 

Common Approaches and Their Shortcomings 

Certification programs, and private regulation more generally, are often assumed 

to result from (1) consumer demand, (2) the dynamics of global markets, (3) threats of 

direct state intervention, or (4) the diffusion of cultural models. Yet each of these 
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approaches falls short of explaining the emergence of the same form of private regulation 

in both the apparel and forest products fields. 

THE RISE OF ETHICAL CONSUMERISM 

Casual observers often assume that the emergence of social/environmental 

certification and labeling is a response to the rise of socially and environmentally 

responsible consumerism (Murray 2001). According to this account, consumers have 

responded to news about destructive consequences and exploitative conditions of 

production by seeking out alternative products that allow them to "shop with a 

conscience" (BBC 1999) and are demanding "information to enable ethical decision 

making" (Burns et al. 1997:3). Certification and labeling programs, then, are created to 

fill this demand from ethical consumers. 

Certainly social and environmental activism, media exposes, and the rise of the 

"consumer" as an identity have combined to produce a segment of consumers that is 

sensitive to the conditions under which products are made. But it is highly doubtful that 

stable markets for certified products exist before certification and labeling programs 

themselves are created—at least not on a scale that would warrant the amount of effort 

and resources that have gone into building labor and environmental certification 

associations. Instead, making markets for certified products has been part of a larger 

institution-building process occurring along with the creation of certification associations 

(McNichol 2002; Cashore 2003). Consider the statement of the environmental marketing 

manager of The Home Depot—a leader in selling certified wood—to the consumer 

demand question in 1993: "Any market development activity is a process, which means 
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it develops over time. The certified forest product will work its way into the marketplace 

driven by the marketplace's own competitive dynamics. The momentum thus far has 

largely been in anticipation of customer demand, rather than in response to it" (Mark 

Eisen, qtd. in Journal of Forestry 1993). Similarly, another company stated, "We have 

seen only limited interest in the demand for certified solid hardwood products. The 

inquiries received have largely been from individuals and not from a marketable 

consumer interesf (Tony Parks, qtd. in Journal of Forestry 1993).^ While survey 

researchers have attempted to demonstrate consumer demand for certified forest products 

(Winterhalter 1993) and sweat-free apparel (Dickson 1996, Marymount University 

Center for Ethical Concerns 1999), these studies suffer from serious methodological 

problems (including non-representative samples, possible response bias, and the lack of 

external criteria for checking validity), and are best understood as constructions of 

consumer demand, rather than reflections of actual consumer behavior. While consumers 

are likely to be relevant to the success of certification projects, they cannot be said to 

have caused them. 

GLOBALIZATION, CAPITAL MOBILITY, AND REGULATORY VOIDS 

A more macro-level approach views the rise of private regulation as a function of 

the globalization of markets and the hyper-mobility of capital.^ In this view, 

globalization leads to the decline of the state and its "eclipse" by non-state forms of 

^ See McNichol (2002) for an excellent sociological analysis of making the market for 
certified forest products. 
^ Broadly speaking, this approach fits into a long tradition of market-based theories of 
regulation, which have found a voice in both left-leaning historical accounts and neo
classical economics (Kolko 1963; Stigler 1971; Posner 1974; Peltzman 1989). See 
Schneiberg and Hartley (2001) for more on these. 
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governance. As capital becomes highly mobile and the scope of production increases, the 

nation-state is undermined as a locus of regulation (Cerny 1995). Because capital is 

hyper-mobile, states are greatly constrained in their ability to implement stringent 

regulations, since doing so would risk the exit of companies—capital flight. Countries 

thus begin a "race to the bottom" or a "competition in laxity" in which they compete to 

have the least stringent regulatory environments (Bratton et al 1996). All of this leaves a 

regulatory void, since the capacity of the state to supply effective regulation has 

diminished greatly (Strange 1996; Schmidt 1995). As Stone (1996) suggests: 

There is a practical limitation on the ability of one nation to regulate its 
domestic affairs in a world where labour and capital move freely across 
national borders. In such a world, legislation that is onerous to the 
business community, such as most social welfare and worker protective 
legislation, tends to induce capital flight and to trigger a 'race to the 
bottom.' Thus the nation-state is becoming increasingly powerless to play 
its historical role of protector of the health, safety, and welfare of its 
citizens, (pp.445-6) 

Likewise, Strange (1996) argues: 

At the heart of the international political economy, there is a vacuum, a 
vacuum not adequately filled by inter-governmental institutions or by a 
hegemonic power exercising leadership in the common interest. . . . The 
diffusion of authority away from national governments has left a yawning 
hole of non-authority, ungovemance it might be called, (p. 14) 

Private centers of authority, including private regulatory systems, emerge to fill the gap 

left by the decline of the state (Strange 1996; Esbenshade 2001). This may result from 

firms jockeying for position in global markets (Vogel 1995) or from the rise of 
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transnational networks of capitalists and their functionaries (Strange 1996; Robinson 

2001)7 

This basic account of globalization is shared by a wide range of scholars, whether 

coming from a paradigm of rational choice (Cerny 1995) or international relations 

(Strange 1996). Crucially, the "prime mover" in this explanation is a change in the 

structure of markets, and particularly the extreme increase in capital mobility. 

This market-based approach falls short of accounting for the convergence of the 

apparel and forest products fields on a similar type of private regulation, since these two 

industries differ significantly in their propensity for capital mobility yet have both seen 

the rise of private forms of regulation. 

The global apparel industry is highly mobile. Apparel is produced through long, 

complex, and geographically dispersed supply chains with multiple layers of contracting-

out (Appelbaum and Gereffi 1994; Bonacich and Waller 1994). The industry is not 

heavily concentrated and there is very little vertical integration. Crucially, since fixed 

capital costs are low, and labor is largely unskilled, capitalists can—and do—pick up and 

move literally overnight (Piore 1997). 

The forest products industry, on the other hand, is much more tied to the land— 

that is, to particular locations with large forests. Additionally, the production of forest 

products is much more likely to happen in a small number of large, vertically integrated 

^ According to some versions of this approach, domestic producers should be the most 
motivated to create regulatory structures, as a way to protect themselves from 
international competitors (Vogel 1995). As will become clear later, however, domestic 
producers have been among the last to show interest in labor and environmental 
certification systems, and they certainly did not act as the entrepreneurs of these 
programs. 
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firms that own land, harvest timber, produce lumber, operate pulp and paper plants, and 

sometimes even produce the chemicals for these processes, as with industry giants like 

International Paper. Compared to garment factories, forest products processing plants 

tend to have higher levels of fixed investment on average, making the act of moving a 

o 

factory much more costly. 

Given these differences in the structure of production in these two industries, this 

theoretical account would not expect the same type of regulation to emerge. In other 

ways, globalization may have affected these industries similarly—through, for instance, 

the growing importance of geographically dispersed commodity chains or the rise of 

institutions and ideologies of globalization. This suggests that globalization may still be 

relevant, but that a common way of thinking about the relationship between regulation 

and global markets (based on hyper-mobile capital) is in need of further refinement. 

THREATS OF STATE INTERVENTION AND DEFENSIVE MOBILIZATION 

Research on self-regulation and corporatist governance takes a different view of 

the role of the state in relation to private systems of regulation. This research suggests 

that private regulatory systems emerge only when industries are threatened with direct 

state intervention (Streeck and Schmitter 1985; de Vroom 1985; Grant and Coleman 

1987). When faced with hostile state intervention, industry actors mobilize private 

alternatives to deflect or defeat the threat of state control and preserve firms' autonomy. 

^ According to one estimate, apparel factories in the U.S. have an average of only around 
$31,000 in fixed capital. In contrast, the forest products industry, which is dominated by 
integrated firms that produce both wood and paper products, features fixed capital of 
around $50,000 per establishment in wood products and $1.14 million per establishment 
in paper and related products (Darnay 1999). 
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This approach has difficuhy explaining the rise of private regulation in the apparel 

and forest products industries, where there has been a great amount of private regulatory 

activity but only a small degree of threatened state intervention. In fact, given larger 

trends of globalization and the ascendance of anti-interventionist neo-liberal 

governments, it seems that private regulatory systems emerged when the willingness and 

ability of states to make credible threats was at a low point. Furthermore, as discussed in 

the coming chapters, forest certification systems started being put together largely in the 

UK and US between 1989 and 1991, still clearly in the shadow of the anti-interventionist 

Thatcher and Reagan regimes. Labor standards certification began to emerge in the US 

during the Clinton administration, which did support a crackdown on sweatshops. But 

around the time labor standards certification programs were emerging, the Clinton 

administration was increasingly backing free-market policies to "reinvent government" 

and neo-liberal trade strategies. If strong, specific, and credible threats of state 

intervention are necessary for the emergence of private regulation, then we should not see 

any substantial degree of private regulation in either the apparel or forest products 

industry. In short, there appears to be more going on here than direct threats of state 

intervention. 

CONTAGION AND THE SPREAD OF A REGULATORY MODEL 

Another possible explanation is that the similarity of the regulatory forms in 

apparel and forest products is essentially a function of copying across fields. Classic 

diffusion studies and institutional theories of organizations have drawn attention to the 

role of mimicry in the spread of practices and models (Coleman et al. 1957; DiMaggio 
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and Powell 1991; Strang and Soule 1998). Some accounts of diffusion presume that 

practices flow through interpersonal contacts in the manner of a contagion (Strang and 

Soule 1998). A new practice or model gets adopted more widely as it travels through 

networks of inter-personal influence or familiarity. In addition, new practices are often 

picked up by expert supporters who attempt to "sell" the model across multiple contexts 

(Dutton, Ashford, O'Neill, and Lawrence 2001; Strang and Soule 1998; Braithwaite and 

Drahos 2000). 

Since forest certification emerged a few years before labor standards certification, 

diffusion may seem like an obvious explanation. But this approach is at least initially 

suspect, because the channels for diffusion (or the structural bases of contagion) between 

the two types of certification systems are largely absent. If inter-personal diffusion were 

driving the emergence of labor and enviroiunental certification systems, then we would 

expect to see networks that cross industry/issue lines or individuals who "carry" a 

particular model of private regulation from one field to the next. In fact, as I began my 

field research, I expected to find precisely these kinds of ties and general "salespeople" of 

certification. I soon realized, however, that there was little evidence of this. (Information 

on my research methods is in chapter 3). As I interviewed key players in the 

development of certification associations, I discovered that they typically had little 

knowledge of the other field. As I explained the topic of my research, my interview 

subjects often said they would be interested in learningyrom me about other types of 

certification. What they did know about the other type of certification was usually based 

on very recent attempts to build links between the two. Furthermore, when I asked them 
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to suggest additional people for me to interview (having told them of the comparative 

nature of my research), not one of the 37 subjects mentioned a person central to 

certification in the other field. In a network analysis of referrals (available from the 

author on request), it is clear that there is an un-bridged gap between those working on 

apparel/labor standards certification and forest products/environmental certification. 

While this preliminary assessment should not cause us to reject the diffusion argument 

altogether, it does indicate that there is a good deal more than diffusion going on here, 

and that the dynamics in each field are worthy of careful study. 

Table 1.2 Shortcomings in applying common approaches to the rise of private regulatory 
systems in the apparel and forest products fields 

Ethical consumerism Lack of pre-existing markets for certified products 

Globalization of markets Different market structures, same regulatory form 

Threat of state intervention Little evidence of credible and hostile state threats 

Diffusion through "carriers" Few clear channels of diffusion across fields 

The Puzzle 

In sum, the emergence of private certification associations in the apparel and 

forest products fields is largely unanticipated by common accounts of private regulation 

and institutional change. For the consumer demand approach, it is puzzling that sizeable 

certification programs have emerged with only small pockets of consumer demand. The 

market-globalization approach would not expect similar private regulatory systems to 
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emerge out of industries with such different structures—only one of which is susceptible 

to dynamics spurred by the hyper-mobility of capital. The state threat approach would 

not expect private regulation to have emerged in either of these cases, since neither 

industry was subject to substantial threats of hostile state intervention. The diffusion 

approach fails to explain how a similar regulatory form could emerge in two industries 

when the channels for diffusion across industries were largely absent. Given all this, how 

can we explain why private regulatory associations have emerged to certify both forests 

and factories? 

To be clear, this puzzle does not imply that these theoretical approaches are 

useless. In fact, the solution proposed in the rest of the dissertation will build on insights 

about globalization, threat, diffusion, and the construction of consumer demand. But by 

themselves, these approaches too easily allow us to overlook the broader institutional 

environment and the historical processes through which regulatory options emerge, both 

of which turn out to be decisive. Chapter 2 develops an integrated, multi-dimensional 

institutional approach, which sets out a framework for the three main empirical analyses. 

Certification and Regulatory Forms: Specifying the Possibilities 

The emergence of remarkably similar certification programs across two very 

different fields suggests that these programs may be instances of a more general form of 

regulation.^ To move toward a fuller understanding of this, it is useful to situate labor 

^ I use a broad definition of regulation as a system for the social control of industry (Zald 
1978). In this sense, the term covers both traditional images of government regulation 
and different sorts of regimes that attempt to constrain or direct the behavior of firms. 
Whether practices like certification, independent monitoring, codes of conduct and the 
like will ultimately be considered "regulation," will depend on the extent to which they 
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what these cases are cases of, and to think about what other regulatory arrangements were 

possible outcomes in the apparel and forest products fields. 

Since the early 1980s, the variety of regulatory forms has increased dramatically, 

and social scientists have barely managed to keep up in their efforts to classify these 

(Gunningham and Grabosky 1998; Breyer 1982; Mitnick 1980). As a starting point, 

regulatory forms can be arrayed along two basic dimensions—who does the regulating 

and how they do it, what I refer to as regulatory actors and regulatory strategies, 

respectively. For each of these dimensions, I discuss three ideal-typical categories, then 

cross the categories to consider combinations. 

REGULATORY ACTORS—GOVERNMENTAL, INTER-GOVERNMENTAL, PRIVATE 

These categories build upon distinctions between public and private forms of 

regulation. Government regulation is administered by a state agency, and its stipulations 

typically apply within the boundaries of the nation-state and are mandatory. Inter

governmental forms of regulation are meant to apply across state boundaries, but they are 

constituted through agreements between governments. Private, non-governmental forms 

of regulation are led by private groups, such as industry associations, professional 

associations, and NGOs—forms that Streeck and Schmitter (1985) call "private interest 

government." This category includes both pure self-regulation, in which an industry 

association imposes controls on its own members, as well as private forms of regulation 

that involve cooperation between firms, NGOs, professions, and others. Unlike 

get systematized and institutionalized. For the time being, I consider these programs 
systematic enough to be provisionally treated as embodying regulatory forms. 
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governmental and inter-governmental systems, private forms of regulation typically lack 

the ability to make participation mandatory. 

It is worth noting that this categorization, at this point, ignores forms that combine 

governmental or inter-governmental and private actors, like various forms of mixed-

public private regulation and corporatist bargaining structures (Boddewyn 1985; 

Schneiberg and Bartley 2001; Ayres and Braithwaite 1992; Streeck and Schmitter 1985). 

I return to this issue after presenting the basic ideal-typical forms. 

REGULATORY STRATEGIES—ADMINISTRATION, INFORMATION, OR PROPERTY RIGHTS 

The term "regulation" typically conjures up an image of direct administrative 

control and fixed standards. In the U.S., from the Progressive era through the 1970s, 

most economic and social regulation occurred through direct administration. Through 

innovations and political assaults, however, direct administration has become only one of 

several regulatory strategies. Critics call administrative forms of regulation "command 

and control," while supporters argue that these are the only forms of "real regulation." 

Administrative strategies depend on and the existence of some body with the authority to 

set standards and enforce them. Enforcement tends to occur through formal sanctioning 

mechanisms, but these may be of widely varying strengths.'" 

Property rights strategies are a market-based form of regulation that attempt to 

align firms' incentives with some other type of goal—such as making workplaces safe, 

protecting the environment, etc. To do this, these larger goals get transformed into 

commodities traded in a market, and it is left to market dynamics to determine the 

In other words, administrative regulation depends on some form of "policing," but this 
says nothing about the shoddiness of the police work. 
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behavior of any particular actor. Standards are set only for the total allowable amount of 

the "collective bad" to be regulated, and the market dictates how much firms have to pay 

for rights or permits to contribute to the bad.'' Such tradable permit programs have been 

developed to deal with air and water pollution, ozone-depleting chemicals, water 

supplies, lead in gasoline, and global warming (Tietenberg 1998, 2001; Braithwaite and 

Drahos 2000). According to the economic theories that inspired them, these "cap and 

trade" programs should lead firms to invest in cleaner technologies as pollution gets more 

costly because of a ratcheting-down of the overall allowable level of pollution. Although 

there has been little movement toward implementing property rights strategies to address 

labor or other social problems, the increasing use of market tools in governance (like 

school vouchers) suggests that something like a property rights strategy could potentially 

be used in other domains.'^ 

A third regulatory strategy uses information, approbation, and shaming to affect 

industry operations.'^ Information may take a number of forms—-from databases, to 

product labels, to public reporting. Like property rights systems, "regulation by 

information" appears to be an increasingly popular regulatory form. "Disclosure 

" As an example, if you wanted to reduce pollution following a property rights strategy, 
you would not set a standard for how much each firm can pollute. Instead, you would set 
an aggregate level of allowable pollution, sell a fixed number of rights to pollute a 
specific amount, then let the market set the price for polluting (Breyer 1982). 

Is it much more absurd than the sale of "pollution rights" to imagine the auctioning of 
something like "exploitation rights" or "clear-cutting" rights? Going further, in a 
sarcastic critique of tradable rights programs, Todd Gitlin suggested that states might sell 
credits for murder, rape, and armed robbery (Tokar 1997:37). 

Fligstein (forthcoming) emphasizes the distinction between "hard law" and "soft law." 
I view my typology as basically consistent with this approach (information being a form 
of soft law) but have attempted to pay more attention to particular social control 
mechanisms—some of which are probably softer than others. 
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strategies, which involve public and/or private attempts to increase the availability of 

information on pollution, form the basis for what some have called the third wave in 

pollution control policy (after legal regulation—the first wave—and market-based 

instruments—the second wave)" (Tietenberg and Wheeler 1998:1). The impact of 

regulation by information depends on enforcement actions by some external audience— 

i.e. consumers, investors, business partners, or others. In many cases, this strategy forces 

firms to produce information that would otherwise be kept secret, thus increasing 

"transparency" (the new buzzword) and opening up industry practices to external 

scrutiny. Sometimes the purpose is to "perfect" a market by moving closer to the 

condition of full information (Breyer 1982) while in other cases information is used as a 

basis for informal enforcement actions, like social movement campaigns, lawsuits, or 

"shaming" activity directed at firms.Some instances of the information-based strategy 

focus on disclosure and reporting of relatively raw and unprocessed information, as with 

many "right to know" initiatives. Others use more codified forms of information, like 

labels, seals of approval, and standardized statements, which may rest on the judgments 

of experts. Such certification and labeling strategies have been used to address electrical 

safety (the Underwriters Laboratory "UL" label), the use of child labor (the Rugmark 

The notion that "shaming" could be an effective social control strategy in large, 
complex, contemporary societies gained prominence in the field of criminal justice. In 
fact, one of the main proponents of shaming as a crime control strategy, is also a key 
academic figure in debates about new types of regulatory forms (Braithwaite 1989; Ayres 
and Braithwaite 1992). In addition, there's a striking irony that shaming—a form of 
social control typically associated with small, simple, tight-knit groups—is experiencing 
a resurgence at the same time that globalization is making the world a more complex 
system. 
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program), and a number of other issues, as will be discussed at other points in the 

dissertation. 

Table 1.3 A preliminary typology of regulatory forms 

ACTOR 

Governmental 
Inter
governmental 

Private, non
governmental 

s 
T 

Administration 
—standards set by some 
authoritative body 

—results depend on 
enforcement through formal 
sanctions (but these may be of 
widely varying strengths) 

—"command and control," "real 
regulation" 

OSHA, EEOC, 
FDA, Bans on 
prison labor. 
Endangered 
Species Act 

International 
conventions on 
food, whaling, 
endangered 
species, CFCs, 
biodiversity; US-
Cambodia trade 
agreement, 
NAALC 

Hays code, 
Chemical 
industry's 
Responsible Care 
program, Some 
forms of ADR 

R 
A 
T 
E 
G 
Y 

Property rights 
—sales or auctions of rights to 
contribute to some collective 
bad 
—results depend on firms' 
economizing and the market 
prices of permits versus 
"cleaner" technologies 
—"cap and trade" 

Clean Air Act and 
the Chicago Board 
of trade market for 
sulfur dioxide 
emission credits^ 
Markets for acid 
rain permits 

Kyoto Protocol 
provisions for 
Greenhouse gas 
credit-trading 

"Forest banking" 

Information 
—information disseminated to 
consumers, investors, business 
partners, communities, etc. 
—results depend on 
enforcement by these groups 
—information may be codified 
to a greater or lesser degree (e.g. 
labels vs. databases) 
—"right to know," 
"transparency" 

Community right-
to-know acts, EPA 
Toxics Release 
Inventory. 
Government eco-
labeling 

EU Eco-labeling 
scheme 

Motion picture 
ratings. Corporate 
social and 
environmental 
accountability 
reporting. Forest 
and labor standards 
certification 



41 

COMBINATIONS: IDEAL-TYPICAL REGULATORY FORMS 

By crossing the two dimensions, we can begin to see the variety of regulatory 

forms that exist, and that might be considered possible outcomes in the apparel and forest 

products fields. Table 1.3 illustrates the typology and shows some examples. 

In the upper-left comer of the table are "traditional" forms of government 

regulation by administration, common to many of the well known regulatory agencies in 

the U.S.—the Food and Drug Administration, Interstate Commerce Commission, Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission, and the Occupational Health and Safety 

Administration. Legislative acts, like bans on the import of products made by prison 

labor or restrictions imposed by the Endangered Species Act, also fall into this cell. 

Examples of inter-governmental forms of regulation by administration are 

standard-setting agreements, like the Codex Alimentarus on food products (Simula 1996), 

the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (Porter et al. 2000), the 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (Porter et al. 2000), the 

Montreal Protocol on ozone-depleting CFCs (Porter et al. 2000; Reichman and Canan 

2003), and the convention on biodiversity that resulted from the 1992 UN "Earth 

Summit." Some agreements on labor standards also fall into this category, like the 

NAFTA labor side-agreements—the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation 

(NAALC)—and U.S. trade agreements with Cambodia and Jordan that include 

stipulations about labor conditions (Tsogas 2001; Wells-Dang 2002). 

Administrative systems may also be set up privately. For instance, in the early 

1930s, the motion picture industry in the U.S. created the Motion Picture Production 
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Code ("Hays code"), a self-regulatory set of standards for ensuring "decency" in movies. 

More recently, in the wake of the 1984 disaster at a Union Carbide plant in Bhopal, India, 

chemical manufacturers' associations in North America created a set of safety and 

environmental standards for their members, called the Responsible Care program (see 

King and Lennox 2000). Some forms of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) are also 

operated privately, without the involvement of government (Morrill forthcoming). 

Moving to the next row of the table, some examples of government regulation 

based on market-based, property rights strategies are shown. The most notable of these is 

the system for trading sulfur dioxide credits that was created by amendments to the Clean 

Air Act in 1990. This plan granted credits to companies that reduced sulfur dioxide 

emissions, and allowed these credits to be sold to other companies that preferred to pay 

for the right to pollute rather than reducing emissions (Tokar 1997). The EPA soon set 

up a market for sulfur dioxide emissions credits at the Chicago Board of Trade (Levin 

and Espeland 2001). 

The U.S. government extended this idea to the international level by pushing for a 

credit trading system to be part of the Kyoto protocol on greenhouse gas emissions.'^ 

The protocol includes a system for "one state buying [emissions] reductions 

accomplished by other states, to apply them against the purchaser's quota" (Braithwaite 

and Drahos 2000:289; Porter et al. 2000; Harper 2001). It also grants credits for forests 

that qualify as "carbon sinks." 

Of course, the U.S. refused to sign onto the Kyoto protocol, and proposed a fully 
market-based system as an alternative. 
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Private regulation through property rights is a more elusive form. One example is 

a program of "forest banking" as a way to preserve biological diversity in forest lands. 

The Nature Conservancy has created a system through which landowners can "bank" 

their most ecologically sensitive forest lands and receive interest income if they are 

preserved rather than harvested (The Nature Conservancy website, www.nature.org). 

The last row of the table represents different types of regulation by information. 

Governmental versions of environmental regulation by information focused on the 

environment rose to prominence through various community right-to-know initiatives 

passed in the 1970s and 80s, and most notably the Emergency Planning and Community 

Right-to-Know Act, passed by the U.S. Congress in 1986 (Steingraber 1997). As part of 

this act, the EPA created the "Toxics Release Inventory," through which companies' 

reports on their emissions are made public (Grant and Downey 1996). More codified 

sorts of information are produced by government-sponsored eco-labeling programs 

(Markandya 1997). After the first of these, the German "Blue Angel" label, was created 

in 1977 (Delbruck 1997), a number governments across Europe and elsewhere created 

eco-labeling systems. In the U.S., the recently passed USDA standards for labeling 

organic produce (Ingram and Ingram forthcoming) may be considered a similar example 

of governmental regulation by information. Also in this category are government 

To non-industrial private forest owners in the U.S, the Forest Banking program 
suggests, "As a forest owner, you can lease your forest to the Bank and receive an annual 
payment equal to 4% of the value of your standing timber and still have access to the full 
cash value of your timber when you need it. During the lease period, timber and wildlife 
habitat improvements are carried out at the Bank's expense" (Nature Conservancy 
Indiana Chapter website, http: //nature. org/where we worlc/northanierica/ states/i n di ana/ 
news/news 1040.html). 

http://www.nature.org
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mandates for labels showing the country of origin of garments and ingredients for food 

products. 

Regulation by information has also occurred at the inter-governmental level, most 

notably through the European Union's eco-labeling scheme, adopted in 1992 (Jessen 

1997). Although the EU plan met resistance and was slow to develop, it suggests that 

information based-strategies do sometimes emerge at the international level. 

Private regulation by information involves non-governmental actors setting up a 

system for reporting, public recognition, or shaming. One example of a purely self-

regulatory information system is the Motion Picture Association of America's ratings 

system (G, PG, R, X), created in 1968. Private regulation by information has existed for 

some time, but seems to have gained an increased presence recently—as seen in efforts at 

standardizing corporate reporting on social or environmental performance, like the 

CERES principles and the Global Reporting Initiative (see Gray, Owen, and Maunder 

1987; Zadek, Pruzan, and Evans 1997). Most importantly, of course, the forest 

certification and labor standards certification/monitoring initiatives that are the focus of 

this dissertation are cases of private regulation by information. All of these include some 

sort of public recognition of companies that have had their operations inspected— 

sometimes through product labels. In addition, much of the debate about these programs 

has focused on how much information they should release and the "transparency" of the 

monitoring and certification process. This is a further testament to the central role that 

information plays in these programs. 
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE TYPOLOGY 

Given this typology, the question is why a form of private regulation based on 

information emerged in the apparel and forest products fields, as opposed to other 

options. Why have these two fields seen the rise of private regulation rather than 

governmental or inter-governmental regulation? And why has information emerged as 

the key regulatory tool, rather than administration or property rights? 

Several other issues emerge from this typology. First, the typology presents static 

regulatory forms, but the cases at hand focus on systems that are just emerging. 

Therefore it makes sense to pay attention to the extent to which practices get 

systematized into regulatory or proto-regulatory regimes, as opposed to existing merely 

as ad hoc practices. In other words, what conditions lead a set of practices (e.g. 

monitoring of factories, certification of forests, etc.) to crystallize into regulatory 

regimes? 

Second, the ideal types of regulatory forms included in the typology obscure a 

great deal of messiness that can occur as a result of mixtures of these elements— 

particularly involving the regulatory actors. In fact, most forms of regulation are neither 

fully governmental, intergovernmental, or private. Most involve some combination of 

actors from government, international governmental organizations, companies, and 

NGOs (Streeck and Schmitter 1985; Boddewyn 1985; Ayres and Braithwaite 1992). 

Although the typology sketched above can, I believe, take us a fair distance in thinking 

about labor-standards and environmental certification, my analyses will ultimately reveal 

an intense blurriness around some of the lines in the typology—particularly those 
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separating public from private forms of regulation. One result of this research— 

developed in the final chapter—should be the begirmings of a refined scheme for thinking 

about regulatory forms that captures some of this blurriness and complexity. 

Notes on the Significance of Private Regulation for Labor and the Environment 

Although the focus of this dissertation is on the emergence of private regulation, it 

is important to keep in mind some limits and potentials of these sorts of systems for 

fundamentally altering the conditions of workers and the natural environment. The 

central question: Will certification projects successfully institutionalize a model of 

industry social control that "raises the bar" and translates into improved global labor 

conditions and more ecologically sound uses of forests? Or will these systems reproduce 

or exacerbate global labor and environmental conditions, by shielding corporations, de

mobilizing protest, foreclosing more stringent regulatory options, or providing cover for 

capitalist-led globalization? The answer is beyond the scope of this research, but several 

orienting propositions should be kept in mind. 

First, certification systems deal in reputation, which means they have the potential 

effect of "greenwashing" reality, or cleaning up corporate images without changing 

practices on the ground. In addition, they are privatized forms of regulation, so they 

potentially conflict with democratic ideals of openness and accountability. Since 

corporations typically play some role, whatever impacts these programs may have will 

likely be limited—although not necessarily unsubstantial. Furthermore, their impacts 

depend on the enforcement activity of external actors, like consumers, investors, 

suppliers, etc.—without which they have little power. 
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Yet even given these limitations, certification programs represent something 

significant on the global governance scene. At their best, they allow credible NGOs to 

"discipline" companies, temper corporate control of the certification process, and help to 

solidify linkages between social movements/civil society in affluent countries and 

workers and forest-dependent communities in the global south. The emergence of private 

regulation may also eventually have unintended effects, for instance, by changing the 

structure of industries or shaping the strategies pursued by activist groups. Ultimately, 

the impact of certification will depend on who wins out in the competition to define and 

control this form—a competition that is as of yet unsettled (and is described in chapter 

five). In the final chapter of the dissertation, I return to these issues to assess how my 

findings impact how we should think about their significance. 



CHAPTER 2: TOWARD AN INSTITUTIONAL APPROACH TO 

CERTIFICATION 

Broadly speaking, the problem with the theories discussed in chapter one is that 

they pay insufficient attention to institutional arrangements that constrain and enable 

economic and political action, the wider set of actors that constitute organizational fields, 

and the links between macro- and meso-level changes. Institutional theories (DiMaggio 

and Powell 1991; Scott 2001; Brinton and Nee 1998; Fligstein 1996) provide a guide for 

addressing these issues, particularly through their accounts of institutional emergence. 

By drawing on accounts of institutional emergence based in organizational neo-

institutionalism and rational choice theory, and taking stock of some of the criticisms of 

these theories, an integrated framework for the dissertation can be pieced together. This 

framework is sensitive to local dynamics of political and organizational conflict and 

competition, as well as to higher-level structures of opportunity and constraint. It is a 

three-pronged approach that highlights political, organizational, and cultural dimensions 

of institutional emergence, and implies a decidedly historical, process-oriented 

methodology. 

Gaps in Common Accounts of Private Regulation 

Part of the solution to the puzzle outlined in chapter one is to move away from a 

logic that assumes that regulatory and organizational structures emerge automatically in 

response to a need, gap, or pressure. This involves opening up the "black box" that 

connects macro-level processes—like globalization—with meso-level outcomes—like 

the creation of particular kinds of associations. At their worst, some of the common 
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approaches to private regulation devolve into functionalist theories that explain an event 

solely on the basis of its consequences: Private regulatory systems emerge because they 

fill a gap left by the decline of the state and provide flexible forms of governance to 

support globalized, flexible accumulation, or because they shield corporations from state 

intervention. The historical turn in the social sciences (McDonald 1996) has, in part, 

been an attempt to move away from various forms of functionalist explanation and show 

how actors craft social institutions. This does not mean that institutions cannot end up 

serving larger purposes (functions), or even that they might be created in order to serve 

these purposes, but it does mean that any satisfactory explanation must pay attention to 

the individuals and organizations that carry this out—actors that translate macro-level 

demands/gaps/pressures into concrete organizations and institutional arrangements. 

Actors are, of course, embedded in higher-level systems of constraint and 

opportunity, which shape the options for founding organizations and crafting institutions. 

In fact, sociological institutionalism portrays social systems generally as multiple layers 

of partially overlapping rule-resource sets that are negotiated by individual and collective 

actors (Friedland and Alford 1991; Stryker 1994; Sewell 1992). 

This recognition of institutional embeddedness leads to a revision of the 

globalization approach to private regulation. Theories that equate globalization with 

increases in capital mobility, international competition, and global commodity chains 

suggest that changes in the structure and operation of markets have wide ranging 

implications on politics, undermining the structural capacity of nation-states and even 

bringing about the "eclipse" of the state. This line of research has paid much less 
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attention to political, ideological, and institutional structures that allow for or accompany 

the globalization of capital. Evans (1997) argues that this oversight has led scholars to 

faulty conclusions about the "eclipse" of the state: 

If eclipse does occur, it will not be the inexorable result of any ironclad 
structural logic. The economic logic of globalization does not in itself 
dictate eclipse. While globalization does make it harder for states to 
exercise economic initiative, it also increases both the potential returns 
from effective state action and the costs of incompetence. Only when 
viewed through the peculiar prism of our current global ideological order 
does globalization logically entail movement toward statelessness. This 
global ideological order grows, in turn, as much out of the prejudices and 
ideologies of dominant global actors as out of any logic of interests. 
(pp.73-74) 

Taking stock of the institutions of globalization means paying attention to the social and 

cultural arrangements that define and facilitate "free trade." These include trade 

agreements and international organizations like the General Agreement on Tariffs and 

Trade (GATT), World Trade Organization (WTO), North American Free Trade 

Agreement (NAFTA), European Union, and others (Fligstein and Sweet 2002; Fligstein 

forthcoming). Sociologists have largely neglected the study of these structures, even 

though they are central to an economic sociology of globalization (Fligstein 

forthcoming). 

In addition to trade agreements, the institutional infrastructure of globalization 

includes global standards regimes like the International Organization for Standardization 

(ISO). The ISO is an international non-governmental organization created in 1947 to 

coordinate the work of national standards bodies. The technical standards published by 

the ISO have facilitated the growth of international supply chains. In the 1980s, ISO 

developed the ISO 9000 series of standards for management systems, which were 
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inspired in part by Japanese quality circles and the Total Quality Management movement, 

and were often made conditions for securing contracting with major manufacturing firms 

(e.g. automakers). Social scientists have only recently begun to pay attention to the ISO 

and inquire into its direct and indirect roles in the global economy (Brunsson and 

Jacobsson 2000). As later parts of this dissertation will demonstrate, the existence and 

expansion of ISO has had important impacts on private regulatory systems dealing with 

labor, the environment, and beyond. 

Common approaches to private regulation can also be refined by paying attention 

to the wider set of actors in "organizational fields," rather than just firms and states. An 

organizational field is made up of "those organizations that, in the aggregate, constitute a 

recognized area of institutional life: key suppliers, resource and product consumers, 

regulatory agencies, and other organizations that produce similar services or products" 

(DiMaggio and Powell 1991:64-5). A field is broader than the typical notion of an 

industry, since a field includes organizations that contribute to the production process 

only indirectly. Neo-institutional researchers have been quick to point to the importance 

of elite field-level actors like professionals, consultants, and rating bureaus (DiMaggio 

1991; Dezalay and Garth 1996; Zuckerman 1999; Ferguson 1998), but have only recently 

begun to pay attention to another set of actors that often inhabit organizational fields— 

social movements (Rao, Morrill, and Zald 2000; Lounsbury 2001; Schneiberg 2002).'^ 

While social movement theory has typically paid more attention to state policy than to 
organizational outcomes (Diani 1997), and organizational theory has paid more attention 
to conformity than conflict (Mizruchi and Fein 1999), these two literatures are 
increasingly coming to examine their interconnections. Some of this has taken the form 
of a meta-theoretical integration, as organizational researchers appropriate the language 
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Research on social movements in organizational fields has shown that although 

they are often less powerful than other field actors, and rarely achieve what they would 

recognize as "success," social movements have had important impacts on organizational 

forms, policies, and standard operating procedures (Rao et al. 2000; Lounsbury 2001; 

Clemens 1997; Schneiberg 2002). Examining the interaction between social movements 

and organizations is especially important given that many contemporary movements have 

taken on corporations directly—^rather than lobbying governments—^through "corporate 

campaigns" that target firm reputations and other players in the organizational field 

(suppliers, shareholders, customers, etc.). Furthermore, the growth of transnational 

networks among activists has changed the playing field for global governance, and has 

helped social movements increase their scope and level of coordination (Keck and 

Sikkink 1998). All this suggests that social movements—and their more institutionalized 

counterparts, NGOs—are likely to be much more important in the construction of 

certification associations than common theories of private regulation would suppose. 

The Rise of Private Regulation as Institutional Emergence: A Framework for the 

Analysis 

Although institutional theory in sociology is most commonly associated with 

dynamics of legitimacy, reproduction, and mimesis, theories of institutional emergence 

provide useful lenses for examining innovation and change. The variety of 

"institutionalisms" in the social sciences have produced two dominant imageries of 

of social movement scholars (e.g., resource mobilization, framing, etc.). Other strands, 
however, involve inquiry into the impact of social movement campaigns on the policies 
and operations of private and non-profit organizations. 
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institutional emergence. One is associated with the new institutional economics 

(Williamson 1985; North 1991) and rational choice institutionalism (Brinton and Nee 

1998; Ostrom 1990; Hechter 1990). The other is associated with the new institutionalism 

in organizational analysis (DiMaggio and Powell 1991; Scott 2001). By integrating 

these, and taking account of their criticisms, an overall analytic framework for 

understanding the rise of certification can be constructed. 

INSTITUTIONAL EMERGENCE AS STRATEGIC PROBLEM-SOLVING: THE 

ECONOMIC/RATIONAL CHOICE APPROACH 

For economists and rational choice theorists, institutions are conceived of as 

"rules of the game" that define the payoffs and losses to different courses of action. As 

such, they are necessary components for forms of interaction like market exchange. As 

Nee and Ingram (1998) describe them, 

institutions are important in economic life because they reduce uncertainty 
in human interactions and help solve the problem of coordination, 
especially in modern economies when specialization and the division of 
labor give rise to the need for sustaining complex exchanges over time and 
across space. Given the imperative in modern economies for increased 
reliance on impersonal exchange, institutions provide a basis for credible 
commitment, without which complex economic transactions become 
mired in high transaction costs, (pp. 20-21). 

Yet just because institutions are needed does not mean that they will 

automatically emerge. In fact, in economic and rational choice accounts, the creation of 

institutions is beset by a series of collective action and coordination problems— 

particularly problems of free-riding, enforcing agreements, and excluding non-

participants from consuming collective goods (Hechter 1990). In the area of natural 

resources, researchers have provided insights into institutional emergence by considering 
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the "tragedy of the commons" and its possible solutions (Ostrom 1990; Ostrom et al. 

2002; Schlager 2002). Typically, in rational choice accounts, institutions emerge 

incrementally as products of actors' repeated attempts to solve various types of collective 

action problems (Knight 1995). Consider Ostrom's (1990) argument about how actors 

who rely on a common resource pool work to create cooperative institutions: 

By definition, trial-and-error methods involve error, perhaps even 
disasters. Over time, appropriators [users of the resource] gain a more 
accurate understanding of the physical world and what to expect from the 
behavior of others. Appropriators in many settings are strongly motivated 
to find better solutions to their problems if they can. The economic 
livelihood of the appropriators depends on their ingenuity in solving 
individual and joint problems, (p.34) 

The economic/rational choice account thus places strategic action at the center of the 

process of institutional emergence. In addition, this account tends to see endogenous 

problem-solving as more central to explaining new institutions than are exogenous 

shocks or the copying of existing institutions (Hechter 1990; Abell 1995). Explanations 

of institutional emergence here are decidedly "bottom up," in line with the tenets of 

methodological individualism. 

To some extent, economic institutionalism argues that institutional arrangements 

get selected for survival and full institutionalization to the extent that they effectively 

produce solutions to the problems they were intended to address. It should be said, 

however, that rational choice theorists are more likely to allow power to enter this 

equation, and prominent economic institutionalists have argued that path dependence 

may play a role as well (North 1991). 
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In sum, at the micro- and meso-levels, the economic/rational choice account 

draws attention to strategic, purposive action that is subject to a range of coordination and 

collective action problems. At the macro-level, this form of institutionalism tends to 

expect institutions to evolve toward greater efficiency, although it sometimes recognizes 

that this may be hindered by path dependence and other factors. 

Rational choice theory has been criticized for portraying individuals as forming 

stable preference-orderings on the basis of individual calculations. This sometimes leads 

to a downplaying of the larger social context in which individuals are embedded, as well 

as those conditions under which preferences may be unstable, unclear, or variable 

(Smelser 1998; Bartley and Schneiberg 2002). Furthermore, although some scholars 

integrated rational choice imageries with analyses of power (Bowman 1989; Przeworski 

1985), many economic and rational choice theories overlook power and reduce power 

struggles to competition. 

INSTITUTIONAL EMERGENCE AS CULTURALLY EMBEDDED PROJECT: THE 

ORGANIZATIONAL NEO-INSTITUTIONALIST APPROACH 

Neo-institutionalism in organizational analysis provides a different image of 

institutions and their emergence. This more culturally oriented body of work sees 

institutions as more than just rules of the game. In addition to being "constraining and 

proscriptive," institutions are also "constitutive and prescriptive" (Clemens and Cook 

1999). They are "supraorganizational patterns of human activity by which individuals 

and organizations produce and reproduce their material subsistence and organize time 
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and space. They are also symbolic systems, ways of ordering reality, and thereby 

rendering experience of time and space meaningful" (Friedland and Alford 1991:243). 

Neo-institutionalists' macro-level account of institutional emergence treats 

institutional arrangements as instantiations of larger cultural models (Meyer et al. 1997; 

Frank 2002). This line of research portrays institutional emergence as a top-down 

process that is inextricably linked to world-cultural models. The models define the 

appropriate institutions and actors, rather than the other way around. Furthermore, 

practices become institutions to the extent that they resonate with world-cultural 

principles. 

More meso-level neo-institutional accounts inject more agency into the process of 

institutional emergence. Here, new institutions are meaningful projects that are 

championed by "institutional entrepreneurs" (DiMaggio 1991). These are individual or 

organizational actors who, through the use of social networks and "social skill" are able 

to mobilize resources and stimulate cooperation (Fligstein 2001b). They are the 

"catalysts giving impetus and direction to social change" as well as the individuals that 

"everybody knows" (Reichman and Canan 2003:58). 

New institutional forms are a result of actors drawing on, copying, or re-

combining existing cultural models. Here, institutional emergence does not occur in a 

"state of nature," but rather is embedded in a set of overlapping, sometimes contradictory 

sets of cultural schemas and "logics" provided by existing institutions (Friedland and 

Alford 1991; Clemens 1997; Sewell 1992; Schneiberg and Soule forthcoming). 



This brand of institutionahsm argues that the selection of institutional 

arrangements is governed by cultural and political dynamics, not efficiency. On one 

hand, even institutions that are poorly suited to solving the relevant problems may 

survive if they have the right cultural make-up (Meyer and Rowan 1977). In addition, 

efficiency itself is partly a social construction (Dobbin 1994). In this account, it is the 

endorsement of professions and states—and the legitimacy that these grant—that 

determines which institutions "stick" (DiMaggio 1991; Fligstein 1996; Rao 1998). 

Neo-institutionalism has been criticized for over-emphasizing compliance and 

conformity, while neglecting power and strategic action (Perrow 1985; Hirsch 1997). In 

practice, many of the studies that use neo-institutional theory have attributed a great deal 

of organizational change to mimetic isomorphism, ignoring other more political and 

conflictual accounts of isomorphism (Mizruchi and Fein 1999). In response to these 

criticisms, a number of scholars have begun to push political contestation to the fore of 

neo-institutional theory—drawing attention to struggles over industry governance 

(Schneiberg and Bartley 2001), the fit between nascent institutions and political culture 

(Rao 1998) and power-laden conflict (Brint and Karabel 1991).'^ 

AN INTEGRATED APPROACH TO INSTITUTIONAL EMERGENCE: POLITICAL, 

ORGANIZATIONAL, AND CULTURAL DIMENSIONS 

I seek to integrate these accounts in a way that pushes past images of institutions 

as either efficient solutions to problems or merely reflections of cultural principles. 

Neo-Marxist theories of institutional change (Gordon, Edwards, and Reich 1982; 
Aglietta 1979) would seem to hold potential for building a conflict-oriented approach to 
institutional emergence. Unfortunately, these theories have been developed a macro level 
and require significant elaboration for application in more meso-level contexts. 
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While emerging institutions are indeed products of strategic problem-solving activity, as 

well as some ritualistic borrowing and mimesis, I argue that they are best conceptualized 

as sets of practices that are in competition to become dominant institutions, in a field 

shaped by power, interests, and pre-existing institutional arrangements. From rational 

choice theories, this approach borrows a focus on strategic action, grounded in the 

interests and social positions of actors. From organizational institutionalism, the 

approach adopts a focus on institutional entrepreneurs situated in political and cultural 

milieus. The approach highlights three interconnected dimensions of institutional 

emergence—^political, organizational, and cultural. 

Political Dimension 

Institutional emergence is shaped by the political context in which it occurs. 

Political processes and structures foreclose some options for institutional emergence and 

elaboration, and facilitate others. This dimension resonates with neo-institutionalists' 

emphasis on endorsement of nascent institutions by state actors (Fligstein 1996; Rao 

1998) but also draws attention to the structure of political opportunities faced by 

institutional entrepreneurs—that is, a structuring of opportunities that precedes 

endorsement. The chances that a critical mass will emerge to contribute to an institution-

building process depends on the structure of opportunities that actors face. In addition, 

the structure of political opportunities affects the specific form and content of emerging 

institutional arrangements, by channeling institutional entrepreneurship in some 

directions rather than others. 
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But this political dimension involves more than fixed structures of opportunity 

and constraint. It also highlights dynamics of contention and struggle that serve as the 

motors for institutional projects. As in rational choice institutionalism, there is a focus on 

strategic action here, and actors do attempt to "get the institutions right" in a way that fits 

their interests. But power crucially shapes whose interests ultimately get embedded in 

institutional arrangements. Furthermore, the dynamics of contestation can produce new 

interests, altered interests, or new conceptions of an appropriate solution. Social 

movement challenges are particularly important to this process, since they represent 

conscious attempts to disrupt the functioning of existing institutions (Piven and Cloward 

1971) and to exploit the contradictions inherent in the overlapping institutional logics that 

organize social life (Clemens 1997). Furthermore, the interaction between social 

movements and their targets can produce unintended consequences, in the shape of 

countermovements (Zald and Useem 1987; Meyer and Staggenborg 1996; Rao et al. 

2000), attempts at cooptation (Selznick 1949), or altered frames and demands (Ellingson 

1995). This examination of social movement dynamics supplements the focus on state 

intervention and industry response in neo-corporatist theories of private regulation. 

Organizational Dimension 

Institutional emergence is also an organizational process, since it depends on the 

embedding of institutional models in functioning—and surviving—organizations. In the 

seminal article, "Social Structure and Organizations," Stinchcombe (1965) argued that 

"one of the classic problems in organizational analysis is to describe the kinds of 

populations in which .. . special-purpose organizations can be invented and built to take 



over functions of government, military and police activity, economic production and 

distribution, religious activity, the socialization of the young, and so on" (p. 146). The 

process by which societal problems get taken up by organizations can have wide-ranging 

impacts on the trajectory of societies (Perrow 1991). 

Organizations are the "carriers" of institutions, and processes of organizational 

founding, evolution, competition, and death are therefore central determinants of 

institutional arrangements. An organizational account of institutional emergence can be 

constructed as something like the following: Actors in different structural locations will 

respond to or take advantage of crisis moments in different ways, and are likely to 

propose different sorts of solutions (and possibly even to define the problem quite 

differently). Competition thus ensues between alternative solutions (Berk 1994), as 

actors build organizations as vehicles for collective action. The competition between 

alternative institutional models is not an abstract competition of ideas, but rather a 

competition of organizations embodying different ideologies and frames (Ingram 1998). 

Institutionalization depends on the outcome of this competition or the "settlement" 

between competing solutions—and the crystallization of an organizational field 

(Schneiberg and Soule forthcoming; Armstrong 2002). In sum, it is not merely the 

creation of "rules of the game" that matter, but also the formation of organizations that 

embody one set of rules over others. 

Highlighting this organizational dimension of institutional emergence is 

especially important in explaining the rise of certification initiatives, where previous 

explanations have often focused on micro-level preferences (i.e., demand by consumers) 
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or macro-level dynamics (i.e., globalization and the decline of the state), to the neglect of 

meso-level processes. 

Cultural Dimension 

Often, culturally-oriented work on institutional emergence has been motivated by 

a top-down, world-culture approach. For instance, Frank's (2002) article on "The 

Origins Question" treats the emergence of international environmental institutions as a 

reflection of much larger cultural logics about the meaning of "nature," themselves 

shaped by an overarching "western cultural account" (Meyer et al. 1997). In contrast, my 

approach to institutional emergence follows more micro-approaches in examining the 

process of meaning-making and viewing larger models as the result of interaction 

between competing institutional entrepreneurs (Olson et al. 2002). Furthermore, there is 

enough variation within the dominant western cultural account—enough different 

interpretations of progress, rights, individualism, etc.—^to generate substantial variation in 

institutional arrangements (Rao 1998). 

Cultural meaning systems co-evolve with institutional forms and the 

organizations that embody them. Part of any institutional project is the active creation of 

theories, frames, narratives, and analogies that make sense of, situate, naturalize, or 

legitimate new practices. This "theorization" process makes diffusion and 

institutionalization possible (Strang and Meyer 1994). 

Overall, the cultural dimension of my integrated approach helps to move beyond 

simple images of diffusion as an explanation for the rise of private regulatory forms. 

Institutional emergence is shaped not so much by the spread of a fully formed model 
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from one field to another, but rather by the cultural work of clustering practices under 

larger frames, of adapting models to fit local circumstances, and of constructing interests 

in emergent models. 

OVERVIEW 

In sum, institutional emergence can be thought of as the formation of and 

competition between alternative practices/solutions/models, which gets played out in 

political, organizational, and cultural domains. Each of the empirical chapters in this 

dissertation focuses primarily on one of these domains. Chapter four looks at the 

political conditions that allowed for the initial emergence of private regulatory programs 

in the apparel and forest products fields. Chapter five extends the narrative into 

organizational domains, by looking at how actors founded new organizations, which 

served as carriers of somewhat different models of private regulation. Chapter six looks 

at the cultural work that was done to theorize and frame new practices that were 

emerging in each industry—specifically, certification and monitoring. 

The order of the empirical chapters also roughly maps onto the pattern by which 

certification emerged and developed. It initially emerged out of political struggles 

involving social movements, the companies they targeted, and state actors, as described 

in chapter four. Certification then spread through each industry through the founding of 

multiple certification associations, as discussed in chapter five. Industry actors were 

generally slow to get involved with certification, and the final empirical chapter examines 

the industry's reception and theorization of practices of certification and monitoring. 
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It should be noted that another group of scholars has recently begun to develop a 

somewhat different version of an institutional analysis of certification systems, inspired 

by rational choice accounts of institutional emergence and research on reputation 

(Garcia-Johnson, Gereffi, and Sasser 2000; Garcia-Johnson 2001). While this approach 

is in some ways consistent with the one developed here, these authors have tended to pay 

much less attention to the history of certification systems and instead focus on variables 

that can explain why they take different forms—for instance, how the structure of firms' 

reputations affect whether certification will be done as a first-party exercise (self-

certification) or through a third-party program (a certification association). While this 

work is important, its promise for explaining emergence is somewhat limited because it 

takes an equilibrium view of the current state of certification, rather than a historical one. 

These scholars tend to take the current state of certification programs as a dependent 

variable and then build explanations to account for this variation. In contrast, I view the 

current state of certification as one moment in the emergence and evolution of this 

regulatory/organizational form and attempt to explain how we got to this point—what 

alternatives were foreclosed, how actors crafted different types of certification systems, 

and how different approaches to certification have interacted with each other. 

Eventually, some combination of these two ways of explaining certification may produce 

additional insights. 

In some respects, the difference between these approaches resonates with Scott's 
(2001) discussion of "variance" and "process" approaches to the study of institutions. 



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN, DATA, AND METHODS 

This chapter develops a multi-method approach to the study of emerging private 

regulatory programs. I begin by discussing some ways in which this topic poses 

challenges for standard methodologies. I then develop a research design intended to 

overcome some of these challenges by using a historical, comparative case study 

approach, with multiple points of comparison. I next discuss the analytical approach of 

the dissertation as a whole, which is based on combining narrative and comparative 

approaches, using both qualitative and quantitative data. I then discuss the three main 

data sources—in depth interviews, coding of trade journal articles, and archival research. 

The chapter concludes with a brief preview of the methods used in each of the three 

empirical analyses and a few words about the limitations of this study. 

Methodological Challenges 

The private regulatory programs that are the focus of this dissertation are fairly 

new, having mainly emerged since the mid-1990s. Currently, a fairly diverse set of 

certification, independent monitoring, and social auditing initiatives are competing not 

only for resources and legitimacy, but also to define what these terms should mean and 

who is qualified to carry out these tasks. For example, in the apparel industry, anti-

sweatshop activists, companies, and monitoring organizations have repeatedly clashed 

over whether for-profit firms can serve as "independent monitors," or whether this term 

should be reserved for non-profit human rights organizations. In general, no single 

model of private regulation through certification or monitoring has yet been fully 

solidified, nor has such a model widely diffused across industries to become 
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institutionalized. This poses several challenges for standard social scientific 

methodologies. 

First, because systems of private regulation using certification and monitoring 

have been developed in only a few industries, we are left with a small number of cases to 

consider—or in the language of quantitative research, a small N, leaving few degrees of 

freedom. From the standpoint of mainstream quantitative methodology, small-N studies 

are extremely limited in their ability to establish patterns of causation, since there are 

many potential causal factors but only a few points of variation (cases) with which to sort 

them out and establish relationships between variables (Lieberson 1991). 

A second set of challenges derives from a tension between the tendency of most 

social science to explain outcomes retrospectively on one hand, and the newness and 

evolving character of certification and monitoring programs on the other. Seemingly 

fundamental tasks—like identifying the relevant population and specifying a dependent 

variable become problematic in this situation. For instance, because of a lack of 

standardization across private regulatory systems, it is a challenge to use the common 

strategy of analyzing "adoption" of a new organizational form in this context. In some 

certification programs, firms automatically become participants by virtue of their 

membership in an industry association, while in others, only a few leading corporations 

are likely to join. In still others, the participants in certification programs are not high-

profile corporations at all, but rather the anonymous contractors and suppliers of these 

better-known companies. So not only are different types of organizations eligible to 

participate in different private regulatory associations, but participation itself is not a 
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homogeneous outcome. Interestingly, this difficulty suggests that the "work" institutions 

do in constituting stable categories (Douglas 1986) and commensurable options 

(Espeland 1998) matters not just for practice but also for social scientific research 

(Stinchcombe 2001). 

In addition, newer, less institutionalized phenomena are inherently under-

theorized and thus the knowledge that undergirds most social scientific analysis is 

lacking. For instance, it takes a fair amount of substantive and theoretical knowledge to 

identify a set of "candidates" or a "risk set" for an outcome and thus to identify negative 

cases—that is, those cases that are eligible but lack the outcome of interest (Ragin 2000). 

Should all industries be considered candidates for developing private certification 

systems? How about all industries that generate controversy and social movement 

activities, or all industries that utilize highly global production networks? Or perhaps all 

industries that sell direct to consumers should be considered candidates. All of these may 

be reasonable bases on which to specify a risk-set, but the point is that even to sort 

through these questions, we need a stronger foundation of substantive and theoretical 

knowledge of where private regulatory programs come from and how they operate. 

Research Design 

My research design turns some of those problems on their heads—^treating 

newness and lack of standardization as opportunities rather than liabilities. As 

Stinchcombe (2001) argues, many conventional organizational research designs rely on 

data sources like industry yearbooks, which already presume a coherent and taken-for-

granted population. Many of the most important dynamics in the emergence. 
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legitimation, and solidification of a field, however, happen prior to such sources being 

available. In addition, Ragin (2000) argues that populations that are difficult to define are 

often among the most theoretically important. To capture these dynamics, while still 

gaining some analytical leverage, this dissertation uses a comparative case study 

approach, paying close attention to history and the processes by which events unfold over 

time. My focus is on the development of private regulatory programs in the apparel and 

forest products fields from the late 1980s to 2000. 

CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY 

I consider these two industries (or fields) my primary cases and use a case study 

approach to analyze each. As explained by Yin (1994), a case study "investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident" (p. 13). Perhaps the most 

important strength of the case study is to encourage attention to the broad context in 

which social dynamics operate, rather than bracketing them to pursue more 

circumscribed, scientistic styles of investigation (Feagin, Orum, and Sjoberg 1991). 

Thus, the case study is well-suited to a topic that is new, evolving, and in-flux. 

Furthermore, rather than relying on one "master" data set, case studies typically draw on 

a variety of data sources and use triangulation to empirically support arguments (Yin 

1994). A weakness of the case study approach, of course, is that it lacks leverage for 

adjudicating between rival theories or interpretations. By adding a comparative angle, 

however, I gain analytical leverage without sacrificing attention to detail and social 

context. 
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CASE SELECTION 

While most research on private certification or monitoring systems has focused on 

a single industry (Sabel et al. 2000; Esbenshade 2001; McNichol 2002, Elliott 2000), I 

compare two cases in which certification and monitoring programs have arisen—^the 

apparel and forest products fields. Why focus on these two cases in particular? 

Currently, a number of non-governmental programs use some form of certification or 

labeling in a way that addresses industry impacts—including Fair Trade labeling 

programs for coffee, chocolate, and produce; international certification of organic foods; 

certification done by groups like the Marine Stewardship Council and Sustainable 

Agriculture Network, and others. Yet environmental certification in the forest products 

industry and labor standards certification in the apparel industry make particularly good 

selections for comparative analysis for two main reasons. 

First, these were among the first programs that attempted to address the operation 

of entire industries, rather than building niche markets for products made through 

uncommon practices, as has been the strategy in organics and Fair Trade products. In 

this sense, forest certification and labor standards certification programs are attempting to 

be more "regulatory" than some other labeling efforts, although they clearly mix 

regulatory strategies with marketing ones. They are therefore highly relevant for 

assessing and refining theories of private regulation and industry governance. 

Second, apart from having private certification programs, the apparel and forest 

products fields are quite different from each other, in ways that provide leverage for 

explaining the rise of private regulation. Regulatory politics in the forest products 
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industry focuses largely on environmental issues—specifically, forest management, 

deforestation, endangered species, and ecosystem management, while labor issues like 

sweatshops, child labor, wages, and working conditions are the central political issues in 

the apparel industry. In addition to being different on surface, responses to these 

problems have historically been quite segregated, and by some accounts, labor and the 

environment are structurally different sorts of problems. Stone (1996), for instance, 

argues that labor issues differ from environmental ones since the main political 

challengers in one case (labor) depend on capital in a way that environmentalists do not. 

In addition, to extend Wilson's (1980) analytic scheme, the benefits of environmental 

regulation are typically much more dispersed than the benefits of labor regulation, which 

should have consequences for the character of regulatory politics. Thus making this 

comparison across issues allows one to better understand certification as a general 

regulatory form, which may be filled with quite different contents. 

Another important difference between these two cases lays in the structure of 

production in each industry, and the resulting capacities for capital mobility and political 

coalition formation. As discussed in the first chapter, the apparel industry is much more 

mobile than the forest products industry, and industries' propensity for capital mobility is 

often seen as linked to states' capacities to regulate. In addition, the existence of a 

several extremely large, vertically integrated forest products firms distinguishes the 

structures of these two industries. Industry structure often affects the potential of firms to 

engage in collective action to create or resist regulation or to organize private regulatory 

programs (Bowman 1989; Stigler 1971). Thus, given these industries' different 
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structures and potentials for mobility, it is surprising to find the same regulatory form 

existing in both cases. 

"MDSO" DESIGN 

Analyzing these two cases is a version of what comparative methodologists have 

called a "most different cases with a similar outcome" (MDSO) or just a "most different 

systems" design (DeMeur and Berg-Schlosser 1994; Pzreworski and Teune 1970). A 

partial solution to the problem of having too few cases and too many variables, the design 

rests on the argument that factors shared by two otherwise dissimilar cases have an 

increased likelihood of being causally relevant (Ragin 2000), while factors that differ 

across these cases are unlikely to be causally important (Pzreworski and Teune 1970:35). 

While using two dissimilar cases rarely removes all confounding factors, it forces the 

analyst to search for similarities that may not be obvious. This strategy is similar to John 

Stuart Mill's classic "method of agreemenf (Savolainen 1994), as well as qualitative 

researchers' practice of analytic induction and grounded theory construction (Glaser and 

Strauss 1967; Charmaz 1995). Yet while these latter methods attempt to be highly 

inductive, my analysis is guided by the theoretical perspectives and tools described in 

chapters one and two. 

This dissertation focuses on two "positive" cases—what is, in some views, the 

fundamental error of "sampling on the dependent variable." Yet studying positive cases 

can have several benefits. First, positive cases provide a useful starting point for 

understanding an outcome that has not previously been categorized or explained and for 

answering the question, "what is this case a case of?" (Ragin 2000). Second, positive 
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comparison of positive cases helps to identify factors that are causally irrelevant 

(Pzreworski and Teune 1970). Furthermore, examining positive cases is useful for 

identifying the necessary conditions for an outcome—that is, conditions that must be 

present in order for the outcome to be produced (Ragin 2000). Of course, to determine if 

a condition is sufficient would require a comparison of positive and negative cases, but 

this may best be accomplished after identifying necessary conditions (Ragin 2000). 

CAUSAL HETEROGENEITY AND THE USE OF SUB-UNITS 

A potential pitfall of this comparative design as discussed above is its inability to 

deal with causal heterogeneity. Because it considers only factors shared by both cases to 

be causally relevant, it eliminates the possibility that there are substantially different 

pathways to the same outcome (Ragin 1987). Furthermore, it assumes complete 

homogeneity in the outcome—in other words, that the outcomes are both formally and 

substantively the same across cases. 

In response to this, it is important to recognize the utility of identifying some 

baseline similarities between cases, even if some unshared factors end up being relevant 

for constituting different pathways. To put it another way, even different pathways may 

have the same starting point and are likely to overlap for significant distances. In any 

case, identifying similarities is a starting point for more detailed study. As Stinchcombe 

has suggested, "by the simple act of asserting that two instances are alike ... a class, a 

concept, is created, a generalization about it is offered, some evidence is brought forth. 
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and we are embarked on a scientific enterprise" (qtd. in DeMeur and Berg-Schlosser 

1994:212). 

Nevertheless, if we assume that only factors shared across two macro-level cases 

are relevant, we are potentially missing a great deal of the story. Therefore, within the 

two main cases, I examine a set of embedded sub-units of analysis—namely, the three 

main private regulatory associations in each field. For forest products, these associations 

are the Forest Stewardship Council, the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, and the program 

surrounding CSA's Sustainable Forest Management Standard. For apparel, I examine the 

Fair Labor Association, Social Accountability International, and Worldwide Responsible 

Apparel Production. Furthermore. As an extension, I also pay attention to initiatives that 

are related to these, but do not fall into the scope of the study, strictly defined (like the 

Worker Rights Consortium, ISO 14000, and others). I discuss the type of data collected 

on these associations later in this chapter. 

On one hand, looking at these "subunits" allows one to observe a theory operating 

at multiple levels—and thus increase the rigor of the test (King et al 1994). On the other 

hand, using sub-units also allows one to pay some attention to causal heterogeneity. For 

instance, if theoretically relevant factors are not shared by the two main comparative 

cases, but are shared by some of the sub-units, then that would support an argument about 

different pathways to the outcome. On the whole, my comparative case study approach, 

with embedded sub-units, can provide a good deal of analytical leverage for 

understanding the rise of private regulatory systems. While a larger set of comparisons 
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may also be helpful, this initial two case comparison takes us far beyond the current norm 

of industry-specific case studies. 

HISTORY, CONTINGENCY, AND PATH-DEPENDENCE 

Although it addresses a contemporary issue, the approach of this dissertation is 

decidedly historical. Inspired by evolutionary imageries and models of path dependence, 

historical sociologists have increasingly used the "branching tree" model as a framework 

for understanding the trajectories of economic, political, and institutional change (Gould 

and Lewontin 1979; Berk 1994). In this framework, the history of any organizational or 

institutional form is filled with alternate paths, roads not taken, and different possible 

outcomes. Furthermore, this style of analysis helps uncover the early elaboration and 

limitation of alternative models that occurs both historically and analytically before 

"lock-in" effects, path dependence, and diffusion take over (Pierson 1994). 

These approaches motivate my analyses of private regulatory programs in the 

apparel and forest products fields. I look at the emergence of certification programs over 

time, and alongside a variety of other campaigns to address labor or environmental 

conditions, using mechanisms other than private certification or monitoring associations. 

I treat these other campaigns not only as context, but also as having impacts on later 

developments. My approach follows Sewell's (1996) call for an "eventful temporality" 

and Haydu's (1998) excursis on path-dependent, iterative problem-solving. Both 

emphasize that past events profoundly shape future possibilities and that, partly as a 

result, causal dynamics may change over time. 
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ANALYTIC APPROACH 

My overall approach integrates case study methodology, historical narrative, and 

comparative analysis. Based on case study methodology, I attempt to paint a picture of 

the broad social context by drawing on a variety of data sources and types. But rather 

than draw a static picture, I pay close attention the ways in which causal dynamics unfold 

through sequences of events, played out in real time. As Mahoney (1999) explains, 

"Narrative analysis allows scholars to remain highly sensitive to causal complexity, 

sequences of processes, and a more fine-grained understanding of historical detail. But, 

when used alone, this mode of analysis can lead to unparsimonious explanations that can 

be hard to generalize beyond an individual case" (p. 1169). Following Mahoney (1999), 

and to increase the amplitude of my analysis, I combine a narrative approach with 

comparative strategies. In addition to comparing two industries, and several associations 

within those industries, a comparative logic is central to the construction of the narrative 

accounts I present. 

My general analytic strategy resembles a technique that has been called "pattern-

matching"—^that is, evaluating the implications of a theoretical proposition by looking at 

a variety of pieces of information about a case rather than treating the case as a single 

point of observation (Campbell 1975; Yin 1994). In other words, a single "case" actually 

holds a great deal of information with which to judge the fit of one or more explanations. 

As Yin (1994) suggests, pattern-matching can be a useful way of building narrative 

explanations to minimize completely idiosyncratic storytelling (pp. 110-113). My overall 

approach then, is to compare a small number of cases, and to use multiple pieces of 
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information about each case, as a way of telling a theoretically informed and empirically 

rigorous story about the emergence and early development of private labor and 

environmental regulation. 

Data Collection 

This dissertation is based on three main types of data—(1) in-depth interviews 

with representatives of private regulatory associations in North America, (2) articles from 

trade journals, and (3) archival materials on private regulatory associations. Here I 

describe how I collected each of these. 

IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS—BACKGROUND AND RECRUITMENT OF INFORMANTS 

In-depth interviewing is a useful strategy for drawing out detailed and nuanced 

responses that are unlikely to be captured in a standardized survey (Johnson 2002). To 

gather detailed information on the history and operations of certification and monitoring 

programs, I conducted in-depth interviews with a set of individuals who had worked for 

or with a major certification or monitoring program. Because my interest is in the 

activities of organizations, I regarded those I talked to not as typical interview subjects, 

but as informants, who could pass along information about the organizations with which 

they worked. 

To recruit informants, I began by contacting several leading academic researchers 

in this area and asking for suggestions of individuals to interview, explaining my interest 

in the origins of certification and/or monitoring associations in North America. I also 

gathered names of potential informants from websites, previous research, and my 

previous knowledge of some of these programs. I sent an initial contact letter or email to 
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24 potential informants and ended up interviewing 14 of these (58% initial interview 

rate). Once I had started conducting interviews, I used snowball sampling to generate a 

larger set of potential informants, by asking at the end of each interview for names of 

people to contact. By the end of the interview process, I had completed 35 separate 

interviews, in which I talked to 37 individuals. (Two interviews involved two 

informants.) In addition, I had generated a list of 145 potential informants through the 

snowball sampling procedure (beyond the original 24). In recruiting informants, I 

focused primarily on those who had been involved in the creation of a 

certification/monitoring association or its early stages of development. 

INTERVIEW CONTENT AND FORMAT 

Each interview focused on the informant's understanding of his or her 

organization's purpose and how it was created. Specifically, the interviews covered most 

or all of the following issues: overall view of the organization's purpose, basic 

information on what the organization does, the story of how the organization was created, 

resource streams, relationships to other similar organizations, knowledge and/or 

perceptions of other similar organizations, and vision of the organization's future. I used 

an interview schedule as a guide (see Appendix A), but always made the flow of the 

conversation a higher priority than covering all the parts of the interview schedule. In 

many interviews, it only took a few questions to get conversations started, and then a bit 

of "interviewing by comment" (Snow et al 1982) to direct them to the topics I wished to 

cover. I also made an effort to keep the interview within the scope of the informant's 

competence, moving away from topics on which the informant appeared to be less 
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knowledgeable. Throughout the interviews, I tended to phrase my inquiries as "how" 

questions more than "why" questions, in order to solicit rich, processual narratives 

(Becker 1998). I took the role of a somewhat knowledgeable, yet extremely curious 

observer. Because I made a conscious effort to display some prior knowledge of the 

informant's program and the larger issues at stake, the content of most of the interviews 

tended to be much more detailed than they would have been with someone in a "naive 

observer" role. 

The interviews lasted between 40 minutes and 2 hours, with a mean length of 

approximately 75 minutes. Although it would have been ideal to conduct all of the 

interviews in person, time and resource constraints made that impossible. I did conduct 

20 out of the 35 interviews in-person, in Washington, DC, New York City, San 

Francisco, and Oaxaca, Mexico. The remaining 15 interviews were conducted by phone. 

Table 3.1 provides some information on the 37 informants. Just over half were 

working on environmental certification programs relevant to forestry, while just under 

half were working on labor standards in the apparel industry. Most (59%) were working 

with or for a certification association itself at the time of the interview (many as direct 

employees), while others were involved in other Non Governmental Organizations or the 

monitoring or certifying organizations that do field inspections. In addition, more than 

half of these informants had been directly involved in the initial founding of a 

certification/monitoring program. 
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Table 3.1 Profile of informants 
Total of 37people interviewed in 35 separate interviews 

N % 
Focal Issue/Field 

Environmental/Forest Products 19 51% 
Labor/Apparel 17 46% 

Other 1 3% 

Current involvement 
Certification association 22 59% 

Employer: Association itself 13 
NGO 4 
Focal industry 4 
University 1 

Accredited monitor/certifier 3 8% 

Other NGO 8 22% 
Other industries 1 3% 
Consulting (not otherwise classified) 2 5% 
Government 1 3% 

All interviews were recorded and transcribed by me and a team of undergraduate 

research assistants. I checked all the transcriptions for obvious errors and went back to 

the original tapes to fill in phrases that the transcribers were unable to decipher. I 

performed a qualitative coding of the interview transcripts using ATLAS.ti. I coded the 

text according to the organizations or initiatives that were being discussed (e.g. Forest 

Stewardship Council, Social Accountability International) and into theoretically-

motivated topical domains (e.g. motivations for creating a program, cultural 

models/templates, carving out resource spaces, etc.). 

TRADE JOURNAL ARTICLES—BACKGROUND AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 

To better understand the relationship between industries and the emergence of 

private regulatory programs, I have collected articles from apparel and forest products 

trade journals. As Hoffman (1999) suggests, 
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Trade journals' role in the institutionalization process is twofold. First, 
they act as a historical record of key issues and events as perceived from 
within an industry as well as of the motivating factors behind industry 
actions. Second, they are themselves organizational players whose output 
influences issue interpretation and is subject to the political pressures 
exerted by powerful figures within industries, (p.356) 

Following Hoffman, I use articles from industry journals in two ways—(1) to chart 

industry attention to labor/environmental issues and (2) to examine the ways in which 

monitoring and certification programs, as well as other potential solutions to 

labor/environmental problems, were treated in the industry discourse. 

I selected articles from four industry periodicals from 1987 to 2000. I used two 

journals for the apparel industry—Bobbin and Women's Wear Daily (WWD)—and two 

for the forest products industry—Forest Industries (which later changed its name to 

Wood Technology) and PIMA Magazine (which changed its name to PIMA 's North 

American Papermaker). Out of these, only the fourth is formally affiliated with an 

industry association (the Paper Industry Management Association), although industry 

association representatives made frequent appearances in the other three journals. 

These particular journals were chosen on the basis of the amount of attention to 

political issues, availability, and circulation, as described in Table 3.2. In comparison to 

other trade journals in these two industries, these four all gave substantial coverage to 

political issues and firms' institutional environments—from commentaries on social 

movement campaigns, to news reports on legislative agendas, to columns advising firms 

how to implement effective environmental or workplace policies. It should be noted that 

one journal—WWD—differs from the other three in that it is more of an industry 

newspaper and does not contain editorials. Circulation is also a factor in selecting 
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journals, since it would be unwise to use a particularly small publication to represent the 

industry discourse as a whole. Thus, I avoided the publications with the lowest 

circulation, based on 2001 circulation figures from Ulrich's periodicals database. The 

four journals selected represent one high-circulation journal in each field {PIMA 's North 

American Papermaker and WWD) and one journal with lower circulation in each field 

{Forest Industries/Wood Technology and Bobbin). 

Table 3.2 Trade journal selection 
Key criteria: 
(1) attention to political issues 

(2) circulation 

(3) availability 

Forest Products Journals 2001 circulation Notes 
**PIMA's North American Papermaker 45,000 

Pulp and Paper 41,900 little attention to politics 

TAPPI Journal 37,000 technical journal 

Paper Age 31,400 availability problem 

**Forest Industries/Wood Technology 24,500 

Southern Lumberman 15,855 

Apparel Industry journals 2001 circulation Notes 
**WWD (Women's Wear Daily) 55,000 

**Bobbin 21,934 
California Apparel News 19,480 availability problem 
DNR (Daily News Record) 18,609 little attention to politics 
Apparel Industry Magazine 18,600 availability problem 

** Selected for use in this project 
Circulation figures from Ulrich 's International Periodicals 2001/2002 database 

From these journals, I selected all articles from 1987-2000 that addressed the 

political aspects of labor issues in the apparel industry or the political aspects of forestry 

issues in the forest products industry. Appendix B describes these selection criteria in 

more detail. To give an example, if an apparel trade journal article mentioned a declining 
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trend in labor costs, that would not be enough to count as addressing the politics of labor 

issues. But if an article mentioned that a new international trade agreement could be 

expected to lower labor costs, that would be enough. In addition, to be eligible for 

selection, a piece of text must be a feature article, a news item, a column, or an editorial. 

I excluded advertisements, letters to the editor, sections that listed brief tidbits of 

company news or accomplishments of specific individuals (e.g. "Newsmakers" or 

"People" sections). 

To select relevant articles, I scanned through each page of all issues from 1987-

2000 at the University of Arizona and Northern Arizona University libraries. Issues that 

• 90 
were missing from these collections were ordered through inter-library loan. For 

reasons of availability, I used an electronic database of JVfVD articles, rather than the hard 

copy.^' This format, and the bulk of articles in this publication, necessitated a slight 

change in the article selection procedure. Here I did an initial search for articles with a 

broad set of relevant words in the text of an article.^^ This search routine produced a 

large set of articles, which were then scanned for relevance, following the same 

2" I eventually accessed all but three issues, which were found to be missing from at least 
two other libraries' collections as well as the original library. The missing issues were 
Wood Technology July 1995, April 1998, September 1999. 
2' I used the Gale Group's General Reference Center Gold database, available through the 
University of Arizona library. This database contains full-text versions of all WWD 
articles for the relevant years. 
22 The search procedure produced all articles with the following terms anywhere in the 
text. (An asterisk denotes a "wildcard," which may stand for any letters.) Search terms: 
certiP or monitor* or inspect* or employ* or regulat* or labor or union* or controvers* 
or sweatshop* or child labor or social movement or responsib* or accountab* or trade 
agreemen* or law* or public relations or standards or "made in the USA" or "made in 
America" or legislat* or reputation* or politic* or protest* or OSHA or "code of 
conduct" 
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procedure as described above. Althougli my article selection procedure was tedious, 

relying only on the table of contents would have excluded a significant number of articles 

where the relevant issue is a secondary point or where the article title did not clearly 

communicate a central topic. I recorded the number of articles selected from each issue, 

as well as the total number of pages in each issue. Given these criteria, the total number 

of articles collected at a given point of time can be regarded as a measurement of the 

overall level of industry attention to the politics of labor or the politics of forestry. 

TRADE JOURNAL ARTICLE CODING 

To measure the industry discourse surrounding new practices and programs 

associated with social/enviroimiental responsibility, I coded the trade journal articles 

using content analysis techniques (Weber 1990; Neuendorf 2002; Krippendorff 1980; 

Babb 1997). My primary goal was to investigate how industry actors understood, 

responded to, and framed these practices, as well as the organizations that were emerging 

to engage in these practices. 

While I had initially intended to code all the articles selected according to the 

criteria above, I found that this included a large set of articles on the politics of 

labor/forestry generally, but not related to the topics of interest, and that coding all 

articles would take a great deal of time. Thus, I only performed the full coding on 

articles that mentioned a specific practice or initiative associated with 

social/environmental responsibility. This excluded articles on aspects of the political 

environment which might be important for understanding the industry's political situation 

generally, but are not directly connected to the practices at the heart of this dissertation 
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(e.g. an increase in the minimum wage, a lawsuit intended to halt logging in National 

Forests). The relevant practices were defined as the following: public relations 

campaigns; marketing of socially/environmentally responsible products; public 

recognition (positive or negative) of companies for their labor or environmental practices; 

voluntary guidelines, policies, standards, or codes of conduct pertaining to labor or 

environmental conditions; any type of non-governmental monitoring, auditing, or 

inspection of production sites; certification or labeling of products or companies based on 

labor or environmental conditions; corporate reporting on labor or environmental 

conditions. Articles were also selected if they mentioned an organization that was 

engaging in any of these practices. 

Table 3.3 Number of articles coded by journal 
Number of 

Joumal articles coded 
Bobbin 56 
WWD (Women's Wear Daily) 118 
Forest IndustriesAA/ood Technology 107 
PIMA'S North American Papermaker 104 
TOTAL 385 

This procedure resulted in 107 articles from Forest Industries/Wood Technology, 

104 articles from PIMA Magazine/PIMA 's North American Papermaker, 56 articles from 

Bobbin, and 320 articles from WWD. Because of the huge number of WWD articles, and 

the time-intensiveness of the coding procedure, a random sample, stratified by year, of 

120 of the WWD articles was selected (a 3/8 sampling ratio). (Two of these articles later 

turned out to be inappropriate for coding, leaving a sample of 118 WWD articles.) In 

sum, the achieved sample of 385 trade journal articles for coding represents the 

population of Bobbin, PIMA Magazine/PIMA's North American Papermaker, and Forest 
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Industries/Wood Technology articles from 1987-2000 that mention any of the previously 

specified social/environmental practices or initiatives, and a stratified random sample of 

this type of article from WWD. Table 3.3 summarizes the number of articles coded from 

each source. Table 3.4 provides information on the length of the articles. 

Table 3.4 Profile of articles coded 
BOTH INDUSTRIES APPAREL INDUSTRY FOREST PRODUCTS 

INDUSTRY 
mean sd min max mean sd min max mean sd min max 

page 1.58 1.020 1 7 1.58 1.082 1 7 1.56 .970 1 5 
length 
para 14.75 12.57 1 70 18.16 12.33 2 70 11.93 12.08 1 62 
graph 
length 

These articles were coded for several types of information—(1) background 

information on the article and its author(s); (2) the use of key terms, like "sweatshop," 

and buzzwords, like "sustainable;" (3) mentions of specific initiatives, including but not 

limited to the six main certification associations in North America; (4) mentions of 

general practices, like independent monitoring, certification, and public relations 

campaigns; (5) the presence of discursive elements that might frame these practices or 

initiatives, like references to social movement pressure, increased government 

intervention, or consumer demand for socially/environmentally responsible products; (6) 

the individual speakers that appear in the article; and (7) the orientations of the speakers 

to the types of practices and initiatives already mentioned. 

The full coding form is attached as Appendix B. This coding form represents the 

fruits of numerous pre-tests on several samples of articles. The actual coding was done in 

Microsoft Access, following Steinhoff (no date). 
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This coding scheme allows me to analyze the trade journal data using two 

different, yet linked, units of analysis—articles and speakers. I recorded information on 

each speaker (including the article author) appearing in an article who made quoted or 

paraphrased statements about any of the relevant practices or initiatives (as defined 

above). Thus, the 385 articles produced a sample of 768 identifiable speakers. This 

constitutes a population of the voices on social/environmental responsibility practices or 

initiatives represented in Bobbin, PIMA Magazine/PIMA's North American Papermaker, 

and Forest Industries/Wood Technology from 1987-2000. In addition, following hyper-

network sampling principles (McPherson 1982), this constitutes a random sample of 

voices from WWD for these years. In the analysis of trade journal discourse, I utilize 

both the 385 articles and the 768 speakers as units of analysis. Additional information 

about the articles is provided in chapter six. 

ARCHIVAL MATERIALS AND SECONDARY SOURCES 

To supplement the interviews and trade journal articles, I collected a variety of 

organizational documents and secondary sources from archives, personal records of 

informants, websites, and previously published research. In addition to doing my own 

searches of internet sites and published research, I asked each interview subject for access 

to documents that might help me to understand the formation of his or her organization. 

The responses were uneven, with a few informants providing access to their personal 

files, while others had no suggestions or were not willing or able to grant access to 

organizational documents. Nevertheless, this procedure yielded several sets of 
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documents containing rich information about founding processes and organizational 

sense-making. 

The majority of the archival and secondary materials fall into one of four 

categories: (1) official documents of certification/monitoring associations or the firms 

that conduct audits/inspections in the field (e.g. charters, accreditation standards, minutes 

of meetings, reports, promotional materials, etc.); (2) a few unofficial records of these 

associations or organizations (e.g. personal notes on meetings and conferences, internal 

memos and email messages, reports authored by critics, etc.), provided by several 

informants; (3) press coverage, including popular and trade journal articles that I 

collected but that were not eligible for coding as well as articles from organizational 

archives and informants; (4) published research, from books devoted to 

certification/monitoring (e.g. Vogt et al. 2000), to books that pay some attention to these 

issues (e.g. Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000; Shaw 1999; Dudley, Jeanrenaud, and 

Sullivan 1995), to research articles in policy-oriented journals (e.g. Diller 1999). 

Preview of the Empirical Analyses 

The first empirical chapter inquires into the historical processes by which similar 

systems of private regulation emerged in both the apparel and forest products fields. It is 

based on information from in-depth interviews and a variety of secondary and archival 

sources, and utilizes a narrative and comparative approach. For each field, I constructed 

a narrative account of how certification programs emerged, paying particular attention to 

the options that actors considered at different moments, to "roads not taken," and to the 

theoretical factors discussed in chapter one. I then identified similarities across these two 
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cases, to come to an understanding of what factors led to the emergence of certification as 

a private regulatory form. 

While chapter four examines the initial emergence of certification associations at 

the field-level, chapter five looks at the emergence of multiple certification associations, 

taking the organizational foundings as the units of analysis. Recently, some 

organizational researchers have called for more detailed, qualitative studies of founding 

processes, to better flesh out theories of organizational foundings, which so far have 

tended to be applied at the level of entire organizational populations (Haveman 2000). I 

closely examine the founding processes for six certification associations, drawing on 

archival materials and in-depth interviews. Drawing on ecological and institutional 

theories organizational founding (Hannan and Freeman 1989; Baum and Oliver 1995; 

Staber 1987; Rao 1998), I examine the different pathways to a certification association. 

While the central analysis is based on organizations that were founded and have survived, 

I extend these findings by also looking at a small number of certification initiatives that 

were proposed but never successfully developed, although information on these is quite 

sparse. 

Chapter six asks how practices of monitoring and certification got defined by 

industry actors as they moved into the mainstream of the apparel and forest products 

fields. In other words, how did new organizational practices get theorized and framed in 

the industry discourse, and how did this change over time? Here I draw on the content 

coding of trade journal articles, utilizing both quantitative data (i.e. counts of articles) and 

qualitative/textual data (i.e. quotations from articles). I perform a variety of analyses that 
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highlight the links between social/environmental responsibility practices, discursive 

themes, and types of actors present in the discourse. My focus is on how these 

connections changed over time, as practices of certification and monitoring got re

defined, theorized, and put to use in different ways. The logic behind this chapter is 

similar to work by Breiger (1974, 2000) and Mohr and Duquenne (1997) on the mutual-

constitution of practices and cultural logics. The approach of this chapter also resonates 

with researchers like Edelman et al. (2001) and Dobbin and Sutton (1998) who focus on 

explaining why and how organizational practices get re-framed over time. 

Limitations of the Study 

As a whole, this dissertation provides a broad, contextualized view of the 

development of certification initiatives in the apparel and forest products fields and sheds 

lights on the interplay of processes of globalization, social movement strategy, 

institutional emergence, and organizational founding. Several limitations should be 

noted. 

First is the potential for generalizability of the findings from this study. Although 

the comparative design provides a good deal of leverage, it does not guarantee wide 

generalizability. Still, it is possible to identify some dimensions on which the study is 

likely to be more or less generalizable. First, the findings from this study are intended to 

be "conditional"—^that is, not to apply at across all points in history (Paige 1999). In fact, 

given the central role of globalization in shaping the dynamics of industry governance, 

my findings should certainly not be expected to apply directly to an earlier period. A 

second dimension of generalizability involves extending my findings to other industries. 



Here, I believe that under the right conditions, the processes highlighted in this 

dissertation are likely to obtain in other industries as well. Specifically, if social 

movement pressure exists and is directed at corporate images, and if commodity chains in 

the industry are heavily international in scope, then I would expect processes in these 

fields to look similar to the apparel and forest products fields. Third is the issue of 

generalizability across different geo-political arenas. I have restricted my analysis to 

North America, but what about similar initiatives emerging in Europe or the possibility of 

programs emerging in Asia or South America in the future? Here I believe we must wait 

for further research. It is quite possible, for instance, that the character of state systems 

would have important impacts on the potential and shape of private regulatory programs. 

In general, this dissertation should be seen as laying a solid foundation for further 

inquiry into a new regulatory form beginning to play a role in the global economy. A 

variety of questions remain: What impacts do private regulatory programs have on the 

things they claim to regulate? Do they make a difference "on the ground," for factory 

workers or forest-dependent communities? Are they likely to slow the "race to the 

bottom" in labor and environmental conditions, or merely to grease the wheels and cover 

up exploitation? Although these are crucial questions, I believe that we are better poised 

to answer them if we first get a better sense of where these new private regulatory 

programs have come from and how they fit into a larger political-institutional context. 

The following chapters attempt to lay that foundation. 
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CHAPTER 4: POLITICAL STRUCTURES AND STRUGGLES: THE INITIAL 

EMERGENCE OF CERTIFICATION IN THE APPAREL AND FOREST 

PRODUCTS FIELDS 

Conventional solutions to recurrent problems usually get reproduced; this is how 

institutions gain their stability. But at certain moments, opportunities, desires, and power 

dynamics get altered in ways that facilitate the rise of new institutional arrangements— 

often in unexpected ways. Given long histories of regulation of forests and factories by 

other means, how did certification associations become one of the leading "solutions" to 

labor and environmental problems in the early to mid-1990s? In other words, what 

explains the initial rise of "private regulation by information" in these two fields? 

This chapter answers this question by examining the political dimension of 

institutional emergence—following from the integrated approach developed in chapter 

two. I show that certification of forests and factories emerged through a dynamic and 

politically contested process, shaped by social movement-company interactions and the 

institutional arrangements in which action was embedded. Specifically, I show that 

across both fields, social movement campaigns that targeted companies and a neo-liberal 

institutional context drove the formation of private certification systems. 

No single set of actors is responsible for creating the first certification initiatives. 

Instead, a number of actors—including states, social movements, NGOs, companies, and 

• 23 in the labor standards case, trade unions—have played roles at various moments. The 

While much of the critical discourse surrounding these initiatives has focused on 
corporate dominance of certification and monitoring, it is striking how few companies 
were involved in the early development of these programs. In fact, mass industry 
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first overarching forest certification body was the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), 

founded in 1993 by a mix of environmental groups, community forestry experts, and a 

few retail and woodworking companies. Labor standards certification first emerged in 

1996-97, in the form of two associations—^the Fair Labor Association (FLA, spawned by 

the Apparel Industry Partnership) and the Council on Economic Priorities Accreditation 

Agency (CEPAA, later renamed Social Accountability International). The Apparel 

Industry Partnership formed out of meetings of companies, NGOs, and unions convened 

by the Clinton administration. The CEPAA was created by the Council on Economic 

Priorities, with input from companies, NGOs, and certifiers from other fields. 

To explain the social conditions that gave rise to these programs, I first developed 

detailed case studies for each industry, examining the variety of options that actors 

considered and paying particular attention to "roads not taken." Since it is impossible to 

track all logically possible pathways, I focused on those policies, strategies, and other 

types of programs into which concerned groups and individuals poured substantial 

resources and energy. The goal was to understand why some options flourished while 

others fell apart or withered away. Next, I compared the narratives for each case, paying 

particular attention to the dynamics of social movement contention and the broader 

political/institutional environment. 

involvement did not occur until later, as industry associations founded competing, weaker 
bodies. This by no means invalidates the corporate dominance critique, but reminds us 
that corporations were mainly late adopters, rather than innovators. 
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Political Conditions for the Rise of Private Regulation by Information 

Across these cases, two main factors help to explain why private systems for 

certifying companies have emerged in both the apparel and forest products fields. The 

first has to do with social movement pressure on companies and the movement-company 

interactions that ensued. As I will show below, environmental, labor, and human rights 

groups waged campaigns that targeted companies and set in to motion a series of battles 

between companies and their critics. This dynamic led to a demand for more credible 

and standardized systems for evaluating claims about the social or environmental impacts 

of industry operations. Actors on both sides expressed some interest in developing these 

sorts of systems, even though they usually disagreed on how such a system should work. 

The second factor has to do with political action in a new global institutional 

context, dominated by neo-liberal agendas and rules about free trade. These "institutions 

of globalization" shaped the action of states, social movement groups, and NGOs in such 

a way as to help shift their efforts and resources down a path toward private forms of 

regulation, as opposed to governmental or inter-governmental regulatory systems. This 

happened through two main processes: First, as NGOs and social movement 

organizations experienced failures in inter-governmental arenas—arenas in which neo-

liberal free trade agendas were becoming dominant—they tended to shift their energies 

and resources toward private alternatives, as they became increasingly discouraged or 

disenchanted with governmental or inter-governmental solutions. Some groups even 

became the "institutional entrepreneurs" for certification, forging fragile coalitions with 

companies to construct new associations and to standardize practices of monitoring. 
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social/environmental auditing, and certification. This helps to explain how some NGOs 

became key players in the formation of certification associations. 

In addition, in a context of free trade rules that limited direct state action, 

governments put money into private programs that were immune to restrictions on "non-

tariff barriers to trade." In fact, state support has been a critical factor in the rise of 

private certification associations, and the state played an especially direct role in the labor 

standards case. In the forestry case, rules about free trade rules severely limited the 

possibilities for governmental action and indirectly facilitated the rise of a private 

alternative. In the case of labor standards, governmental action gave rise to private 

certification systems through the activities of U.S. government officials and and through 

the defeat of a proposal for an inter-governmental certification/labeling program. 

The following sections show how these dynamics played out in each of these two 

cases, leading to the initial emergence of systems of private regulation by information in 

each field. 

The Emergence of Forest Certification 

Even though some observers called forest certification "inevitable" as early as 

1996 (Kenny 1996; Viana et al. 1996), the emergence of private certification initiatives 

was neither pre-ordained nor a smooth progression. Instead, the first overarching forest 

certification association—^the Forest Stewardship Council—was created in part out of the 

failures and defeats of other types of solutions. Initially inspired by discussions among a 

small group of environmentalists, environmentally-sensitive woodworkers and traders, 

and community foresters, the FSC was officially founded in 1993. Political conditions, 
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which drove actors interests in certification and foreclosed several other options, played 

an important role in facilitating the rise of this first forest certification association. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIVISM AND INDUSTRY RESPONSES 

Forest certification emerged amidst widespread campaigns against tropical 

deforestation. In the late 1980s, the destruction of the Amazon rainforest became a 

powerful symbol for the large-scale destruction of forests and environmental crises more 

generally. In late 1988, Chico Mendes, the Brazilian labor activist-turned international 

environmental figure, was assassinated. The following fall. Time magazine ran a cover 

photo of the Amazon rainforest burning, with a headline calling the destruction of the 

Amazon "one of the great tragedies of history." 

Environmental organizations like Friends of the Earth, the Rainforest Action 

Network, Greenpeace, and WWF (World Wide Fund for Nature, or World Wildlife Fund 

in the U.S.) were largely responsible for focusing attention on tropical deforestation. 

During the 1980s, environmental groups in Europe, and particularly Friends of the Earth 

in the UK, built sizeable campaigns to boycott tropical timber (Interview #35). Similar 

campaigns emerged in the U.S. somewhat later, led by the Rainforest Action Network. 

Beyond encouraging individual consumer boycotts, environmental activists put direct 

pressure on companies involved in the timber trade. While tropical timber companies are 

rather small and not well-known to the public, environmentalists found a target in large 

do-it-yourself stores like B&Q in the UK, and later Home Depot in the US. These 

campaigns often publicly embarrassed companies, for instance, by filling the parking lots 

of home improvement stores with inflatable chainsaws (Interviews #15, #16). 
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In response to boycotts, tropical timber exporting companies began making 

claims about the supposed environmental friendliness of their forest operations and 

products. They sometimes labeled their products with authoritative-sounding claims 

about sustainability and environmental protection. For instance, one Malaysian 

company's "Certificate of Products from Sustained Yield Management" said "the 

hardwood rainforest products supplied come from well-managed production forests in 

accordance with the principle of sustained yield management thus safeguarding the 

envirormient and the ecological balance" (qtd. in Upton and Bass 1996:139). Exporting 

governments sometimes made supporting statements. Ghana's statement is instructive: 

"We confirm that all Ghanaian tropical hardwoods supplied by [company name] come 

from forest resources which are being managed to ensure a sustained yield of timber and 

other forest products in perpetuity and to arrest forest depletion and environmental 

degradation" (qtd. in Upton and Bass 1996:139).^"^ 

Company claims-making and attempts at self-certification spurred further 

criticism from environmental groups. In 1991, the WWF-UK issued a report showing 

that the vast majority of tropical timber firms' claims about their environmental 

friendliness could not even begin to be substantiated, and called claims made by tropical 

timber trade associations "a remarkable mix of fact, conjecture and allusion together with 

Notice that both of these claims used the term "sustained yield" rather than just 
sustainable or sustainable development. Forest products producers have been 
appropriating sustainability rhetoric into rationales for increased production since the 
1930s, and the term "sustainability" remains one of the most open and contested terms in 
environmental discourse. 



a smokescreen of diverting but wholly irrelevant information" (WWF 1994:7)?^ This 

report became the cornerstone of a series of credibility battles, resulting in what one 

participant called "a confusing deluge of claims and counter-claims" (Counsell 1995:1). 

As one forester noted, "You might find one label which says that 'We plant 10 million 

trees for every tree we cut down.' And you think, well is that a good thing or a bad 

thing? And then somebody else says 'We buy our timber from only sustainably managed 

forests.' Well, you know, which product should I buy?" (Interview #16). In the 

envirormiental community, another observer recalled, "the problem was defined as 

proliferation of dubious claims, confusion in the marketplace, and no reliable 

mechanisms to leverage improvement for forest management" (Interview #15). 

Although companies' claims to environmental friendliness were certainly being 

contested in the environmental community, so were strategies of boycotting tropical 

timber. The boycott strategy came under fire for hurting forest-dependent populations in 

developing countries and for failing to stem the tide of deforestation. Some argued that 

boycotts devalued forest land, encouraged the conversion of forest land to agricultural 

uses, and thus had the unintended consequence of increasing deforestation (Johnson and 

Cabarle 1993). In this context, environmental groups—including some who were 

endorsing boycotts—began experimenting with alternatives. 

Friends of the Earth in the UK—one of the proponents of boycotts—began 

working on a system for recognizing environmentally preferable sources of timber. By 

This report included results from a 1992 follow up study that still found a number of 
empty claims like "timber from managed forests," "sustained yield," and "for each tree 
felled, more are planted." 
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1988, this group had developed a "Good Wood Seal of Approval" and published its first 

Good Wood Guide (Counsell 1995; Donovan 1996). (In the US the Rainforest Action 

Network followed a bit later, publishing the Wood User's Guide in 1991). Yet soon the 

originators of these programs discovered that tracking wood products through complex 

supply chains was beyond their capacity (Interview #35). Friends of the Earth 

discontinued the Good Wood seal in 1990. Other groups, like the Rainforest Alliance 

and Scientific Certification Systems, were beginning to put together their own 

independent certification initiatives in the late 1980s as well, and several of these groups 

would later help to build an overarching association to standardize and oversee 

certification—^the Forest Stewardship Council (Maser and Smith 2001). 

Tropical timber campaigns also led some wood products retailers to enter into 

partnerships with environmental NGOs. In 1990, WWF forged a partnership with the 

British home improvement retailer, B&Q, and soon they were building a "buyers group," 

that is, a group of retailers that would commit to selling sustainably produced wood 

products (McNichol 2000, 2002). By the next year, the "1995 Plus" buyers group had 

formed and approximately 12 members had committed to sell only "sustainable" wood 

products by 1995 (Jenkins and Smith 1999).^^ As one observer explained, 

I think that companies with foresight saw the problems that were coming 
up with things like companies being targeted by Friends of the Earth with 
their inflatable chainsaw . . . All they want is something that would get 
environmentalists off their back and even give them some kind of 
recognition. They weren't even thinking market premiums. I think they 
were doing it in self-defense (Interview #15). 

See McNichol (2000) for more on how loosely coordinated protests against retailers 
and the resulting buyers groups helped build a market for certified wood. 
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Importantly, social movement pressure was spawning partnerships that put retailers like 

B&Q in a position to be potential supporters of a certification system that had yet to be 

developed. 

In sum, as social movement organizations put pressure on tropical timber 

producers and retailers, this created a demand for a more overarching system for 

evaluating claims about forest management, harvesting practices, and the use of the 

infamously ambiguous term "sustainability." In fact, environmental groups and a few 

companies were both expressing some interest in a larger system that could establish the 

credibility of some claims and discredit others. 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY CAMPAIGNS AND ENVIRONMENTAL NGO'S TURN TOWARD 

PRIVATE SOLUTIONS 

The work of major environmental NGOs in constructing certification associations 

was partly a function of their defeats in other arenas. Environmental groups had several 

specific experiences with failures and defeats in inter-governmental arenas. During the 

1980s and '90s, environmentalists made a number of attempts to embed forest 

management standards in existing international organizations. Yet as several notable 

campaigns got shut down, environmental groups recognized an increasingly dismal set of 

opportunities for inter-governmental action, and began constructing non-governmental 

regulatory programs. 

In addition to those international programs discussed here, the Tropical Forestry Action 
Plan (TFAP) was developed by the United Nations, World Bank, and others in 1985 as an 
aid program for forestry projects. However, as deforestation continued to rise, TFAP was 
accused of being inadequate and funding for the program began to dwindle (Upton and 
Bass 1996). 
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In the late 1980s, Friends of the Earth in the UK proposed creating an 

international forest certification system under the auspices of the International Tropical 

Timber Organization (ITTO), a pre-existing international trade organization, which had 

governments as members (Crossley 1996). The envirormiental group convinced the UK 

Overseas Development Administration to submit the proposal to the ITTO at its 1989 

meeting. Although it asked only for study of the issue, the proposal spurred a great deal 

of controversy, and was attacked, particularly by timber-exporting countries (Gale 1998; 

Counsell 1995; Vogt et al. 2000; Elliott 2000; Johnson 2000). As one Friends of the 

Earth campaigner said: 

We thought that the ITTO could at least—^through the project that we 
proposed—investigate the feasibility of certification. And this might be a 
way of kind of gently easing into the ITTO system what was really quite 
an innovative and potentially quite contentious subject. And as it turned 
out, even the consideration of the feasibility of it turned out to be too 
contentious. (Interview #35) 

Timber exporting countries argued that since similar organizations did not exist 

for non-tropical forests (temperate or boreal), certification would constitute a trade barrier 

and would impinge on their sovereignty (Gale 1998). Discussions about the proposal 

were mired in North-South conflicts, industry resistance, and questions about the 

compatibility of certification with free trade agreements like GATT (Gale 1998). 

In the face of this opposition, the UK government weakened the proposal, and the 

ITTO agreed to commission a study on the general topic of how market incentives could 

improve forest management (Elliott 2000; Gale 1998). For environmental groups like 

As Gale points out, while timber exporting countries were the most vehement critics, 
representatives from North American and European governments may have been willing 
accomplices in the derailment of the certification proposal. 
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Friends of the Earth, this was already a defeat. One participant from the NGO 

community went on the record at the 1989 meeting to say that the results of the 

certification discussion had "reduced the original Pre-Project Proposal by United 

Kingdom on labeling systems to an insignificant study" (ITTO 1989:25). In the 

following years, the ITTO continued to study certification, and even endorsed it, but 

never again considered actually administering an inter-govemmental certification 

29 system. 

The failure of the ITTO to act decisively on the enforcement and verification of 

forestry standards fueled the formation of a private certification system. The first 

meetings of what was to become the Forest Stewardship Council were occurring in late 

1990, and in a 1991 report, the WWF explicitly framed the emerging Forest Stewardship 

Council as an alternative to failed inter-governmental programs, referring to "leaving the 

ITTO behind" (Elliott 2000:48). As one Forest Stewardship Council employee put it, the 

"FSC was a response to the failure of international organizations that ought to have had 

the remit [charge] to enforce, to implement and develop good forestry standards—ITTO 

in particular.... And FSC was set up to correct that failure" (Interview #18). 

So the ITTO affair is an example of both a "road not taken" in the emergence of 

certification, and an instance in which environmental groups got an object lesson of sorts 

on the politics of free trade, and began to frame non-governmental programs as 

alternatives. 

In 1993, a report commissioned by the ITTO recommended country-level certification 
as a more workable alternative to product or forest certification (see Johnson 2000). 
Another report followed in 1994, which took a somewhat more optimistic view of forest 
certification. 
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Forestry campaigners' frustration with inter-governmental arenas intensified in 

the following years, after the 1992 United Nations Commission on Environment and 

Development (UNCED) "Earth Summif in Rio de Janeiro. Going in to the meeting, 

some environmental groups thought the summit had the potential to produce a binding 

international agreement on forest management. But the idea of a global forest convention 

was crushed in pre-conference meetings, "initially vetoed by the Malaysian government 

but unmourned by many other states," including those worried about revenues that would 

be lost to forest conservation (Dudley et al. 1999:119; Upton and Bass 1996:124). 

Instead of producing a binding international convention, the Earth Summit resulted in a 

vague set of non-binding guidelines, known as the Forest Principles, as well as an overall 

guidance document known as Agenda 21 (Dudley et al. 1999). 

Environmental groups viewed Rio as a nearly complete failure on forestry issues 

and began devoting even more of their energies and resources to private alternatives. 

One observer explained that environmentalists were especially disappointed because 

"there were expectations created. People were certainly upset before . . . But it reached 

heightened proportions, unprecedented proportions, post-Rio—because the expectations 

were so high" (Interview #27). 

Some environmental groups became especially disenchanted with inter

governmental areas at this point, and seem to have interpreted Rio as one more piece of 

evidence that private, rather than inter-governmental, initiatives were the place to focus 

their energies. This seems especially the case for WWF. One former WWF official 

explained that governments had proven too slow and inter-governmental arenas had 
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proven too easily subject to veto (Interview #27). In an influential 1993 report, Johnson 

and Cabarle (1993) reviewed attempts to work through institutions like the ITTO and 

UNCED and argued that 

these and other emerging 'official' international forums are crucial for 
negotiating, designing, and enacting the land-use and economic policies 
needed to make forest management more sustainable and to get it 
practiced on an appreciable scale. However, if past experiences with 
international forestry efforts are any guide, these forums will offer little 
substantive guidance on how to define and implement more sustainable 
forest practices locally. The timber-certification movement is critical to 
filling that gap. (p.51) 

After Rio, WWF put a great deal of time and money into an emerging private, 

non-governmental program—the Forest Stewardship Council. While the earliest work on 

the FSC came from other sources, by the October 1993 founding conference, a number of 

WWF representatives were involved, some in key leadership positions (FSC 1992; 

Interview #18). Representatives from WWF took a leading role in developing the FSC 

from a concept into an organization and contributed significant resources to the project. 

As one participant in this process said, "there were a lot of actors that played different 

roles at different times. But clearly WWF was front and center for all effective purposes. 

It was the incubator and the surrogate mother, so to speak, for the FSC" (Interview #27). 

TROPICAL TIMBER BANS AND THE IMPACT OF FREE TRADE RULES ON GOVERNMENT 

ACTION 

In the 1980s and 1990s, a variety of legislative bodies, under pressure from 

environmental groups, passed policies intended to slow the rate of tropical deforestation. 

Hundreds of European cities, a few American cities and states, and several European 

countries moved to ban imports of tropical timber in the early '90s (Johnson and Cabarle 
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1993; MacKerron and Cogan 1993). This trend of legislative bans led to a pivotal 

moment in the regulation of international forestry. 

This came in 1992, when the Austrian parliament voted to ban the import of 

tropical timber unless it could be labeled as sustainably produced (Vogt et al. 2000; 

Dudley et al. 1999; Elliott 2000). Tropical timber exporting countries like Indonesia and 

Malaysia charged that this amounted to a non-tariff barrier to trade and threatened to 

challenge the law under GATT, the Generalized Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. In 

1993, the Austrian government backed down and revised the law (Interview #18; Elliott 

2000). 

This had several important effects. First, it established that governmental action 

on tropical timber imports was vulnerable to challenge under global free trade rules, thus 

discouraging other governments from taking this route. As Crossley (1996) argues, 

"Importing countries have generally taken heed of the pitfalls encountered by the 

Austrian approach and moved away from using mandatory, legislative means to address 

timber trade issues. It has become clear that they are likely to be GATT-illegal and 

subject to challenges under the World Trade Organization (WTO)." Second, when the 

Austrian government backed away from requiring labels for tropical timber, it took the 

money allocated for that project and funneled it into a private labeling program—the 

emerging Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), to which it gave approximately $1.2 million 

(Interview #34). As one observer recalls: "WWF-Austria managed to persuade the 

Austrian government to use that project money to support FSC . . . That was a major area 

of funding [for the FSC] for certainly the first two years" (Interview #18). 



104 

In the wake of the Austrian case, several other European governments contributed 

to the emerging FSC as well, for reasons that are connected to the interaction between 

free trade rules, social movements, and state policy-formation. 

NGOs in the Netherlands saw what was happening in the national level 
[with GATT restrictions] and so they started a whole program going city 
by city and county by county to get them to ban the use of tropical timber, 
which is much harder to challenge in GATT ... So they [governments] 
thought—^they could just see this gradually happening and they thought, 
'we can divert the NGOs into something else. This would be good for us.' 
. . . And, of course, that was why the governments, like the Dutch and the 
Swiss . . . were willing to put money in. (Interview #34). 

In addition to the Dutch and Swiss, the British and Mexican governments made 

some early contributions to the FSC, and government aid agencies have continued 

to provide funding (Interviews #18, #34, #17). So in several respects, the 

interaction between state policy and free trade rules helped a private regulatory 

program get off the ground in very concrete ways. 

In sum, forest certification was created as an alternative to tropical timber 

boycotts and was driven by the dynamics of social movement contention and company 

response. Yet it is likely to have taken a much different form—or to have not emerged at 

all—were it not for the predominant institutional arrangements at the time. Neo-liberal 

institutional arrangements largely foreclosed some options for institutional 

development—specifically inter-governmental forms of regulation—and led both NGOs 

and states to support private alternatives. The next section will show a very similar story 

for the case of labor standards. 
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The Emergence of Labor Standards Certification 

Labor standards certification emerged out of struggles starting in the early 1990s 

over garment sweatshops in the U.S. and abroad. The first overarching monitoring and 

certification associations—^the Fair Labor Association (spawned by the Apparel Industry 

Partnership) and the Council on Economic Priorities Accreditation Agency—were 

beginning to be developed in 1996-1997. 

Apparel production is one of the most geographically dispersed and mobile of all 

contemporary industries. Because it is a labor-intensive industry, with limited 

mechanization, and low capital investment, apparel production tends to be a "low road" 

industry (Piore 1997). Furthermore, much apparel is produced through contracting and 

sub-contracting, leading to intense competition and a dispersal of legal liability 

(Waldinger 1986; Uzzi 1996; Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000). In the U.S., union 

organizing in the 1920s and '30s counteracted these tendencies to some degree. But the 

"social contract" in the apparel industry was severely disrupted by the globalization of 

the industry (Esbenshade 2001). As an already mobile industry spread into new areas, it 

played off a global "race to the bottom," in which companies shifted their sourcing to the 

countries with the cheapest labor forces and most lax regulatory environments. In short, 

globalization has facilitated a resurgence of sweatshops in the apparel industry, and has 

left trade unions and workers' rights advocates struggling to find ways to turn the tide 

(Bonacich et al. 1994; Moberg 1999). 
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ANTI-SWEATSHOP CAMPAIGNS AND INDUSTRY RESPONSES 

Through the 1980s, activists in the global South had led campaigns against 

bonded child labor, and unions and immigrant groups had waged campaigns against 

sweatshops in the U.S. Yet the most visible anti-sweatshop campaigns emerged in the 

early to mid-1990s. In 1992, the NBC TV show Dateline broadcast an expose on 

children making clothes in Bangladesh for Wal Mart (Varley 1998:8). Toys 'R' Us 

became the target of a "toycott" over child labor in the early 1990s (Cavanagh 1997).^" 

The problem of sweatshops and child labor entered U.S. living rooms in the mid-1990s, 

in the form of two high-profile scandals—^the discovery of a slave-shop in southern 

California in which Thai immigrant workers were producing garments for the mainstream 

apparel market and an expose of child labor in a Honduran factory producing Kathie Lee 

Gifford's line of clothes for Wal-Mart. Companies like Nike, the Gap, and Liz Claiborne 

were also coming under fire for their outsourced operations in Latin America and 

Southeast Asia. Groups like the National Labor Committee, Global Exchange, Campaign 

for Labor Rights, as well as garment workers unions, have been responsible for mounting 

most of these campaigns. In general, they have tended to target companies rather than 

governments, and have attempted to leverage negative publicity about image-conscious 

companies with recognizable brand identities. 

As companies were faced with media exposes, protests at their stores, and 

shareholder resolutions, they often responded by adopting corporate codes of conduct that 

The child labor issue got a great deal of international attention after the 1995 murder of 
Iqbal Masih, a child who had been enslaved in the rug-making industry and had begun 
campaigning against child labor after his escape. Players in the carpet trade were the 
suspected murderers (Spielberg 1997). 
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addressed working conditions in the factories of their contractors or subcontractors. In 

1992-92, Levi Strauss developed one of the first corporate codes of conduct to lay out 

specific labor standards for the company's contractors (McCormick and Levinson 

1993:48). By the mid to late-1990s, statements about working conditions, occupational 

health and safety, child labor, and wage levels were common in corporate codes of 

conduct, and a number of major apparel manufacturers and retailers had adopted codes 

(Diller 1999; International Labor Organization 1998; Varley 1998; U.S. Department of 

Labor 1996). 

Yet corporate codes of conduct themselves soon came under contention, as social 

movement groups charged that they were merely symbolic documents, completely 

detached from realities "on the ground" in factories. Activists exposed the PR qualities 

of codes by showing, for instance, that they were often not posted in workers' native 

languages (Jeffcott and Yanz no date). In attempts to "verify" their codes, companies 

became more likely to bring outsiders in to inspect or "monitor" factory conditions 

(Schilling 2000). This led to a series of experiments with factory monitoring. These 

experiments took several forms, and indeed the character of the monitoring soon became 

a subject of intense debate between industry actors and their critics. 

Some of the earliest questions about monitoring and product labeling arose out of 

campaigns against child labor in the production of soccer balls in Pakistan, garments in 

Bangladesh, and carpets in India (Burns et al. 1997; Varley 1998; Interview #33; 

Companies had been creating corporate ethics codes since the 1980s, but these tended 
to focus on internal ethical issues rather than setting standards for suppliers or including 
provisions about labor conditions. See Berenbeim (1987). 
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Pangalangan 2001; Hillowitz 1997; Interview #30). These early conflicts over plans for 

monitoring factories foreshadowed a number of debates about the uses of monitoring and 

meaning of "independent monitoring." While companies' initial conception of 

monitoring was to send agents of the company to inspect contractors' factories, a 

competing conception arose out of the National Labor Committee's campaign against the 

Gap. Leaders of the Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility helped broker an 

agreement between the Gap and the National Labor Committee, which included a 

provision for independent monitoring of a Salvadoran factory and brought a number of 

actors together to consider the meaning and purpose of "independent monitoring." As a 

result of these discussions, in 1995 several Salvadoran religious and human rights leaders 

helped to form the Grupo Independiente Monitoreo de El Salvador (GMIES) to inspect 

factories for the Gap (Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000:306-7; IMWG 2002).^^ This 

experiment ultimately left both companies and critics unsatisfied, but nevertheless paved 

the road for intense debates about the credibility of monitoring. It is also worth noting 

that additional independent monitoring organizations, like Verite and Coverco were 

emerging at this point as well. 

Debates about monitoring came to a head in controversies surrounding Nike. To 

counter the claims of its critics, the company commissioned monitoring visits by the 

accounting firm Ernst & Young (and later Price Waterhouse). (Interview #9; O'Rourke 

1997). Yet a review of a leaked Ernst & Young report on a factory in Vietnam criticized 

the auditors' methodology and narrow focus, and revealed conclusions like "There's a 

This organization has recently been accredited as a monitor for the Fair Labor 
Association. 
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high rate of labor accidents caused by carelessness of employees" (O'Rourke 1997:6-7). 

Nike also came under fire for a supposedly "independent" audit it had commissioned in 

early 1997 by Andrew Young, a former civil rights activist and UN Ambassador. A New 

Republic article exposed numerous flaws in Young's report, including a picture of Nike 

employees misrepresenting themselves as trade union representatives (Shaw 1999; 

Campaign for Labor Rights 1997). 

In sum, continued social movement pressure—^pressure that focused on the way 

companies tried to monitor compliance with codes of conduct—raised a number of 

questions about the role of monitoring and who should be doing it. In other words, social 

movement activity delegitimated companies' first-choice solutions, like codes of conduct, 

marketing campaigns, and internal monitoring—at least as solutions on their own. This 

created some underlying demand for a more credible system for evaluating factory 

conditions—a demand that seems to have been shared by at least some members of both 

the corporate and activist communities. 

INTERNATIONAL LABOR STANDARDS CAMPAIGNS AND THE SHIFTING STRATEGIES OF 

NGOs 

A similar dynamic occurred in the case of labor regulation, after several failures 

to get international labor standards embedded in multi-lateral trade agreements. It was in 

the wake of these defeats that some labor rights NGOs turned toward other solutions— 

like independent monitoring of factories and certification programs of various sorts. 

In 1994, leaders of the International Labor Rights Fund (ILRF) published an 

article in Foreign Policy calling for a "global New Deal" (Collingsworth, Goold, and 
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Harvey 1994). While the increased scope of capital certainly made the establishment of a 

global welfare state an uphill battle, the ILRF and others saw some possibilities for 

embedding social standards in multi-lateral trade agreements that were being negotiated 

at the time. Within the next two years, however, this potential would be blocked 

repeatedly, leaving reformers frustrated. 

As the Uruguay round of negotiations of GATT approached in 1994, labor 

activists redoubled efforts to add a "social clause" to GATT, to be enforced by its new 

administrative branch, the World Trade Organization (Collingsworth et al. 1994). The 

focus was on the International Labor Organization's core labor standards rather than 

wage standards, in order to avoid the strongest charges of protectionism (Braithwaite and 

Drahos 2000:235). Even so, GATT negotiators rebuffed this campaign at the Uruguay 

meetings of 1994, and refused to even recognize a legitimate link between international 

trade and labor standards. 

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was also being negotiated 

during this period. Although U.S. President Bill Clinton had promised not to sign 

NAFTA unless it included labor and environmental protections, he ended up signing the 

agreement with only weak labor "side agreements," the North American Agreement on 

Labor Cooperation (NAALC). The NAALC formally covers a range of labor rights, but 

it does not protect all rights equally. Freedom of association, for instance, is considered a 

lower-tier standard (compared to first and second-tier standards like minimum wages, 

employment discrimination, and others), which severely limits its enforcement potential 

(Tsogas 2001; Human Rights Watch 2001; Interview #30). 
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So by the mid-1990s, labor groups had experienced several notable failures in 

inter-governmental arenas and were becoming increasingly discouraged about the 

prospects for effective governmental action.^^ As one labor rights professional 

explained," I would say that it's taken for granted that, as of 1996—or even 2002— 

government action is not forthcoming. I don't take it for granted that goverrmient action 

is not possible, I just think ... it's not gonna happen" (Interview #10). Another 

suggested that, given the failure of unionization and law enforcement, "it seemed like we 

needed to add consumer pressure to legal, diplomatic, and trade pressures. And so it 

became not a choice of either this or that, but an additional weapon in the arsenal for 

human rights" (Interview #30). 

In this context, a group like the International Labor Rights Fund, which had been 

at the center of these campaigns, began focusing more on private strategies—like 

independent monitoring of factories and non-governmental certification programs. The 

National Labor Committee, while not a supporter of certification, championed the use of 

"independent monitoring" of factories—a pre-cursor of sorts to certification systems 

Labor unions and labor rights groups in the U.S. were also seeing another tool get 
taken away at this point—^the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) program. Under 
this trade preference program, labor groups could petition for reviews of countries' 
eligibility for preferential trade status, based on their labor conditions. It was an 
imperfect tool, but provided at least a limited amount of leverage for addressing 
international labor conditions (Interview #30; Tsogas 2001; Cavanagh 1997; Campaign 
for Labor Rights 1997; Howard 1997). Another existing program for addressing labor 
standards—^the International Labor Organization (ILO)—had been creating international 
labor standards since its formation in 1919, but had serious struggles with enforcement. 
While ILO labor standards have been used in a number of labor codes of conduct, many 
labor rights activists seem to have had serious doubts that the ILO itself could develop 
rigorous enforcement mechanisms. For more on the ILO regime, see Mulcahy 
(forthcoming). 
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(Krupat 1997; Kernaghan no date). The Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility, 

which had been at the center of experiments with independent monitoring, also 

contributed to building a larger certification program. This is not to say that public and 

private programs were seen as mutually exclusive, but groups now poured significant 

resources into creating and supporting non-governmental regulatory tools, like 

independent monitoring and certification. Labor rights groups continued to campaign for 

labor standards and a "social clause" in the WTO, but this proposal was again defeated at 

the Singapore meeting of the WTO in late 1996 and early 1997 (Interview #10; Varley 

1998). This time the WTO came to a decision that "on the one hand, affirmed the 

legitimacy of core labor rights, but on the other, rejected 'the use of labor standards for 

protectionist purposes,' stated that "the comparative advantage of countries, particularly 

low-wage developing countries must in no way be put into question." (Varley 1998:36-7) 

FROM GOVERNMENTAL TO PRIVATE ACTION ON LABOR STANDARDS ENFORCEMENT 

Labor standards certification emerged as the state provided material and moral 

support for private forms of regulation as ways of addressing sweatshops in the U.S. and 

abroad. Although labor standards certification programs focus largely on international 

labor conditions, some of their origins lay in attempts to enforce U.S. labor law in the Los 

Angeles apparel industry. In fact, it was here that the practice of using private 

organizations to regularly "monitor" labor conditions in garment factories began. 

U.S. Department of Labor officials had struggled to enforce wage and hour laws 

in the highly mobile and decentralized garment industry for decades (Bonacich and 
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Appelbaum 2000).^'^ In the early 1990s, officials in the Wage and Hour division of the 

Department of Labor offices in Los Angeles came up with an innovative solution. Under 

the "Hot Goods" provision of the Fair Labor Standards Act, the government could seize 

products made in violation of wage and hour laws to keep them out of inter-state 

commerce. A Labor Department official explains: "We really . . . felt we needed 

somebody else helping to monitor what was going on. So we dusted off this 1938 statute 

of Hot Goods and set up a program where we could use it administratively instead of only 

in a legal setting" (Interview #32). In an industry that puts a premium on speed to the 

market, the seizure of goods, even if only temporarily, could be very damaging. 

Yet the Department of Labor's capacity to inspect factories had diminished 

greatly over the previous decades. The ratio of labor inspectors to total U.S. workers 

went from 1:46,000 in the early 1970s to 1:130,000 in 1992, and continued to fall during 

a hiring freeze in the early 1990s (Ross 2001; Abernathy et al. 1999; Interviews #32, 

#10). Given its diminished enforcement capacity, the Department of Labor developed a 

"compliance agreement," in which a manufacturer agreed to pay back-wages owed to 

workers and monitor its contractors' factories. The first compliance agreement was 

signed by Guess in 1992. By mid-1993, around 20 full compliance agreements had been 

signed in California and the program was spreading to New York City (Interview #14; 

Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000). A Department of Labor official described some of the 

results of the program: "I had Polo Ralph Lauren giving me a $120,000 check to shut up 

One potential solution was the passage of joint liability law, which was vetoed twice by 
the governor of California in the 1990s. For more on companies' reactions to joint 
liability campaigns, see chapter 6. 
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and get out. You know, I had Calvin Klein writing a $35,000 check on the spot, [saying] 

'Please do not go to the media with this'" (Interview #14). 

At first, manufacturers asked quality control personnel to take on labor 

monitoring duties, but soon a new private monitoring industry arose in Los Angeles and 

New York City, with monitors sometimes coming from the ranks of former garment 

contractors and Department of Labor inspectors (Interviews #14, #32). The monitoring 

industry continued to grow through the mid-1990s, and by 1998, private monitors in 

southern California were conducting somewhere around 10,000 inspections per year 

(Esbenshade 2001). Several of these monitors were later accredited by the Fair Labor 

Association. So this is a case of declining state capacity and state support for private 

programs creating the organizational foundation for a larger system of private regulation. 

In the mid-1990s, the Clinton administration got involved, adding experiments 

with publicity to this monitoring program, in the view that publicizing the best and worst 

companies would have a positive impact on working conditions industry-wide. Secretary 

of Labor Robert Reich was particularly active on this, partly in response to pressure from 

the garment workers' union, UNITE! In 1995, Reich developed a "Trendsetters List," 

which used positive publicity to recognize manufacturers that were monitoring their 

contractors. Several companies quickly criticized the list, in part because it lacked any 

consistent basis for adding or removing companies, after Guess had been removed from 

the list because of UNITE's complaint of union-busting. This primitive proto-

certification program was abandoned within a few years (Levy 1998; Bonacich and 

Appelbaum 2000; Interview #5). The Department of Labor also used negative publicity 
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strategies, by publishing the names of manufacturers and retailers using contractors that 

had been cited for violations of wage and hour laws (Ramey 1996a: 1-2; Bonacich and 

Appelbaum 2000). As these experiments floundered, Reich pursued two different 

avenues for using publicity to address sweatshop issues—one a private group, the other 

an existing international organization. 

In July 1996, Reich convened the Fashion Industry Forum, a meeting with apparel 

manufacturers and retailers. Participants discussed several options, including company 

self-monitoring, external monitoring, and the development of a "no sweat" labeling 

program (Black 1996). Later that year. President Clinton and Secretary Reich brought 

together 23 representatives of apparel companies, labor unions, and non-governmental 

organizations, in what would later be called the Apparel Industry Partnership (AIP). The 

companies included many that had been on the Trendsetters list, as well as social 

movement targets like Nike and Liz Claiborne (Esbenshade 2001). Representatives from 

the AFL-CIO and UNITE! were also present, as were NGOs like the Lawyers Committee 

for Human Rights, Business for Social Responsibility, and the Interfaith Center on 

Corporate Responsibility. In the early AIP discussions, Reich had pushed for the group 

to develop a "no sweat" label for garments, but companies were sometimes resistant to 

the idea and there was little movement in this direction (Ramey 1996b: 2). Much of the 

early work of the AIP was focused on producing a workplace code of conduct that 

member companies would agree to. 

Also in mid-1996, Reich proposed to the International Labor Organization that it 

consider developing a system for labeling garments based on the labor conditions in 
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which they are made. A report in Women's Wear Daily foreshadowed ensuing 

difficulties, citing concerns about abuses of labeling systems for political and trade-

related purposes" (Zaracostas 1996:13). The ILO considered a proposal for a "global 

social label" the next year (Varley 1998:38; Haufler 2001). This was a modified version 

of the proposal made by Reich, although the ILO proposed to certify entire countries 

rather than specific companies (Ramey 1997:18). When the proposal was discussed at 

the ILO conference in June of 1997, representatives of developing countries—led by 

Egypt—attacked the social labeling proposal as a disguised form of protectionism and 

charged the ILO with trying to become a trade organization (Zaracostas 1997:18; Varley 

1998). The social labeling proposal seems to have died right there. Yet another reform 

proposal, to make the ILO core labor standards mandatory for all ILO members, passed 

the following year (Haufler 2001). So while one reform effort in the ILO had succeeded, 

the opportunity for a labeling/certification systems administered by an existing 

international organization had been effectively shut down.^^ 

It was in this context that private programs for certifying companies began to 

solidify.^^ After the creation of the Apparel Industry Partnership, two groups had begun 

creating systems to monitor factories and certify companies. The Fair Labor Association 

Also around this time, the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
announced that it was declining to develop an international standard for occupational 
health and safety, claiming that this would contribute to a "certification circus" (qtd. in 
Urminsky 2001:11; lOHA 1998; Interview #13). 

Domestically, several bills banning the import of products made with child labor had 
been on the legislative agenda in the 1990s, but had failed (Collingsworth et al. 1994; 
Barrett 1994; Ramey and Barret 1996). By 1996, some of these proposals had shifted 
from calling for bans to calling for voluntary labeling, in line with the larger move toward 
certification in this field (Barrett 1996). 
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was a direct extension of the Apparel Industry Partnership, and was officially founded in 

1998 as the monitoring and certification wing of the AIP. Another group, the Council on 

Economic Priorities Accreditation Agency (CEPAA), was also created just after the 

formation of the AIP, in part in hopes of carrying out certification for the AIP (Interview 

#30), as well as to standardize other existing social auditing efforts (Interviews #9, #13). 

Although this group did not end up working under the AIP, it released its own SA8000 

(Social Accountability 8000) standard for factories and built its own certification 

program, later changing its name to Social Accountability International. 

The U.S. government provided financial support to both of these programs. In 

1999, the Clinton administration allocated $4 million a year to supporting non

governmental organizations working on global labor standards issues and set up a grant 

to be administered by the U.S. State Department and the Agency for International 

Development. The FLA received grants in its early years, receiving close to $650,000 in 

2000 and $750,000 the next year (Interviews #5, #10; IRS form 990, www.guidestar.ora). 

Social Accountability International also received funding from this grant (Interview #12). 

While companies, foundations, and other organizations also made financial contributions, 

the State Department grants comprise a majority of each association's budget (Interviews 

#5, #12; IRS forms 990, www.guidestar.org). 

Thus, with international arenas unresponsive to labor standards, the Clinton 

administration put substantial energy and resources into creating private alternatives. In 

some situations the Clinton administration seems to have shifted to private arenas as a 

response to these institutional arrangements, but this administration's actions also helped 

http://www.guidestar.ora
http://www.guidestar.org
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to strengthen neo-liberal agendas. In any case, it was out of the interaction between 

states and neo-liberal institutions that private labor standards certification systems 

emerged. 

Points of Comparison in the Emergence of Forest and Labor Standards Certification 

Certification of both forests and factories emerged through a politically contested 

process, in which activists, governments, and companies pursued a number of different 

strategies, and a number failed or were defeated. By charting these options, my analysis 

has helped to draw out the process by which a new regulatory form emerged, rather than 

seeing it as inevitable or automatic. Interestingly, the failure or defeat of some strategies 

(like inter-governmental regulation) helped to facilitate the rise of private certification. 

Specifically, in both cases, certification systems were in part a response to social 

movement pressures, which created a demand for some way of evaluating companies' 

claims about their social and environmental impacts. At times, both companies and their 

critics called for higher-level, standardized programs to do something like certification, 

although they usually disagreed about how such programs should work. 

But the emergence of certification associations was conditioned by a series of 

conflicts that resulted in both states and NGOs channeling resources into a private form 

of regulation. First, as governmental and inter-go vemmental options for addressing labor 

and environmental issues were blocked or failed, NGOs and social movement groups put 

more energy and resources into non-governmental programs^—like nascent certification 

and monitoring efforts. Additionally, as direct state involvement became illegitimate or 

prohibited, states shifted to private solutions—and funded certification systems at crucial 



119 

early moments. Sometimes government actors even helped organize private certification 

associations. This all occurred in a context in which governmental and inter

governmental programs were stifled by neo-liberal ideologies and institutions, which, at 

the least, tended to legitimate claims that social and environmental standards were little 

more than barriers to trade, and sometimes constrained action directly. Yet out of the 

failure of governmental and inter-governmental programs grew the material and 

rhetorical resources for the construction of private alternatives. 

These similarities in the development of certification associations in the apparel 

and forest products fields go a long way in explaining the rise of certification as a 

regulatory form. But it is also instructive to consider a few differences between the 

cases. First, governments played different roles in supporting certification initiatives in 

these two cases. In one case, Clinton administration officials were directly involved in 

setting up the meetings that led to the Apparel Industry Partnership, and then creating a 

grant that could fund this type of initiative. Government support for forest certification 

was generally less direct, and took the form of funding rather than personal leadership. 

Second, although the construction of both types of certification systems was a 

conflictual process, the environmental social movement field tended to be more cohesive 

than the field of labor and human rights groups. For instance, there were serious debates 

between groups that supported tropical timber boycotts, like Friends of the Earth and the 

Rainforest Action Network, and more mainstream environmental groups that opposed 

boycotts, like WWF; nevertheless, the former groups sometimes used boycotts in ways 

that served to increase participation in the timber certification partnerships led by 
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WWF—a tacit alliance of sorts between different segments of the environmental 

community (McNichol 2000). By contrast, intense frictions between organized labor, 

some labor rights groups, and mainstream human rights organizations dominated the 

early days of labor standards certification, especially once labor unions dropped out of 

the emerging Fair Labor Association in protest of its lax standards and procedures. 

Furthermore, because of the "mainstreaming" of environmental concerns and the creation 

of "environmental management" positions and consultants in the corporate sector, actors 

working on forest certification have been more likely to move between the business and 

NGO sectors than have actors working on labor standards certification. So while both 

labor and environmental social movement groups utilized similar tactics of targeting 

companies, the two movements differed in other ways—some of which may be 

consequential for the future of certification. 

Conclusion 

Why did the same regulatory form initially emerge in two otherwise quite 

different fields in the 1990s? The answer is that the fields experienced roughly similar 

dynamics of controversy, conflict, and innovation, resulting from a particular type of 

social movement strategy and a neo-liberal institutional context. Social movement 

campaigns that targeted companies for their labor or forestry practices led to spiraling 

debates about the credibility of corporate claims to social and environmental 

responsibility. A neo-liberal institutional context encouraged states and NGOs to build 

private regulatory associations, by limiting opportunities for governmental and inter

governmental regulation. In this context, states offered support for private regulatory 
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initiatives, sometimes after being constrained in other arenas. Ironically, then, public 

agencies are in large part responsible for the rise of private regulation. NGOs also played 

crucial roles in building the first certification initiatives in each field. Yet they did so 

primarily after they had experienced repeated defeats and failures in inter-governmental 

arenas, particularly as the governmental actions they had been campaigning for became 

increasingly defined as "non-tariff barriers to trade." 

This analysis has shed light on the process by which certification associations 

emerged, by looking carefully at how strategies unfolded over time and the ways in 

which specific events helped mobilize moral and material support. 

The analysis can also shed some light on why regulation in the apparel and forest 

products fields took the particular shape that it did. The neo-liberal institutional context 

helps to explain why certification has emerged in the form of private rather than 

governmental or inter-governmental systems. The structure of political opportunities and 

constraints facilitated the defeat of those who attempted to build governmental and inter

governmental systems and pushed institutional entrepreneurship down private paths. 

Institutional arrangements, of course, did not themselves accomplish this outcome. But, 

as struggles over forest management, sweatshops, and corporate governance entered 

international arenas, a neo-liberal institutional environment "weighed in" on the side of 

those who favored private solutions. It legitimated claims that labor and environmental 

standards were little more than "barriers to trade." In addition, states embedded in a neo-

liberal institutional environment became more likely to off-load some of their regulatory 

functions to private groups, and to provide funding for these private initiatives. 
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Why did pressures for regulation of labor and forestry lead to an information-

based strategy (labeling, recognizing companies, providing information about monitored 

factories, etc.) as opposed to other regulatory strategies? The answer may be partly due 

to the timing of emergence and social location of the institutional entrepreneurs. Asked 

why property rights strategies did not become part of efforts to improve forest 

management, one informant said, "back in 1990-'93, those things hadn't really emerged 

at any significant scale. So, there were no models to draw upon at the time. All that stuff 

came subsequently" (Interview #27). But beyond this, the character of struggles between 

companies' "branding strategies" and social movements' "corporate campaigns" seems to 

have put information at the center of efforts to address sweatshop and forest management. 

As social movements attacked companies and companies responded with public claims 

about their social/environmental friendliness, the movement-company interaction tended 

to take on the character of a spiraling debate over the credibility of claims on both sides. 

As this dynamic took hold, it generated demands for overarching associations with more 

standardized procedures for evaluating claims. Shapiro (1987) has described this sort of 

process as the elaboration of higher-order "guardians of trust." Interestingly, to the 

extent that state agencies are becoming limited in their ability to serve this guardian role, 

we should expect to see an acceleration of this process, and the emergence of multiple 

layers of institutions that attempt to secure trust or credibility in some form. 

This analysis can also help to refine the theories discussed in chapter one and 

push future analysis in new directions. First, threats to firms' autonomy and reputation 

are important to the construction of private regulatory systems, but these threats can 
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come from places other than states. As social movements increasingly target 

corporations, rather than just lobbying the state, theories of regulation and industry 

governance must expand to consider the impacts of these company-social movement 

interactions. 

Second, it is clear from this study that the rise of private regulation is tied up with 

dynamics of globalization and a changing role for the state. But the findings here differ 

from the common approach I discussed earlier, which focused on the globalization of 

markets and the consequences of capital mobility. I have shown how the institutional 

structures of globalization—free trade regimes in particular—have tended to discourage 

and delegitimate state action and support the rise of private regulatory forms. The rise of 

free trade institutions is crucial to understanding the shape of state action in the 

contemporary era. In other words, the problem of government action under globalization 

is not solely about companies being hyper-mobile, but also about goverrmients finding 

themselves embedded in—and sometimes constrained by—global institutional structures. 

(Ironically, these are often the same institutions these governments helped to create.) 

While other researchers have already called for attention to the institutional side of 

globalization (Evans 1997), my research has attempted to highlight one concrete way in 

which neo-liberal institutions shaped the process of institutional emergence at the end of 

the 20"^ century. 
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CHAPTER 5: THE RISE OF ORGANIZATIONAL COMPETITION 

This chapter shifts to the organizational level of analysis and examines how 

multiple instances of the same basic organizational form emerged in both the apparel and 

forest products fields. While certification associations first emerged in these fields in the 

early- to mid-1990s (as analyzed in the previous chapter), by the end of the decade 

several programs were competing with one another for resources, legitimacy, and the 

power to define how certification should be done. As Stinchcombe (2001) has argued, 

the emergence of inter-organizational competition is a social outcome in its own right, 

and one that escapes the gaze of research that focuses on pre-constituted populations of 

organizations. Competition implies that organizations recognize each other as 

competitors and that organizations are similar enough to one another to be comparable on 

some common metric (Stinchcombe 2001; Espeland 1998). This chapter explains how 

this was accomplished. 

Three overarching forest certification programs came to compete in the North 

American market—^the Forest Stewardship Council, Sustainable Forestry Initiative, and 

CSA Sustainable Forest Management Program. Similarly, three labor standards 

certification programs emerged—the Fair Labor Association, Council on Economic 

Priorities Accreditation Agency (later renamed Social Accountability International), and 

•37  

Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production. This competition led the certification 

association form to be inhabited by actors from a wide range of social locations—from 

In addition, another monitoring group, the Worker Rights Consortium, while not really 
a certification program, exhibited some of the same dynamics and is thus included as an 
addendum to the analysis. 
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NGOs critical of the concentration of corporate power, to accounting firms, to large trade 

TO 

associations, to name just a few. 

Given that competition emerged in both of these fields, is there a common 

dynamic that can explain the emergence of competition among certification associations? 

I argue that theories of organizational founding and the emergence of new organizational 

forms provide the materials for developing such an account. The next section discusses 

these theories and provides a rough sketch of the argument. I then develop the argument 

through a close analysis of how three different certification programs emerged in each of 

the two fields at hand. This highlights multiple pathways to certification and explains 

how competition emerged. Overall, this chapter illustrates the organizational dimension 

of institutional emergence, focusing on the ways in which particular approaches to 

certification got embedded in organizations. 

Framework for the Analysis 

My analysis in this chapter draws on and integrates insights from organizational 

ecology and institutionalist approaches to organizational foundings and the emergence of 

new organizational forms. Organizational ecologists argue that new organizations and 

organizational forms emerge as political realignments or shifts in existing populations 

open up new resource niches. As entrepreneurs move into these newly available resource 

The state of the field by the end of the 1990s can be illustrated with what I call the 
"Robert Reich-Otto Reich phenomenon." Robert Reich, the liberal Secretary of Labor in 
the Clinton administration had helped the Department of Labor wage a campaign against 
sweatshops in the U.S. and had facilitated the creation of the Apparel Industry 
Partnership, and its offspring, the Fair Labor Association. The field of labor standards 
certification also included Otto Reich, a far-right operative and propagandist in the Iran-
Contra affair, who was now Vice Chair of the Worldwide Responsible Apparel 
Production certification initiative. 
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spaces, new types of organizations are generated (Hannan and Freeman 1989). This 

focus on resource niches has proven powerful in population-level studies of 

organizational foundings (Hannan and Freeman 1989; Baum and Oliver 1996) and the 

emergence of new forms (Ruef 2000). Increasingly, however, organizational ecologists 

and others have recognized that resource niches are rarely pre-given but and instead must 

be actively carved out by entrepreneurial activity and collective action (Baum and Oliver 

1996; Rao 1998). Padgett (2001) states this nicely: 

In no time or place have organizations faced a fixed topology or landscape 
of envirormiental resources over which they must maximize. Not unlike 
species in the Amazonian jungle, organizations have faced instead a 
plethora of other interconnected organizations and social networks into 
which they must fit, the dynamics of which they themselves affect, (p. 3) 

As a result, researchers have called for closer attention to the processes by which 

entrepreneurs carve out resource spaces as part of the founding process (Aldrich 1999; 

Haveman 2000). Following this literature, my analysis looks at the interaction between 

founders of certification programs and resources—^paying attention to the existence of 

untapped resource spaces, the extent to which these had to be carved out, and how 

entrepreneurs did this. 

Organizational neo-institutionalists—or "cultural frame institutionalists (Rao 

1998)—emphasize the role of existing models and templates in the creation of new 

organizational forms. This literature argues that actors create novel organizational forms 

by putting existing forms to unconventional uses or by combining them in novel ways, in 

a "bricolage" fashion (Clemens 1997). Beyond resource spaces, then, this literature 

draws attention to the set of organizational models/templates that actors draw upon and 
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the links between actors' social location and the models they are likely to value. 

Following this lead, my analysis looks at the models that founders of certification 

programs drew upon and the connections between their interests and the models they 

privileged. 

The cultural frame institutionalist approach also focuses on the framing of 

organizational forms that occurs as entrepreneurs attempt to mobilize material, moral, 

and political support for their organizations (Rao 1998). Different actors produce 

different frames, so within the same organizational form, different frames or approaches 

are likely to exist. The evolution of an organizational form, then, can be thought of as a 

competition among these frames, as illustrated in Rao's (1998) study of "impartial 

testing" and "radical change" frames for consumer watchdog organizations. Although I 

view frames as co-evolving with organizations (and thus not fully formed for the cases at 

hand), I show that different certification programs embody different approaches to 

labor/environmental issues. I also attempt to show that these different approaches can 

largely be traced to the interests of the founders and their motivations in developing a 

certification initiative. 

Most existing studies of competition over organizational forms focus on historical 

cases, in which the "winner" is clear and the task of the analysis is to explain why one 

approach won out. My analysis faces a special challenge here, since the dynamics I am 

studying have developed only in the last decade or so and are still very much in process. 

While it is too early to declare any winners in the competition among certification 

programs, my analysis can provide some hints at possible outcomes (or "settlements") by 
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laying out the space in which the competition is occurring—who is competing with 

whom and on what basis. 

Finally, Padgett's (2001) research on organizational genesis has called attention to 

the specific circumstances of organizational founders. He argues that 

the analogue to DNA in social organization is the set of ideas, practices, 
and social relations of the founder. For shorthand, I call this set the 'logic-
of-identity' of the founder. At the genotypic level of analysis, it is the 
recombinatorial history of these ideas, practices, and social relations, 
controlled through social interactions between persons, that social science 
most needs to understand, (p. 5) 

In the analysis that follows, I pay careful attention to the composition of founding teams 

and attempt to show how founders' interests and networks are linked to their strategies 

for securing resources and the models they used. 

The Emergence and Evolution of the Certification Association as an Organizational 

Form: The Argument in Brief 

In each field, a "moment of innovation" produced the first certification initiatives, 

which were created by relatively heterogeneous founding teams (typically made up of 

NGOs and a few companies). The specific shape of these programs is largely attributable 

to the founders' interests and the relative power of groups of founders. These interests 

were mediated by the models that entrepreneurs used as guides in constructing the 

organization. In other words, entrepreneurs drew on pre-existing models but did not copy 

them blindly. In developing their programs, the early entrepreneurs of certification in 

each field actively carved out resource niches, drawing on their organizational affiliations 

and social networks. In the process of building their programs, these innovators raised 

the cognitive legitimacy of the certification association as an organizational form (that is. 
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they increased the visibility of the form), while at the same time raising questions about 

its propriety and spurring debate between industry segments, social movements, and 

others. 

Groups that felt disadvantaged by the innovators' programs began mounting their 

own challenges. (In these cases, the challengers were primarily industry associations.) 

As challengers organized alternatives, they ended up adopting the same basic 

organizational form they were challenging. Sometimes this happened immediately, while 

in other cases challengers' programs moved closer to the innovators' form gradually. 

The adoption of this form was, in part, a way for challengers to tap into the attention that 

had been generated by the innovators and in some cases also the resources they had 

mobilized. These challengers did not, however, adopt the form unthinkingly. Instead, 

they altered some aspects of it in ways that reflected their interests and the cultural 

models that they brought to the table. By the early 2000s, both fields had multiple 

certification programs that were similar in form and competing for credibility, resources, 

and the power to define the future of the form. 

Different sets of actors followed different pathways to arrive at the certification 

association. Notably, coalitions of NGOs and a few companies were responsible for the 

innovative programs. Industry associations and the bulk of firms in the industry were 

behind the later entrants into the field. This finding leads us to rethink the role of 

The term "challengers" is often used to represent social movements. In this chapter, 1 
use "challengers" differently, to refer to those who arose to challenge the initial 
certification associations. In this sense, the "challengers" here were typically industry 
actors, not social movements. 
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capitalist collective action in some of the theories of private regulation discussed earlier, 

a point to which I return at the end of this chapter. 

In general, this chapter illustrates the importance of entrenched interests and 

power in shaping the terrain of forest and labor standards certification. Part of the story 

of how certification took center stage in the apparel and forest products fields has to do 

with established industry actors founding their own certification programs with weaker 

standards and more industry control than the initial programs. The struggles for 

legitimacy that resulted were structured to a large extent by traditional power struggles 

between capital and labor, as well as between different capitalist segments. This analysis, 

therefore, serves as a reminder that new organizational and institutional forms are tied up 

with old power struggles, which shape both the ecology and institutionalization of 

organizational populations. 

The next sections provide the evidence, illustrate some additional complexity, and 

put the certification programs in context. In addition, they provide an organizational 

history of the certification programs in each field, which has so far been lacking, as most 

previous research has focused on the development of a single program (e.g. McNichol 

2002) or compared the virtues and vices of different programs (e.g. O'Rourke 2003). 

Innovation and Appropriation: The Emergence of Competing Forest Certification 

Programs 

A few organizations began certifying environmentally-preferable timber sources 

in the late 1980s, but the first attempts to build a system for forest certification began in 

the early 1990s, led by the organizers of the Forest Stewardship Council. After the 
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formation of the FSC, two challenging groups developed their own versions of a forest 

certification system. Each of these embodied a somewhat different approach and set of 

procedures, as shown in Table 5.1. The task of this section is to explain how these 

different approaches to forest certification were generated. 

Table 5.1 Summary of the three main forest certification programs in North America 
Forest Stewardship 
Council 

CSA's Sustainable Forest 
Management program 

Sustainable Forestry 
Initiative 

General 
approach 

Consumer-infonnation, 
multi-stakeholder 
approach 

Systems-based standards 
approach 

Industry standards 
approach 

Years of 
initial 
program 
development 

1990-1993 1993-1996 1994-1995 

Key 
founders 

Environmental NGOs, 
woodworkers and small 
eco-timber companies, 
community forestry 
experts, and upstart 
certifiers 

Canadian Pulp and Paper 
Association, Canadian 
Standards Association 

American Forest and Paper 
Association 

Summary of 
certification 
procedures 

Forest operation certified 
by FSC-accredited 
certifier; chain-of-custody 
certification and product 
label also possible 

Forest operation certified 
by auditor accredited by 
Canadian National 
Standards Council; chain-
of-custody certification 
and product label added to 
the program later 

Initially rested on 
company self-monitoring; 
later added third-party 
certification by an auditor 
accredited by the 
American National 
Standards Institute or the 
Registrar Accreditation 
Board; product label added 
later 

Most 
common 
monitors/ 
certifiers 

Non-profit certifiers. 
Large diversified 
certification firms, 
specialized environmental 
auditing firms 

Quality testing firms, 
accounting firms 

Accounting firms, 
specialized environmental 
auditing firms 

Other notes FSC Principles and 
Criteria address both social 
and environmental impacts 
of forest management 

Major component of the 
certification procedure 
involves consultations with 
local communities 

Has gradually moved 
closer to the FSC model. 
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THE FOREST STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL: AN INNOVATIVE CONSUMER INFORMATION 

APPROACH TO FORESTRY 

Table 5.2 Key events in the creation of the Forest Stewardship Council 

Fall 1990 Participants at the founding conference of the Woodworkers' Alliance for 
Rainforest Protection begin discussing possibilities for oversight and 
monitoring of forest certification 

April 1991 "Certification Working Group" created at WARP conference meets in San 
Francisco, begins work on Forest Stewardship Standards and a Forest 
Stewardship Charter 

Late 1991-early 
1992 

WWF and others lead consultations on the Forest Stewardship Standards 

March 1992 Larger group meets in Washington, DC and an interim board of directors 
for the FSC is created. 

October 1993 Founding assembly in Toronto leads to the formal creation of the FSC, the 
election of a Board of Directors, and a structure designed to limit corporate 
influence. 

Fall 1994 FSC International Secretariat opens in Oaxaca, Mexico. Members approve 
the Principles and Criteria at the first FSC General Assembly. 

Late 1995-early 
1996 

FSC accredits first group of certifiers and introduces its logo 

The founding of the Forest Stewardship Council marked the emergence of a novel 

organizational form for addressing forest management issues. The FSC was set up as an 

umbrella organization that sets standards for the ecological and social aspects of forest 

management and accredits other organizations (certifiers) to inspect forest operations, 

using the FSC Principles and Criteria. Upon request, certifiers inspect a forest operation 

and on that basis decide whether or not to certify that area as a "well managed forest." 

The FSC also offers "chain-of-custody" certification, whereby forest products are tracked 

from their source and labeled as deriving from well managed forests. Notably, the FSC 

takes a "multi-stakeholder" approach to certification, and is structured to include 
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representatives from both the global north and south, and from groups with 

environmental, social, and economic interests in forests. 

The FSC was created through a series of meetings between 1990 and 1993 and 

continued to evolve after its official founding in October of 1993. A basic timeline of 

important events in the founding of the FSC is shown in Table 5.2. In the next sections, 1 

show how institutional entrepreneurs from several different social locations contributed 

to the formation of the FSC and helped to carve out a resource niche for forest 

certification as an organizational form. 

Founders 

Although the developers of the FSC did not invent this organizational form de 

novo, the shape of the program is largely rooted in the interests of the founders. Four 

main sets of actors made up the founding team of the FSC—a few companies involved in 

the Woodworkers' Alliance for Rainforest Protection, individuals involved in community 

forestry, upstart certifiers, and environmental NGOs. Each of these groups had 

somewhat different motivations, but all made significant contributions to the creation of 

the certification association as an organizational form. 

Some of the earliest discussions about developing an overarching forest 

certification program occurred in a conference organized by the Woodworkers' Alliance 

for Rainforest Protection (WARP). WARP was made up of environmentally conscious 

woodworkers who were feeling "squeezed in the middle" of tropical timber boycotts 

(Interview #22) and several companies that had begun selling environmentally friendly 

products and "eco-timber." These WARP participants were looking for a way to 
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differentiate their claims of environmental friendliness and "sustainability" from the 

claims of mainstream companies. As one UK-based company explained, 

we are very much on the forefront of a propaganda battle with the timber 
trade here, with some issues yet to come into the open. One in particular 
that worries me is the likelihood that the timber trade will have its notion 
of 'sustainable management' prevail in the coming decade, with genetic 
diversity being lost sight of (Dennis 1991) 

Another company argued that "to ensure that timber that is marketed with the label 

'sustainable' indeed conforms to certain production standards, and to separate genuine 

companies from opportunists, a watchdog in the form of an independent monitoring 

organization will be necessary" (Ecological Trading Company 1990). 

A second segment of the FSC founding team consisted of individuals who had 

been working on community forestry projects in South America, through NGOs or as 

consulting foresters. In addition to having expertise on community-environment 

interfaces, these individuals had developed interests in the late 1980s in tapping into 

emerging "green markets" as a way of supporting community forestry projects and other 

projects with indigenous populations (Interview #29). One community forestry 

consultant called the formation of a forest certification program "a tremendous market 

opportunity for the 'wood producer projects' in the U.S. and overseas" (Donovan 1990). 

This interest in using green markets to support community forestry was especially strong 

for a tight-knit group of consulting foresters working in South America that one 

informant called the "Paraguay mafia" (Interview #29). Having met in the U.S. Peace 

Corps years before, this group became central to the early development of the FSC, 
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especially from 1990 to 1992. As I discuss later, this group also played a critical (and 

usually overlooked) role in mobilizing resources for the development of the FSC. 

The early discussions about building a group to oversee forest certification also 

involved upstart certifiers who were beginning to verify claims about sustainability on 

their own. Particularly influential were the first two certifiers—the Rainforest Alliance, 

which had begun its SmartWood certification program in 1989, and Scientific 

Certification Systems (SCS) which by 1991 was extending its work on environmental 

testing into forest certification. For these certifiers, an overarching association would 

help their programs gain credibility. As one observer put it, without such a program, 

these certifiers would "have to spend an enormous amount of time justifying themselves, 

proving their credibility to the public, marketing themselves as being worthy, instead of 

actually doing the business at hand" (Interview #15).''° Most likely because these 

certifiers were involved in the early discussions of certification and the activities of the 

"Certification Working Group," the FSC was created as an umbrella organization to 

oversee certification, rather than carrying out inspections itself (Interview #15). 

As far back as the WARP conference, environmental NGOs—specifically WWF, 

the Rainforest Action Network, and Greenpeace—were involved in the development of 

forest certification. Although the WWF took on a much larger leadership role several 

years into the process, it did not have this kind of position in the Certification Working 

Group. Environmental groups' interests in certification derived from their involvement 

On this note, it is telling that Scientific Certification Systems was in the process of 
forming its own external Standards Board just around the time it began participating in 
the meetings that eventually produced the FSC. 
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in tropical timber boycott campaigns. For WWF, a critic of boycotts, this positive 

alternative to boycotts was clearly an advance. The Rainforest Action Network, a more 

radical group that supported boycotts, seems to have viewed certification as a possible 

complement to boycotts, especially as its boycott strategies were coming under fire as 

hurtful to forest-dependent communities. 

Notably absent from the FSC founding team were large forest products firms. 

The largest firm involved early on was probably the furniture-maker Smith & Hawken, 

whose founder would soon emerge as an advocate of restructuring capitalism to be 

ecologically sustainable (Hawken 1993). Although a representative of the International 

Hardwood Products Association did attend the WARP conference, he was seen as being 

on a different page than the other participants (Donovan 1990) and was not involved in 

forest certification beyond that. Retailers like B&Q and Home Depot got involved in the 

FSC in 1992 and 1993, after much of the initial groundwork for the FSC had been laid. 

Interestingly, the initial lack of involvement of large forest products firms seems 

to have allowed the FSC to develop a structure that self-consciously limited corporate 

influence. During the 1992 and 1993 FSC meetings, conflicts erupted as companies 

started coming to the table. Some environmental NGOs and indigenous rights groups 

began worrying about a corporate takeover of the FSC (Interview #29, #31). Several 

representatives of environmental groups organized at the beginning of the 1993 Founding 

Assembly organized to try to prevent this. Although the ensuing struggles led some 

environmental and social groups to disengage from the FSC, it also led the FSC to create 

a structure in which those with "economic" interests in forests could hold only two of the 
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nine seats on the board and had only 25% of the total voting power (Wellner 1993). It is 

doubtful that such a structure would have been created were it not for the power that 

environmental groups held in the FSC by virtue of their early involvement. 

Models 

The confluence of interests of the founders discussed above powerfully shaped 

the FSC, but the founders also drew on existing models in figuring out how to actually 

put the organization together. As woodworkers and environmentally sensitive companies 

came together in the WARP conference, they began to talk about certification as 

something like a Good Housekeeping seal of approval or a UL label that could "separate 

the wheat from the chaff (Interview #22). But organizers looked to two other models for 

specific guidance on how to organize the FSC. 

Environmental groups and some of the certifiers brought with them some 

knowledge of organic certification, which was seen as a model for the development of the 

FSC (Interviews #7, #16, #15, #18, #22). As one participant summarized the situation in 

organics, 

there were multiple certifiers out there with multiple systems, multiple 
levels of standards, and it was a cat fight. And there was no rhyme, 
reason, or order to the system. And what was happening was you had 
certifiers fighting against each other all the time. Competition's one thing, 
[but] fighting against each other on basically where the standards should 
be was something that we were counseled by various people we talked to 
informally, 'if there's a way you can avoid that, avoid it.'" (Interview #7) 

After consulting with the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements 

(IFOAM), which ran a loosely coordinated network of organic certifiers, the FSC 

organizers produced a draft of the FSC charter that specified that the FSC would work on 
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the "harmonization of certifying procedures and cooperation among certifying 

organizations" (Donovan 1992b). FSC entrepreneurs did not, however, blindly copy 

from the organic model. Unlike organics, which some saw to be a niche marketing 

"beads and sandals" approach, the FSC sought to have a wider impact on the forest 

products industry (Interview #18). 

For additional guidance, FSC organizers soon turned to the International 

Organization for Standardization (ISO), drawing on the ISO generic guidelines for 

certifiers (Interview #27, #35). They did not, however, adopt the ISO model wholesale, 

which emphasized the certification of systems and processes, rather than outcomes or 

performance. Instead, FSC organizers selectively appropriated some technical 

knowledge from ISO while maintaining the initial focus of assessing the social and 

environmental impacts of forest management. 

Resources 

The woodworkers and community forestry consultants that helped develop the 

FSC initially saw in certification an opportunity to exploit emerging green markets. As 

expressed by one of these entrepreneurs, 

Upon return to the U.S. after three years in Costa Rica, I am struck by how 
much socially and environmentally acceptable consumerism is beginning 
to dominate everything from TV to the grocery store. Frankly I find some 
of it pretty obnoxious, but guess we shouldn't 'look a gift horse in the 
mouth.' We .. . need to capitalize on the burgeoning market and channel 
profits to make sustainable forestry the 'only' alternative for businesses 
small and large. (Donovan 1990) 
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Along similar lines, one member of WARP suggested that "we ought to exploit the fact 

that every North American corporation—from Amoco to McDonalds—is trying to 'out-

green' its competitors (Landis 1991). 

While the perception of an untapped resource space may have partially motivated 

these entrepreneurs, "green markets" did not directly provide any money for the early 

development of the FSC. Contrary to the image of free-floating resource spaces, the 

early funding for the FSC was generated through the network ties and organizational 

resources of the founders. Much of the early work on the program was done with no 

funding at all, with participants paying their own way to meetings and bearing other 

costs. 

The first funding for the development of the FSC, in 1990 and 1991, came from 

the Homeland Foundation, a small family foundation run by one of the "Paraguay mafia" 

who was a participant in the early meetings (Simeone 1990; Donovan 1992a; Interview 

#29). WWF-UK, also a participant in these early discussions, helped to fund some of this 

preliminary work. 

Even the first grant from a major foundation—a small grant from the Mac Arthur 

foundation in 1992—was facilitated by inter-personal networks. The MacArthur 

Foundation representative who made this grant was a former forestry consultant with the 

U.S. Peace Corps in South America, and had worked with the same forest cooperative as 

at least one of the FSC organizers (Koenig and Headley 1995; Interview #7). 

Immediately following the 1992 FSC meeting in Washington, DC, the MacArthur 

foundation representative "basically said, 'this is something interesting, I support it, and, 
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you know, 1 can make this money available now'" (Interview #34). Tellingly, the grant 

was written by the very person who had previously worked with the MacArthur 

representative in Peru (Interview #7). The following year, this same MacArthur 

representative formed a working group on sustainable forestry, which included those with 

connections to the emerging FSC (Koenig and Headley 1995; Jenkins and Smith 1999; 

MacArthur Foundation 1998). 

While early funds were generated through inter-personal networks, once WWF-

International took a leadership role in the development of the FSC (starting in 1992), this 

organization was able to pull together a greater variety of funding sources. The fact that 

a powerful individual within WWF-International was the chair of the Interim FSC board 

allowed him to channel resources from a variety of sources into the FSC. As one 

informant said, "1 don't think we would have gotten anywhere had it not been ... for his 

institutional support, the money he was able to bring, and his diplomatic and conciliatory 

style" (Interview #29). WWF played a crucial role in carving out resource niches and 

mobilizing potential resources for forest certification (Interview #27). As one informant 

put it, "There was demand out there. .. . But it was sort of untapped, and I think it 

needed WWF to really focus that untapped demand." (Interview #15). 

Some of the resources mobilized by WWF came in the form of government 

grants, like the grants from the German international aid agency (GTZ) in 1992, Austrian 

government in 1993, and Dutch and Swiss governments thereafter. (See chapter four for 

more on why goverrmients were funding the FSC.) WWF also built a larger resource 

base for the FSC through its buyers groups—groups of retailers and other companies that 
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had committed to purchasing only "sustainable" timber. These markets for certified 

wood had to be constructed, through a mix of political maneuvering and "social skill," as 

WWF combined moral suasion with market manipulation to build support for its buyers 

groups (McNichol 2000). The "1995 Group" (which pledged to use only sustainable 

forest products by 1995) was the first buyers group and featured the British home 

improvement retailer B&Q, which soon began participating in the creation of the FSC. 

As one FSC representative said, "having B&Q ... on board was just tremendous. It gave 

a legitimacy, because there was the demand right there" (Interview #15). Retailers like 

B&Q in the UK and Home Depot in the U.S. joined buyers groups after being targeted by 

tropical timber activists, who held demonstrations at the stores (see chapter four). 

Once the FSC and the organizational form it embodied became more widely 

known, major foundations became important funders—especially the Mac Arthur, Ford, 

and Rockefeller Brothers Foundations (and to a lesser extent, the Pew Charitable Trust, 

Surdna and Doris Duke Foundations) (Interviews #15, #29, #18). In the mid-1990s, 

some of these adopted forest certification as a pet project, and the Ford Foundation even 

created a network of "Sustainable Forestry Funders" to coordinate the funding of 

certification initiatives at multiple levels and across different locations (Interview #15). 

The foundations' enthusiasm for forest certification—likely driven by interests in 

"market-based solutions," global governance, and "multi-stakeholder" programs 

(Interview #15, #18, #34)—freed up resources for FSC entrepreneurs. As one of the 

developers of the FSC's U.S. working group described, "At one point, Rockefeller 

Brothers Fund said . . . 'we've got a grant for $200,000 we have to disperse next month. 
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Send me four pages.' And I thought, 'well, that's not bad—you know, $50,000 a page'" 

(Interview #15).'^' It seems that by the mid-1990s, a substantial resource space for forest 

certification had opened up—one that had not existed several years before as the FSC 

was first being initiated. So while it is clear that the new organizational form that the 

FSC represented was created along with the emergence of a new resource niche, the latter 

was more consequence than cause of the former. 

THE MOBILIZATION OF CHALLENGERS AND THE EMERGENCE OF COMPETITION IN FOREST 

CERTIFICATION 

The success of the FSC entrepreneurs in generating resources and cognitively 

legitimating the certification association form facilitated the rise of organizational 

challengers. The next sections show how these other initiatives—the Sustainable 

Forestry Initiative and CSA-International's Sustainable Forest Management program— 

came to compete with the FSC. 

The Canadian Standards Association's Sustainable Forest Management Program: 

A Systems-Based Approach 

As the FSC was getting off the ground, the Canadian forest products industry 

began mounting a challenge, crafting a different style of forest certification system. The 

Canadian Standards Association's (CSA) Sustainable Forest Management standard and 

certification system adopted the basic form of a certification association (like the FSC) 

but developed a "systems-based" approach to certification, drawing heavily on the model 

The price of this coordinated foundation funding was increased control by the 
foundations over the trajectory of the organization, including pushing for specific 
personnel and the revision of some of the standards (Interview #15, #29). 
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developed by the International Standards Organization (ISO).''^ This systems-based 

approach emphasizes the existence of firm policies on forest management more than on 

outcomes (or "performance"). Although the CSA program does include some 

performance aspects, its standards were designed to be much more flexible than the 

FSC's. The program was developed between 1993 and 1996, primarily by the Canadian 

Pulp and Paper Association and the CSA. Table 5.3 summarizes key events in the 

creation of this program. The section that follows traces the program to the interests of 

the founders and the models they used, and explores the resource base of this certification 

initiative. 

Table 5.3 Key events in the creation of the CSA Sustainable Forest Management 
program 

1993 Canadian Pulp and Paper Association (CPPA) and the Canadian Forest 
Service approach the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) about 
developing a standard for forest management 

Oct. 1993 Simultaneous with FSC founding assembly, a CPPA representative 
announces that the CSA is developing a forest certification program 

Early 1994 CPPA organizes other trade associations into the Canadian Sustainable 
Forestry Certification Coalition (CSFCC) 

July 1994 CSA creates a technical committee to work on the forest management 
standard. The committee is nominally composed of multiple stakeholders, 
but meetings are generally dominated by industry and government 
representatives. 

Mid-1995 CSA proposes that the ISO develop a sustainable forest management 
standard. The proposal is opposed by environmental NGOs and 
representatives from other industries, and CSA withdraws the proposal. 

Oct. 1996 CSA Sustainable Forest Management standard (CSA Z809) introduced 

1999 First certification under CSA program 

Mid-2001 CSA adds chain-of-custody certification and consumer label to the program 

Although the CSA program does not directly accredit certifiers (unlike the FSC), it 
requires that certifiers be accredited by the Standards Council of Canada. 
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Faced with boycotts of British Columbian timber in Europe, controversy over 

Canadian forest policy, and the formation of the FSC, the Canadian Pulp and Paper 

Association (CPPA)—^the country's main forest products industry association—spurred 

the creation of the CSA forest certification program. In 1993, the CPPA and the 

Canadian Forest Service asked the CSA to begin work on a certification program. As a 

CSA representative recalls, "It was very clear they didn't want regulation at that time. 

But they wanted a tool that wasn't developed by the industry. They wanted a consensus 

process and product that would allow them both to sort of strive to a higher standard and 

also use that as a communication tool to other stakeholders" (Interview #21). The CPPA 

also did not want the FSC. A CPPA representative attended the founding conference of 

the FSC, in which FSC members voted to restrict the representation of industry groups in 

the FSC. Simultaneous with this conference, a CPPA representative announced that a 

CSA certification program was forthcoming, even though the CSA had not yet officially 

begun developing the standard, much less approving it (Elliott 2000:149). Canadian 

industry officials later complained that "industry was not given equal opportunity for 

input into the development of the principles" of the FSC (CSFCC 1997) and that "FSC's 

broad principles have been generated by people with no experience in developing 

international standards .. . without any input from those involved in sustainable forest 

management and have had no input from government." (Jack Munro, qtd. in Cashore 

2003:65-66). In 1994, CPPA organized a group of trade associations into the Canadian 

Sustainable Forestry Certification Coalition (CSFCC) to support the CSA initiative 

(Interview #21; Elliott 2000). 



Rather than attempting to form its own certification program, the CPPA turned to 

the CSA, a non-profit, non-governmental standards-development organization and touted 

this as an "independent and more objective model" than the FSC (Jack Munro, qtd. in 

Cashore 2003:65-66). The CSA had a great deal of experience with ISO standards for 

technical specifications, management systems (ISO 9000), and the recently created ISO 

standards for environmental management systems (ISO 14000). This experience fit with 

the motivations of the CPPA and shaped the models that were drawn upon in developing 

the program. 

When the CPPA initially proposed that the CSA develop a certification program, 

its ultimate goal was for this to serve as the basis for an ISO standard on forestry that 

could compete with the FSC in international markets (Barron 1994:E6). In 1995, CSA 

made this proposal to the ISO, which was harshly criticized by environmental NGOs and 

industry actors from other sectors who were fearful of losing some of the flexibility of 

ISO 14000 (Elliott 2000; Vogt et al. 2000). The CSA withdrew the proposal but 

continued development of its own standard. 

Following its normal procedure, the CSA had formed a technical committee to 

develop the standard. Although the committee nominally included a "balanced matrix" 

of industry, government, academic/professional, and environmental/general interest 

groups, the apparent participation of environmental groups was mostly illusory, and the 

technical committee meetings were primarily filled with industry and government 

representatives (Elliott 2000:151). Several major environmental NGOs—including the 

Canadian branches of the Sierra Club and WWF—refused to participate in the technical 
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committee, in part because they had initially been listed as participants without their 

permission (Elliott 2000:150). In addition, the CSA had done a good amount of initial 

work on the standard before bringing it to the technical committee, thus limiting the 

committee's influence on the basic form of the program (Elliott 2000:150). 

The CSA program was strongly modeled on ISO standards. As one CSA 

representative recalled, "We looked for the experience that had been gained through the 

development of the ISO 14000.. . We looked at the experience that had been gained 

through the development of the ISO 9000 series of standards for quality. . . and an 

automotive industry standard called QS 9000" (Interview #21). 

As an industry-based program, resources were more readily available for the 

development of the CSA. As is normal for CSA standards, the development process was 

funded by the "proponent," which in this case was the CPPA and the Canadian Forest 

Service (Interview #21). Some other early funding came from government, through the 

Canadian Council of Forest Ministers and Industry Canada (Elliott 2000; Cashore 2003). 

Companies, however, did not immediately jump at the chance to get CSA certification. 

In fact, no certifications were awarded in the first two years of the program. To make 

itself more attractive to Canadian companies (some of which were beginning to accept 

the FSC), CSA added a chain-of-custody certification and labeling program in 2001, thus 

coming closer to the model pioneered by the FSC. Later versions of the CSA standard 

also put more weight on the performance requirements, moving away from a pure 

systems-based model. 
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On the whole, the CSA program adopted the basic form of a certification 

association while altering it somewhat to fit the industry's interest in a more "flexible" 

approach and the ISO model of certification. This systems-based approach to 

certification gradually came closer to the consumer information approach developed by 

the FSC, as a labeling component and performance standards were added. 

The Sustainable Forestry Initiative: From Industry Code of Conduct to Certification 

Association 

The U.S. forest products industry also developed a certification program—the 

Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFl). Table 5.4 summarizes the founding of this program. 

When it started, SFI was more of an industry code of conduct than a certification 

program, lacking the auditing component of the FSC and CSA's systems. Gradually, SFI 

came to more closely resemble the organizational form pioneered by the FSC, adding a 

certification option in 1998, spawning an independent non-profit organization to oversee 

certification in 2000, and eventually introducing a product label in 2002.^*^ These 

changes resulted from the industry's attempts to build credibility for its program by 

mimicking the form that FSC entrepreneurs had helped to legitimate. 

The American Forest and Paper Association (and its predecessors, the National 

Forest Products Association and the American Paper Institute) were motivated to create 

the SFI in part by the attacks on the industry reputation and fears about government 

The SFI does not accredit its own certifiers but, like CSA, requires that they be 
accredited by the existing national standards bodies—in this case the American National 
Standards Institute and the Registration Accreditation Board. The groups that tend to be 
accredited by these organizations are generalist auditors and certifiers like Arthur 
Anderson, Price Waterhouse Coopers, KPMG, and BVQI. 
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intervention. As one company representative put it, "We .. . urged the [associations] to 

look at what we could do to raise the credibility and the performance of the industry— 

because for Champion to do it alone, or Weyerhaueser to do it alone didn't matter, 

because we were going to be regulated, or the public opinion was going to be driven by 

the industry as a whole, not just one company" (Interview #19).'^'' Furthermore, 

AF&PA's public opinion research had indicated that the returns to traditional PR 

strategies had diminished, but the public was more comfortable with a program that "had 

teeth" (Interview #3) and featured "third party involvement" (Wallinger 1995:18). 

Table 5.4 Key events in the creation of the Sustainable Forestry Initiative 
1992-1994 American Forest Products Association (AF&PA), and its precursors, 

commission studies on public perceptions of the industry 

Early 1994 AF&PA members develop a set of principles for a Sustainable Forestry 
Initiative 

Early 1995 AF&PA officially introduces SFI principles for member companies 

1995 SFI establishes an Expert Review Panel, which includes foresters and 
industry-friendly environmental groups (later renamed External Review 
Panel) 

Jan. 1996 Commitment to SFI becomes a condition of membership in AF&PA 

1996-1998 AF&PA task force develops a certification component for the SFI program 

Nov. 1998 Voluntary certification option officially introduced and first certification 
granted 

Mid-2000 SFI spawns the Sustainable Forestry Board, a separate organization to 
oversee SFI 

Fall 2002 Product label added to the SFI program 

This dynamic has been described as the "reputation commons" problem by (King, 
Lenox, and Barnett 2002). Importantly, while this problem seems to have driven 
AF&PA's involvement in certification, it did not appear to be an important factor in the 
initial creation of forest certification. Thus, in this case at least, this problem is more a 
mechanism of institutional elaboration than institutional emergence. 
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In addition to the industry reputation and potential for government intervention, 

the AF&PA seems to have seen the FSC as a threat. AF&PA representatives had wanted 

to attend the FSC founding assembly in October of 1993, but were told they were not 

welcome (Interview #15). Soon after that, in May of 1995, the AF&PA produced the 

first draft of the SFI code (Wallinger 1995). As one FSC supporter put it, 

SFI wasn't really founded because the AF&PA thought that you know they 
suddenly needed independent third-party verification—^that was the last 
thing they wanted. But they saw that, you know, this thing [the FSC 
model] was so powerful, and it was getting so many people excited that, 
you know, they had to find something to put the brakes on. You know, the 
development was going too fast for them, they felt threatened. (Interview 
#17) 

The SFI program was developed almost exclusively by AF&PA member companies, who 

have also contributed the vast majority of funds for the program (Meridian Institute 

2001).^^ 

Initially, "third-party involvement" in SFI meant oversight by an "Expert Review 

Panel, made up of firms, academics/professional foresters, and two industry-friendly 

conservation groups—^the Conservation Fund and the Izaac Walton League. The AF&PA 

later extended the third-party component in several directions, in attempting to build the 

credibility of the program and compete with the FSC. This "creeping isomorphism" 

(McNichol 2002) reflects the success of the FSC at legitimating both the form (the 

certification association) and its standards for forest management. It also highlights the 

role of NGOs as legitimators of private regulatory forms. In order to build its credibility, 

The program has not been cheap either. In 2000, the total budget for SFI was $7.4 
million, far outspending the Forest Stewardship Council, which had a 2001 budget of 
$2.1 million for the U.S. office and $2.3 million for the international secretariat 
(Meridian Institute 2001). 



SFI began recruiting NGOs to serve on its External Review Panel and new Sustainable 

Forestry Board. These NGOs, in turn, helped to push the SFI to strengthen its standards 

somewhat, moving it closer to the FSC model. This was particularly the case with the 

Nature Conservancy, which had one of its programs on "high conservation value forests" 

incorporated into the SFI when it came onboard (Interview #3, #8). 

The evolution of the SFI reflects the success of the FSC entrepreneurs at 

developing a robust organizational form, legitimating it, and carving out resource niches. 

As the SFI became "more FSC-like" (Interview #8), it also entered more fully into 

competition with the FSC. Although SFI has not shed its industry-backing, it has 

apparently increased its credibility somewhat through the increased involvement of 

NGOs and the ratcheting-up of some of the standards. 

The Creation of Competing Labor Standards Certification Programs 

Corporate and NGO responses to the anti-sweatshop movement led to the 

development of several labor standards certification programs. Although the language of 

"monitoring" was initially more commonly used in this field than "certification," each of 

the three programs studied here does grant some form of certification to companies. 

They do this in slightly different ways, however, and come from different social 

locations, as described in Table 5.5. One monitoring initiative that rejected the 

certification idea—^the Worker Rights Consortium (WRC)—falls in a somewhat different 

category that these three but nevertheless reveals the impact of the early certification 

programs in spurring challengers. I consider this contribution of the WRC case briefly 

toward the end of the chapter. 
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Table 5.5 Summary of the three main labor standards certification programs in North 
America 

Fair Labor Association Council on Economic 
Priorities Accreditation 
Agency (later SAI) 

Worldwide Responsible 
Apparel Production 

General 
approach 

Brand recognition/ 
consumer information 
approach 

Factory recognition/ ethical 
sourcing approach 

Industry standards/ risic 
management approach 

Years of 
initial 
program 
development 

1996-1998 1996-1997 1997-2000 

Key 
founders 

A few brand-reliant apparel 
and footwear companies, 
labor and human rights 
NGOs, lawyers from 
Arnold and Porter 

Council on Economic 
Priorities, certification firm 
(SGS), a few apparel, toy, 
and cosmetics companies, 
labor and human rights 
NGOs 

American Apparel 
Manufacturers Association, 
consultants from 
PriceWaterhouse, Clark 
and Weinstock, and 
Sandier-Travis Trade 
Advisory Services 

Summary of 
certification 
procedures 

Brand certification on the 
basis of a sample of 
factories, inspected by an 
FLA-accredited monitor 

Factory certification by 
CEPAA-accredited auditor 

Factory certification by 
WRAP-accredited auditor 

Most 
common 
monitors/ 
certifiers 

Specialized labor 
compliance firms, non
profit monitors 

Large diversified 
certification firms 

Large diversified 
certification firms, 
specialized labor 
compliance firms 

Other notes UNITE! and ICCR dropped 
out of the process as the 
FLA was formed 

Endorsed by the 
International Textile, 
Garment, and Leather 
Workers Federation 
(ITGLWF). Strongest 
standards of the bunch. 

Standards are weak and 
information about certified 
factories is not available 

FAIR LABOR ASSOCIATION: THE BRAND RECOGNITION/CONSUMER INFORMATION 

APPROACH 

The creation of the Apparel Industry Partnership (AIP) in August 1996 marked 

the beginning of a struggle to define and control the monitoring and certification 

association as an organizational form for addressing global labor standards. The AIP was 

a group of apparel manufacturers, NGOs, and labor unions that was called together by 

President Clinton and Secretary of Labor Reich. At the first meeting, "Clinton asked the 
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CEOs ... to try to work with the human rights groups, the religious groups, the labor 

unions that were present at the meeting, to try to come up with some solution to what 

people were referring to as the sweatshop crisis" (Interview #26). Over the next two 

years, this group developed a workplace code of conduct, a plan for monitoring 

compliance with the code, and an organization to oversee the monitoring process—the 

Fair Labor Association (FLA). The creation of the FLA was rife with conflict, and when 

the FLA plan was released, UNITE!, the AFL-CIO affiliated retail workers union, and the 

Interfaith Center for Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) dropped out in protest. The FLA 

soon recruited universities to join its ranks and began operations in 1999. Table 5.6 

provides an overview of events in the creation of the FLA. 

Table 5.6 Key events in the creation of the Fair Labor Association 
July 1996 Apparel manufacturers and retailers discuss monitoring options at the 

Fashion Industry Forum, organized by Sec. of Labor Reich 

Aug. 1996 Reich and Clinton call together a group of companies, NGOs, and unions in 
what will be called the Apparel Industry Partnership (AIP) 

April 1997 AIP releases its Workplace Code of Conduct, commits to creating an 
organization to oversee monitoring 

Summer 1998 Conflict among founders leads the final plans for the FLA to be developed 
without the UNITE! and ICCR representatives 

Nov. 1998 AIP releases agreement on the formation of the Fair Labor Association. 
UNITE! and ICCR drop out in protest. 

March 1999 FLA recruits first group of universities. 

May 1999 FLA officially incorporates as a non-profit organization 

Early 2000 FLA appoints its first Executive Director and creates an NGO Advisory 
Board 

The FLA embodies a brand-based approach to certification, in which apparel 

manufacturers—or "brands," which typically own few if any production facilities—are 

certified as being generally in compliance with the FLA program. Although the simple 



"no sweat" label proposed by Reich and Clinton went by the wayside, the emphasis on 

consumer information persisted. FLA system allows participating companies to use the 

FLA logo on their products or in their advertising, as long as they are in good standing 

with the association. These brands have a sample of the factories they use inspected by 

monitors accredited by the FLA, which is the basis for the certification decision. The 

idea seems to be that the brands would help raise the labor conditions at their contractors' 

factories and consumers would reward them for this effort. 

The next section shows how the interests of the founders and their preferred 

organizational models led to the formation of the FLA and its particular approach to 

certification. 

Founders 

The AIP included several high-profile apparel and footwear companies, like Nike, 

Liz Claiborne, LL Bean, as well as a few companies that had been involved in the 

Department of Labor's Trendsetters List. The most active companies in the AIP were 

those with salient brand images that were being targeted by anti-sweatshop protests 

(Interview #30), especially Liz Claiborne, Reebok, and Nike, although Nike was said to 

be resistant and "difficult to deal with" (Interviews #10, #11, #26). (Two of the less 

brand-oriented companies, Warnaco and Karen Kane, quit the AIP after the release of the 

workplace code of conduct.) The brand-conscious, "corporate liberal" segment of the 

global apparel industry had a strong influence on the shape of the FLA, leading it to 

create a system for certifying entire brands, rather than individual production sites. 
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Yet these companies were only one part (albeit a powerful one) of the FLA 

founding team. A small group of NGOs was also central to creating the FLA. This 

included labor-rights groups who had been quite critical of apparel corporations (the 

Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility and the International Labor Rights Fund), 

more mainstream groups like the National Consumers' League and Lawyers Committee 

for Human Rights, and the corporate-backed Business for Social Responsibility. One of 

the two NGOs with the most credibility in the labor rights world, the Interfaith Center on 

Corporate Responsibility (ICCR), disengaged from the FLA founding in protest of the 

absence of a living wage provision. However the other, the ILRF, played a crucial role in 

the creation of the FLA, along with the other leading NGOs—the Lawyers Committee for 

Human Rights and Business for Social Responsibility (Interview #10). As discussed in 

the previous chapter, NGOs were increasingly turning to private, consumer-oriented 

solutions as their campaigns for inter-govemmental labor regulation were failing 

(Interview #30). In addition, at least some of these NGOs saw the FLA as a chance to 

consolidate and systematize "ad hoc" monitoring and code of conduct efforts. As one 

explained. 

An ad hoc approach is inherently limited. I don't believe that companies 
are ever gonna do enough when it's entirely in their control and it's on a 
company by company basis. ... You need a systematic effort, a industry
wide effort, an effort that has, that takes some of the control outside of 
industry, and that is more publicly transparent. So all of those things lead 
to the need for some entity to do it. (Interview #10) 

The Lawyers Committee for Human Rights (LCHR)—a mainstream human rights group, 

criticized by activists for its corporate ties—played an especially important role. 

Lawyers from LCHR and the corporate law firm of Arnold & Porter did much of actual 
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drafting of the AIP code and procedures for monitoring (Interview #10), and wrote the 

FLA charter to resemble corporate joint venture agreements (Interview #26).''^ 

Organized labor—^through UNITE! and the AFL-CIO-affiliated Retail and 

Department Store Workers' Union—were also involved in the creation of the AIP's 

Workplace Code of Conduct and the preliminary discussions of monitoring. Yet labor— 

UNITE! in particular—came into conflict with companies over the issue of how 

companies could be identified as upholding workers' right to freedom of association 

when they were operating in China, where independent trade unions are illegal. After 

dropping out in protest, UNITE! and its supporters also argued that the FLA's monitoring 

was little more than "the fox guarding the henhouse" (Benjamin 1999). 

Models 

The monitoring plans developed by the AIP were based in part on the analogy of 

financial accounting/auditing. Soon after the AIP's creation, Arnold & Porter compiled a 

packet of "monitoring precedents" for the group, which featured a number of examples of 

social/environmental audits done by accounting firms like Arthur Little, 

PriceWaterhouse, and Coopers and Lybrand. These were not the only precedents 

referenced, as the packet included information on the Council on Economic Priorities and 

Verite (a non-profit monitor), as well as the CERES Principles (for corporate 

environmental reporting) and the Sullivan Principles (on investment in South Africa). 

In 2002, Arnold & Porter was included in the top 20 in a list of "Who Defends 
Corporate America" (www.arnoldandporter.com). On another note, the joint venture 
agreement model meant giving all parties veto power over any future changes. Given the 
power of apparel corporations in the FLA and the initial weaknesses of the program, this 
made future improvements unlikely. Contrast this with the FSC, which is governed by a 
voting general assembly and should therefore be more open to campaigns for change. 

http://www.arnoldandporter.com
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But even the Sullivan Principles information featured accountants, as compliance in that 

program was checked by the accounting firm of Arthur Little (Arnold and Porter 1996). 

Clearly, the accounting model was an important influence. As a UNITE! representative 

later lamented, 

We accepted a monitoring model that was very conventional, very 
consistent with the way industry and business function, which is the CPA 
model.. . We probably should have challenged at that point, the model, 
but we didn't. What we did instead was we accepted the model, and I 
would say we were only half-conscious of accepting the model and of the 
implications. But we accepted that model with the idea that, okay, we're 
going to take this model and we're going to build in all kinds of 
safeguards and make it rigorous, (qtd. in Esbenshade 2001 ;230) 

AIP participants also looked at several models of consumer information 

initiatives, including media content ratings, the Rugmark child-labor-free label, kosher 

labels, and the Green Seal eco-labeling program (Interviews #26, #10, #30). The search 

for models also turned up information on the Forest Stewardship Council, although 

several FLA organizers stressed that the FSC was not a primary model. As one said, "I 

don't think we found very much useful process there, and I can't recall why" (Interview 

#26). In fact, organizers did not see any of these models as particularly relevant to their 

situation. One said that "we didn't spend a great deal of time looking at models. We 

spent most of our time just trying to come up with what we thought would work for this 

industry—^because it has its own peculiarities" (Interview #30), and another explained 
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that the group "didn't have a model. We were sort of making it up as we went along" 

(Interview #10).'^^ 

These comments suggest that, while knowledge of programs in other fields must 

have had trace impacts on the thinking of FLA entrepreneurs, they did not blindly copy or 

import a model. For this reason, it would be incorrect to reduce the creation of the FLA 

to the copying of a model. This highlights the important interaction of interests and 

models in the creation of new organizational forms and provides a new angle for thinking 

about the extent to which labor standards certification can be explained as the outcome of 

the diffusion of environmental certification programs. I return to this diffusion question 

toward the end of the chapter. 

Resources 

Although companies had been experimenting with factory monitoring, there was 

not a sizeable pool of resources for an organization like the FLA to tap into when it was 

being created between 1996 and 1998. Instead, the early development of the FLA rested 

on the "in kind" resources provided by the founders own organizations (Interview #10, 

#30). 

Once the FLA was officially founded, its organizers helped to mobilize funding 

for the program by exploiting its origins in the federal government. 

Once we had the charter, we incorporated, the board was created, we went 
to the government and they made a five year commitment. . . We helped 
get, through the White House, through the State Department, through the 
Labor Department, a $4 million a year authorization to promote global 

FLA organizers also reported having some knowledge of ISO standards, through the 
experience of participating companies, but seeing this as not applicable to the situation at 
hand (Interviews #30, #26). 
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labor rights... And then through that stream of money there was funding 
for the first two years of the FLA. (Interview #10) 

The first government grant came in 2000, for around $650,000, with a $750,000 grant 

coming in 2001. These government grants accounted for more than half of the 

organization's total income (IRS form 990, www.guidestar.org). 

In 1999, the FLA also began tapping into universities as a source of funding. 

Universities around the country were facing a rising tide of student anti-sweatshop 

activism, and were beginning to adopt codes of conduct and to look toward external 

organizations for help. FLA entrepreneurs took advantage of this opportunity to build 

both the credibility and coffers of the organization. The departure of UNITE and the 

ICCR from the group in the fall of 1998 damaged the credibility of the program. It was 

several months after these departures, in the spring of 1999, that the FLA began 

recruiting universities. Seventeen joined in March of 1999, and hundreds more 

thereafter. By 2000, university dues were a significant portion of the entire FLA funding 

(Interview #10). In fact, as the number of universities grew, universities as a group paid 

more to the FLA than did participating companies. By 2002, universities were paying for 

around a third of the total FLA budget (roughly $400,000), compared to around $300,000 

coming from participating companies (Interview #5). 

The FLA was not able to tap into foundation funding, in part because "something 

that is primarily supported by companies does not look too appealing to most 

foundations" (Interview #30). In 2002, the FLA did receive a small grant ($75,000) from 

the Rockefeller Foundation, which was specifically for a consultation with NGOs to be 

http://www.guidestar.org
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held in Bangkok. So in order to receive foundation funding, the FLA has had to develop 

additional programs that do not strictly fall under its normal operations. 

THE COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC PRIORITIES ACCREDITATION AGENCY: A FACTORY 

RECOGNITION/ETHICAL SOURCING APPROACH 

Council on Economic Priorities Accreditation Agency (CEPAA) (now known as 

Social Accountability International) embodies a different approach to the certification 

association—one that focuses on certifying supposedly exemplary factories and creating 

the conditions for "ethical sourcing," while largely passing up the consumer information 

angle. The CEPAA accredits auditors to certify factories as complying with the SA8000 

Standard (Social Accountability 8000) and publishes a list of certified factories. In 

addition, large companies are encouraged to demonstrate their commitment (and deflect 

protest) by becoming CEPAA "signatories" that pledge to source from certified factories. 

The SA8000 standard is somewhat more rigorous than the other main certification 

programs, since it calls for the payment of a "living wage" and is endorsed by the 

Brussels-based International Textile, Garment, and Leather Workers Federation 

(ITGLWF). On the other hand, the fact that China so far has more SA8000-certified 

factories than any other country suggests that the standards are not always strictly 

enforced. 

The first meetings of what would become CEPAA occurred in late 1996, just after 

the formation of the AIP. Organizers quickly developed the CEPAA into an 

organization, created the SA8000 standard for workplaces, and got the program up and 

running by 1998. Table 5.7 summarizes the key events that marked this process. 
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Table 5.7 Key events in the creation of the Council on Economic Priorities Accreditation 
Agency 

Early-mid 1990s Council on Economic Priorities organizes a group of companies with codes 
of conduct into a study group called the Partnership for Responsible Global 
Sourcing 

Late 1996-early 
1997 

First meetings of what would become the Council on Economic Priorities 
Accreditation Agency (CEPAA) 

Feb. 1997 CEPAA advisory board begins work on the SA8000 standard for factories. 
This group includes representatives from companies, NGOs, a union, and 
other experts/consultants. 

May 1997 CEPAA becomes a non-profit organization 

Oct. 1997 SA8000 standard is released 

May 1998 CEPAA accredits its first auditor (SGS) and grants its first certification 

1999-2000 CEPAA conducts international consultations on SA8000 standard 

Summer 2000 CEPAA changes its name to Social Accountability International 

Founders 

The Council on Economic Priorities (CEP)—a corporate social responsibility 

rating organization—began working on the CEPAA program in 1996, just as the White 

House Apparel Industry Partnership was getting underway. In fact, CEP proposed that its 

program become the monitoring arm of the AIP, but AlP participants rejected that 

proposal (Interview #30). In addition to the AIP founding, the CEPAA founders saw this 

moment as presenting an opportunity to consolidate some of the monitoring activity that 

was already occurring. The CEP had been working in the emerging world of corporate 

codes of conduct and monitoring for several years prior to this. It helped to organize a 

"study group" of companies with codes of conduct, called the Partnership for 

Responsible Global Sourcing and in 1994 issued a report on child labor that 

recommended the adoption and monitoring of corporate codes (Interview #13; CEP 

1994). Through this work, the CEP had noticed that 
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there were a small amount of resources going into monitoring ... but none 
of the companies could get approval to share the audit information with 
any of the other companies, not even a list as to whether a facility was, a 
supplier was considered acceptable or not acceptable. It couldn't even get 
something like a black list of poor companies or an acceptable list of good 
companies. (Interview #13) 

This consolidation motive was central in CEPAA's descriptions of its own purpose (e.g. a 

"response to the inconsistencies among workplace codes of conducf (SAI, "A General 

Introduction," www.cepaa.org, 2001). 

In addition to the CEP's motivation, there was another impetus for the formation 

of the CEPAA—^the market-making actions of the large diversified certification firm, 

SGS (Societe Generale de Surveillance). SGS is a multinational "verification, testing, 

and certification company" offering a range of services related to technical, quality, and 

environmental certification, including ISO 9000 and ISO 14000 certification 

(www.sgs.com). In the mid-1990s, certification firms like SGS had begun to offer their 

services to companies wanting to verify their codes of conduct. By early 1997, SGS and 

CEP had formed a close partnership, and an SGS representative was involved in the 

creation of the SA8000 standard (Larson and Cox 1998). SGS's motive in forming the 

CEPAA program seems to have been tied up with its position in the emerging market for 

labor standards monitors. One informant suggested that ISO auditors, like SGS, were 

facing a decline in demand for ISO certification around this time (Interview #9). In 

addition, SGS first started working with CEP after losing a bid to develop a code of 

conduct compliance program for a major corporate client (Interview #9). In any case, 

firms like SGS certainly had something to gain if they could perform consolidated audits 

http://www.cepaa.org
http://www.sgs.com
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that would cover a variety of compatible standards—like ISO 9000, ISO 14000, and 

SA8000. When the CEPAA accredited its first auditor in May of 1998, it was SGS. 

Several manufacturing companies were also key players in the creation of the 

CEPAA program. Although the CEPAA development process did not include many of 

the big apparel brands that were working on the FLA, it did involve some apparel and 

footwear firms, like Reebok, Eileen Fisher, and Otto Versand, a European catalog 

company. Most influential in the creation of CEPAA and SA8000 were representatives 

from Toys 'R' Us and Avon (Interview #12). 

Models 

This mix of founders produced a program that was modeled primarily on ISO 

standards, and which placed less emphasis on brand recognition than the AIP had. As 

indicated by its name, the SA8000 standard was modeled directly on ISO standards, like 

ISO 9000 for management systems and ISO 14000 for environmental management. This 

model was brought in most centrally by SGS, which had been doing various types of ISO 

certification for years. Through the CEP's work on rating companies for environmental 

friendliness, it had developed some awareness of ISO 14000 as well (Interview #13). 

The CEP also had a working knowledge of other environmental labeling and 

certification programs. A CEP representative had served on the board of Green Seal, and 

CEP was aware "that FSC was growing very fast and that that was a really interesting 

thing" (Interview #13). This general awareness, however, did not translate into any 

substantial mimesis of the FSC. "We didn't actually start by copying the FSC, though 

that would have been interesting. We were aware of the private environmental systems. 
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But what we chose as a model was, you know, a much larger one. It was the ISO, the 

International Standards Organization" (Interview #13). 

Resources 

CEPAA tapped into an important resource niche that had been carved out in part 

by the AIP entrepreneurs—^the U.S. State Department anti-sweatshop grant program. 

While some of CEPAA's start-up money seems to have come from participating 

companies, it received most of its funding from $1 million government grants in 2000 

and 2001 (Interview #12; IRS form 990, www.guidestar.org; SAI press release). The 

"multi-stakeholder" make-up of CEPAA/SAI allowed it to tap into foundation funding to 

a greater extent than the FLA had, although like the FLA, this funding was typically for 

consultations and side projects, not for the operation of the certification program per se. 

CEPAA received grants from the Rockefeller Foundation, Mac Arthur Foundation, and 

Open Society Institute to conduct international consultations on the SA8000 standard in 

1999 and 2000 (Liepziger 1999; Fajardo 1999; Nelson and Gearhart 2000). It later 

received a Ford Foundation grant for a collaborative training program with the 

International Textile, Garment, and Leather Workers Federation (ITGLWF) (Interview 

#12). 

http://www.guidestar.org
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CHALLENGERS AND THE EMERGENCE OF COMPETITION IN LABOR STANDARDS 

CERTIFICATION AND MONITORING 

Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production: An Industry-Based Risk Management 

Approach 

A third labor standards certification program was created in the late 1990s by the 

American Apparel Manufacturers Association (AAMA), the leading apparel trade 

association, whose members account for the vast majority of garments sold in the U.S.'^^ 

Like the FLA and CEPAA, this program took the general form of a labor standards 

certification/monitoring program, but it lowered the standards and put the onus of 

certification squarely on factories/contractors, rather than on U.S. based manufacturers. 

The Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production (WRAP) program accredits 

auditors to certify factories as complying with the group's Responsible Apparel 

Production (RAP) principles, which are weak in comparison to other certification 

programs. For instance, rather than referring to ILO conventions on freedom of 

association, RAP's language on this issue is closer to U.S. states' right-to-work laws in 

recognizing "the right of employees to exercise their lawful rights of free association, 

including joining or not joining any association" (Maquila Solidarity Network 2000; 

WRAP no date; Lamar 1998). Although the WRAP program certifies individual 

factories, it does not make information on certified factories available to the public, or 

even to AAMA members. While apparel manufacturers are able to use the WRAP name 

to symbolize their social responsibility, there is no product label. 

A Q  ^  

The AAMA later changed its name to the American Apparel and Footwear Association 
(AAFA). 
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The WRAP program was initiated by members of AAMA in November of 1997, 

and the AAMA endorsed the RAP principles in 1998. That year, the AAMA issued a 

request for proposals for the development of a compliance program, and by the fall of 

1998 had awarded the contract to a team led by PriceWaterhouse (Interview #9, #33, 

Martin 1998). This team developed the Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production 

(WRAP) certification program, which was pilot tested in the fall of 1999 and publicly 

introduced in early 2000. Later that year, the association set up a separate board of 

directors to oversee WRAP, and in 2001 WRAP became a separate organization. Table 

5.8 summarizes the founding events. 

Table 5.8 Key events in the creation of the Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production 
urogram 

Late 1997 Several members of the American Apparel Manufacturers Association 
begin discussing an association code of conduct 

Late 1997-1998 AAMA develops the Responsible Apparel Production (RAP) principles, 
which cover labor conditions as well as customs compliance and drug 
interdiction 

1998 AAMA endorses the RAP principles 

Mid-1998 AAMA puts out a request for proposals to develop a compliance program 
and awards contract to a team led by PriceWaterhouse 

Fall 1998 Certification program being developed by a small team from 
PriceWaterhouse, Clark & Weinstock (consulting firm), and Sandier-Travis 
Trade Advisory Services 

Fall 1999 Pilot testing of the Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production (WRAP) 
program 

Early 2000 AAMA officially introduces WRAP 

Mid-2000 AAMA creates WRAP Certification Board, made up of companies, former 
right-wing politicos, and conservative NGOs 

Mid-2001 WRAP becomes a separate organization from AAMA 

In creating WRAP, AAMA members were, like others in the field, hoping to 

reduce duplication in the monitoring of factories (Interview #9, #24). But apparel 
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manufacturers were clearly also concerned about the rise of other monitoring/certification 

programs that they had little control over, as well as the larger political climate and 

continued social movement activity. A presentation by the developers of WRAP 

described the context by citing "growing pressure from retailers, goverrmients, 

consumers, shareholders and human rights groups to hold apparel manufacturers 

accountable for their global labor practices." The presentation also mentioned 

"continuing media exposes on factory conditions," and argued that "current initiatives do 

not address the full range of industry concerns," referring specifically to the AIP and 

CEPAA (WRAP presentation, date unknown, ur.rutgers.edu/news/ACLA). 

The WRAP program was designed as a factory-level certification initiative, which 

places the burden of compliance and funding on the factories themselves—which are 

typically not owned by AAMA members. This organizational form fits the interests of 

AAMA members, which are primarily not the high-profit, brand-conscious firms like the 

Gap, Nike, Liz Claiborne, etc. The largest companies in the AAMA are companies Sara 

Lee (a conglomerate that makes Hanes, Playtex, Champion, and other labels) and VF 

(which makes Lee, Wrangler, Jansport, Gitano, Healthtex, and many other brands). 

While these are not obscure brands by any means, these companies have not followed the 

"branding" strategies that imbue them with cultural and emotional significance. 

According to one WRAP developer, AAMA members saw the situation in these terms: 

They looked and said, "We believe Nike has to be able to stand up and say 
'Nike stands for this and Nike is this and that.' At VF we don't need to do 
that, because nobody knows who VF is. But what we need to do is to be 
able to tell Wal Mart, 'you can buy from us and [be] confident about this 
stuff, because we're buying your product in factories that have been 
certified.'" (Interview #9) 
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Furthermore, because of the market power of AAMA members, they were able to 

shift the burden of certification entirely to the factories, typically operated by 

contractors and not part of the AAMA (Interview #33). 

The team that actually created the WRAP program was organized by a 

partner at PriceWaterhouse, who had led that firm's previous monitoring efforts 

and worked with Nike, Disney, and others. The rest of the development team 

consisted of a lawyer with the consulting firm of Clark and Weinstock, who had 

worked on code of conduct issues for the Gap and as an outside consultant, and a 

customs lawyer formerly with PriceWaterhouse but now working with Sandier-

Travis Trade Advisory Services, a customs consulting firm that, among other 

things, advises companies on how to set up operations in free trade zones 

(Interview #9, #33, www. strtrade.com). 

This group had prior knowledge of other monitoring and labeling 

programs—^not just the FLA and CEPAA, but also a no-child labor labeling 

program developed in Pakistan, the Green Seal eco-label. Fair Trade labeling, and 

others, as well as self-regulatory programs like the chemical industry's 

Responsible Care initiative (Interview #33)."^^ But one of the more influential 

pieces of guidance came from a different source—the guidelines developed by the 

U.S. sentencing commission. As one WRAP-developer explained. 

Although the founding team (and the AAMA members) had some knowledge of ISO 
certification, WRAP was not modeled on ISO, most likely because the team was led by 
an accountant, who was "very down on ISO in general" (Interview #33). This suggests 
that accountants and certification companies may have been starting to compete for labor 
standards auditing business. 
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We were very interested in the sentencing guidelines that provided safe 
harbor. . . . Essentially if you're a company and you have a certain kind of 
compliance program, and your compliance program fails, and you violate 
the law, you will be punished less by the federal government if you can be 
shown to have a serious compliance program. And the sentencing 
guidelines essentially outline the kinds of standards you need to have for 
your internal compliance program" (Interview #33). 

Although the WRAP development team suggested that WRAP include NGO 

representatives in order to build its credibility, the AAMA largely abandoned this idea in 

favor of a Board of Directors filled with former politicos with ties to the ultra-right wing 

and old anti-communist wings of the AFL-CIO. The most prominent of these was Otto 

Reich, the former Iran-Contra operative who was made vice chair of the WRAP board 

(and would later play a role in the failed Venezuelan coup d'etat in 2002). In addition, 

the chair of the WRAP board and the Executive Director had ties to cold war AFL-

CIO/CIA initiatives like the American Institute for Free Labor Development (Dubro 

2001). 

Not surprisingly, WRAP is generally not taken seriously by leaders of other 

programs. But interestingly, some of the same auditors that are accredited by WRAP are 

also accredited by the FLA and SAI, raising questions about just how differently these 

systems operate in practice. 

A More Substantial Modification of the Form: Comments on the Worker Rights 

Consortium's Fire Alarm Approach 

Another challenge to apparel industry certification programs came in the form of 

the small, activist-minded Worker Rights Consortium (WRC), developed in 1999 and 

2000 by United Students Against Sweatshops, UNITE!, a few labor rights NGOs, and 



some anti-sweat academics (Interviews #1, #28). After UNITE! left the AIP, complaints 

of the FLA's weak standards, compromised monitoring system, and corporate dominance 

spread quickly through the anti-sweatshop movement. The WRC was set up as an 

alternative to the FLA that would recruit universities interested in monitoring the 

factories in which their licensed products were being made. In place of a comprehensive 

system for "policing" factories, the WRC set up a "fire alarm" model (McCubbins and 

Schwartz 1984), in which complaints about conditions in factories producing collegiate 

licensed products would be investigated by the WRC and a network of local groups. This 

model privileges local knowledge, makes no explicit endorsements of companies, and 

does not include companies as participants. 

What is notable about the WRC in the current context is that even this radical 

challenge to existing certification programs drew on aspects of the certification 

association as an organizational form. For instance, the WRC adopted the language of 

"independent monitoring" that was being used in the FLA and argued that truly 

independent monitoring must mean opening up factories to investigation by local human 

rights and religious groups. Furthermore, one WRC organizer has described the 

organization's approach as "credentialing workers" and their claims about factory 

conditions, instead of "credentialing companies," an inversion of the certification idea 

(informal interview). Even more important, the WRC capitalized on a resource niche that 

had been activated in part by the FLA—namely, universities. While student protest was 

clearly responsible for universities' interest in the sweatshop issue, it was the efforts of 
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the FLA that first got universities to join an outside organization that would conduct 

monitoring. 

So even though the WRC does not fit the model of a certification association, its 

creation illustrates the far-ranging impact of the early certification programs and the 

legitimation of the private certification/monitoring association as an organizational form. 

Does Timing Matter? Notes on Failed Apparel Industry Certification and Monitoring 

Programs 

Although the evidence is merely suggestive, looking at cases where attempts to 

create monitoring/certification programs failed highlights an interesting connection 

between timing and the composition of the founding team. No failed forest certification 

programs could be identified. A few apparel industry initiatives did fail, although not a 

single informant mentioned them when asked about failed organizations, and the 

evidence is therefore sparse. 

In the successful foundings discussed above, the early entrants were fairly 

heterogeneous groups (companies and NGOs) while the later entrants were more 

homogeneous (industry associations). This pattern is reversed for the failed attempts. 

Early entrants backed solely by industry associations failed, as did a late entrant with a 

multi-stakeholder founding team. 

Starting in 1995, before the AIP had been created, several industry groups in 

California attempted to create their monitoring/certification programs, in response to the 

Department of Labor's enforcement efforts there. The Compliance Alliance was a group 

of apparel manufacturers that agreed to police themselves by engaging in monitoring, in 
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exchange for relaxed enforcement by the Department of Labor. The group made plans 

for participants to use a label (Marlow 1995) and responded to critics of this self-policing 

model by saying, "it may be a fox in the chicken coop, but at least the fox has to pay 

attention" (Richard Reinis qtd. in Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000:234). Although it is 

not clear exactly when the Compliance Alliance disbanded, there is little trace of it at the 

present time. Another failed initiative was begun around the same time by the Coalition 

of Apparel Industries in California (CAIC), which plaimed to certify contractors and set 

up a separate organization to administer this program, the California Apparel Industry 

Certification Board (CAICB) {Bobbin 1997). Although in 1997 the apparel trade journal 

Bobbin presented this program as an industry-based alternative to the AIP (Black 1997), 

the same journal pronounced the CAIC program dead in 1998 (Black 1998). The 

Garment Contractors Association (GCA) in southern California also proposed a 

contractor certification program in the mid-1990s, but abandoned it after failing to get the 

support from the Department of Labor, which preferred to keep the pressure for 

responsibility on the manufacturers (Esbenshade 2001:104). On the whole, it is striking 

that three early industry-based monitoring/certification programs, which would have 

represented innovative forms of self-regulation, all failed. 

On the other side of the coin, another failed founding occurred in Canada in the 

late 1990s, where a more diverse set of founders tried to import the AIP model into 

Canada, while learning from its mistakes. The first meetings of the Canadian Partnership 

for Ethical Trading (CPET) occurred in 1999 and included the Retail Council of Canada 

(a trade association), several other companies, labor and human rights NGOs, 
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government, and unions (including UNITE!, which had left the AIP). By early in 2000, 

negotiations had broken down and the initiative was abandoned (Haufler 2001:67-69; 

Klein 2000; www.maquilasolidarity.org). The demise of the program seems to have been 

due to the intransigence of the Retail Council of Canada (and particularly its most 

powerful member—Wal Mart) and the stringent demands of activists determined not to 

repeat the mistakes of the AIP (www.maquilasolidarity.org; Haufler 2001). Stepping 

back, it seems that the existence of other certification/monitoring programs may have 

increased the "exit" options for CPET participants and thus weakened their commitment 

to hashing out an agreement (Hirschman 1972). It may be significant, for instance, that 

the Toronto-based Maquila Solidarity Network, one of the leading NGOs in CPET, 

joined the advisory board of Social Accountability International at roughly the same point 

that CPET was falling apart (SAI list of advisory board members, www.cepaa.org, 2001). 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Competition emerged among both forest certification and labor standards 

certification initiatives after moments of innovation produced novel organizational forms 

in each field and sparked challengers to respond with their own initiatives. Because of 

the initial success of the innovators, challengers adopted the same basic organizational 

form, while modifying it to fit their interests. 

Thus, different sets of actors traveled different pathways to arrive at the 

certification association. Two general pathways are apparent (see table 5.9), although 

there is some additional variation within these. On one hand, the earliest certification 

programs in each field were developed by relatively heterogeneous founding teams, 

http://www.maquilasolidarity.org
http://www.maquilasolidarity.org
http://www.cepaa.org
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composed of NGOs and a small number of companies, and sometimes other groups 

(unions, consulting foresters, etc.). These teams faced an envirormient in which they saw 

potential resource spaces, but had to actively carve out resource niches, drawing on 

organizational and inter-personal networks. They successfully mobilized funding from 

government, participating companies, and sometimes foundations to support the 

development of their certification programs. This describes the founding of the Forest 

Stewardship Council, Apparel Industry Partnership/Fair Labor Association, and Council 

on Economic Priorities Accreditation Agency.^'' 

Table 5.9 Pathways to certification 

Ideal-typical 
pathway 

Composition of founding 
teams 

Resources for program 
development 

Cases 
covered 

Innovators Relatively heterogeneous; 
Coalitions of NGOs, a 

small number of 

companies, sometimes 

others 

Grants from government 
and sometimes foundations, 
dues from participating 
companies 

FSC, 

AIP/FLA, 

CEPAA 

Late 
entrants 

Relatively homogeneous: 

Industry associations and 

professional consultants 

Pre-existing pools of 

resources (through industry 

associations) 

SFI, CSA, 

WRAP 

The other pathway involved relatively homogeneous founding teams, typically 

created by industry associations. These actors were late on the scene and mobilized in 

response to the innovative programs, which they felt did not suit their interests well. To 

create the program, these founders were able to draw on pre-existing resource spaces 

through the industry association, although once the program was up and running they 

often began competing with the irmovators for resources. This pathway was traveled, 

In some ways, CEPAA followed the AIP, initially forming to serve as the monitoring 
arm of the AIP and drawing on resource spaces carved out by the FLA founders. Yet I 
include it among the innovators since it put a certification program together quickly and 
was up and running well before the FLA. 
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more or less, by the developers of the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Canadian Standards 

Association program, and Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production. 

Notably, industry associations—-the main vehicles for capitalist collective 

action—were late entrants to the certification form, developing their own programs only 

in response to others that came before them. The finding is consistent with the image 

developed by Lounsbury et al.(2003) of industries free-riding on the institutional 

entrepreneurship of social movements and NGOs. Yet it contradicts the image of mass 

corporate action as the motor of change that is prominent in some theories of private 

regulation and institutional emergence. I develop this point further in the final chapter. 

The story of how competition emerged in forest and labor standards certification 

contains dynamics stressed by both organizational ecology and neo-institutional theory. 

As organizational ecologists would expect, entrepreneurs began to create new programs 

in response to the early entrants' success at mobilizing resources and providing some 

cognitive legitimacy for the organizational form. But in addition, as neo-institutionalists 

would expect, the emergence of competition was tied up with dynamics of 

commensuration and socio-political legitimation. Late entrants structured their programs 

largely according to their interests, but adjusted the form to more or less match that of the 

innovators. Moreover, to build their credibility, the challengers borrowed a page from 

the NGO-company coalitions that buih the form; they invited NGOs to Join them.^' 

WRAP does not fit this model in its actual development, although the intentions of the 
development team do fit with this model. 
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The Diffusion Question 

In the first chapter of this dissertation, I argued that the emergence of similar 

systems of private regulation across the apparel and forest products fields was not due to 

one field copying from another. If you look at the actors involved on each side, this is 

certainly the case. The developers of forest certification programs did not move into the 

labor area and build replicas of their programs. However, looking at the models 

consulted by founders of labor standards certification programs reveals that they did have 

some basic knowledge of forest certification and other environmental labeling programs. 

Founders of CEPAA had kept an eye on the FSC, and AIP participants learned a bit about 

the FSC in their search for models. Yet actors in both of these groups argued that the 

FSC influence was minimal, since it was not seen as a primary model (Interview #13, 

#26, #30). 

Looking at the models consulted by founders has turned up another model—the 

ISO—which was consulted by actors from all of the certification programs discussed 

here, albeit in varying degrees. While CSA and CEPAA drew heavily on the ISO model 

(with CSA embracing its systems-based approach fully), SFI drew on the ISO model less 

fully, and the FSC drew only on specific ISO guidelines for certifiers. Founders of 

WRAP and the FLA knew of ISO certification, even though they did not see it as the best 

model. I return to the larger question about diffusion as a causal mechanism in the 

concluding chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6—THE THEORIZATION OF CERTIFICATION AND 

MONITORING 

In addition to being outcomes of political conflicts (chapter 4) and embedded in 

competing organizations (chapter 5), practices of certifying companies and monitoring 

production sites are culturally contested categories, open to multiple framings, 

definitions, and uses. The meanings associated with these emerging institutions of 

private regulation have shifted over time, co-evolving with the institutions themselves. 

Although certification associations initially emerged in a piecemeal and fragmented 

fashion—as a few companies, NGOs, and states experimented with private solutions—by 

the year 2000, a wider set of actors inhabited this organizational form and commentators 

were noticing the makings of a more general model—^what Gereffi et al. (2001) called 

"the certification solution." How, then, did we move from a few ad-hoc practices to the 

certification solution? 

This question can be addressed by looking at the way new organizational 

practices get theorized (Strang and Meyer 1994) or framed (Snow and Benford 1992; 

Lounsbury et al. 2003) in organizational fields. Neo-institutional research on theorization 

and framing highlights ways in which specific organizational practices take on larger, 

more abstract meanings and connotations, how these meanings emerge and change over 

time, and how particular kinds of actors do the work behind these processes. 

Theorization is an early stage in the institutionalization process (Tolbert and Zucker 

1994; Greenwood, Sudaby, and Hinings 2002; Suchman 1995), and one that has not 

received nearly as much attention as have dynamics of legitimation and diffusion. Yet 
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theorization is a pre-condition for diffusion (Strang and Meyer 1991), since before a new 

model is likely to diffuse widely, it must be given a broader cultural significance—a set 

of meanings about what it is good for and where it might be appropriate (Clemens 1997; 

Lounsbury et al.2003). 

In this chapter, I examine the discourse of social/environmental responsibility in 

the apparel and forest products fields, with particular attention to the ways in which 

practices of monitoring and certification were defined, framed, or theorized. I analyze 

articles from two major trade journals in each industry over the span of 1987-2000, 

examining both the content and structure of the discourse in each industry at different 

points in time.^^ This chapter fills in the cultural side of my three-pronged approach to 

institutional emergence, by charting and explaining the historically-varying sets of 

meanings that were associated with practices of certification and monitoring. 

In both the apparel and forest products industries, rising public and industry 

attention laid the groundwork for new practices for inspecting production sites and 

recognizing companies to gain a foothold in the industry discourse. Yet as these 

practices of monitoring and certification moved into the mainstream of the industry, they 

got redefined according to logics quite different from their origins. The practice of 

monitoring garment factories for labor conditions shifted from being primarily seen as a 

tool of legal compliance in the early-mid 1990s, to becoming associated with a wider 

repertoire of responses to social movements and increasingly combined with non

governmental standards of compliance, like corporate "codes of conduct." In the forest 

I cite the trade journal articles by date and by ID#. Full citations are available from the 
author by request. 
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products case, the discourse surrounding certification shifted from being associated with 

external pressures in firms' institutional environments toward being defined in more 

market-oriented terms as a profitable yet "sustainable" business strategy. These 

discursive shifts can be traced to the framing activities of several sets of actors. In the 

apparel case, the shift toward treating monitoring as a response to social movements and 

a mechanism for "code compliance" emerged in part through the theorization and 

institutional entrepreneurship of social movement organizations, lawyers, accountants, 

and companies. In the forestry case, the re-theorization of certification as a corporate 

strategy was partly a function of outside supporters championing certification and partly a 

fiinction of firms rationalizing their participation in certification initiatives in market-

oriented terms. These findings suggest some broader implications for our understanding 

of emerging industry-based models of certification and our understanding of theorization 

and institutional elaboration. 

Theory on theorization 

Most generally, theorization is the embedding of specific practices in larger, more 

abstract concepts and categories (Strang and Meyer 1994; Greenwood, Sudaby, and 

Minings 2002). This process typically involves the identification of a persistent 

organizational problem or failing and the practical and moral justification of solution 

(Tolbert and Zucker 1994; Suchman 1995; Morrill and Owen-Smith 2002). Since 

problems and solutions often arise separately and reach an organization through relatively 

independent "streams" (March and Olsen 1976), theorization can also be seen as a 

process of establishing clear links between problems and solutions. In sum, 
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[tjheoretical accounts of practices simplify and abstract their properties 
and specify and explain the outcomes they produce. Such accounts make 
it easier to perceive and communicate about the practice. And while 
sometimes theoretical investigation documents the flaws and unwanted 
side effects of an innovation, more often theorization documents the many 
virtues involved, in terms of standardized notions of efficiency or justice 
or progress. (Strang and Meyer 1994:497) 

The notion of theorization is similar to the use of the "framing" metaphor in 

institutional analysis, although the latter term tends to focus more attention on political 

aspects of the discourse (Rao 1998; Lounsbury et al. 2003). Lounsbury et al. (2003) 

develop the concept of "field frames," and define them as "political constructions that 

provide order and meaning to fields of activity by creating a status ordering for practices 

that deem some practices as more appropriate than others. Field frames emerge as a 

result of efforts by producers, trade associations, professions and government actors to 

make sense of practices and define norms of appropriateness" (pp. 76-77). 

Theorization and framing are most fundamentally about connections between (1) 

organizational practices, (2) sets of actors, and (3) justifying discourses. Before any 

practice or "solution" can take hold in an industry, industry actors must devote some 

attention to the problem this practice is purported to solve. In other words, the dynamics 

of industry attention shape the possibilities for new practices to enter and industry and get 

framed of theorized (Hoffman and Ocasio 2001). At the same time, the discourse 

surrounding practices will not necessarily take the form of clearly identified "problems 

and solutions" (Greenwood et al.2002). 

" For the purposes of this chapter, I will use the terms "theorization" and "framing" 
interchangeably. 
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As new practices are developed, imported, and/or experimented with, we should 

expect to see several types of actors engaging in cultural work. The most commonly 

identified theorists of new practices are professionals (Strang and Meyer 1991; DiMaggio 

1991), consultants (Kunda 1992) and other boundary-spanners (Dutton and Ashford 

1993). In addition to these elite theorists, social movements and non-profit organizations 

can sometimes shape the meaning of organizational forms and practices (Clemens 1997; 

Lounsbury et al. 2003). Firms within a field may also propagate theories, often to 

rationalize their current practices (Edelman 1992). 

Theorists can be expected to justify new practices directly and indirectly, by 

building systems for categorizing them, specifying their expected effects, connecting 

practices to legitimate discourses or a "natural" order, developing symbols of legitimacy, 

and/or constructing interests in particular solutions or issues (Strang and Meyer 1994; 

Suchman 1995; Greenwood et al. 2002; Tolbert and Zucker 1994; Douglas 1986; 

Edelman 1992; Forbes and Jermier 2002; Fligstein 2001; Kingdon 1985; Dutton and 

Ashford 1993). While theorization processes cannot be separated from the theorists, the 

relationship between actors, discourses, and practices may best be understood as mutually 

constitutive (Morrill and Owen-Smith 2002). For instance, although actors push 

particular practices and theories, practices and theories also privilege certain actors, 

reserving a space for them in the discourse. 

Given the centrality of these processes to institutional theory, and the dearth of 

empirical research. Greenwood et al. (2002) call for more attention to the ways in which 

theorization works across a variety of social contexts. This chapter takes up this call by 



looking at how very similar practices were theorized across two different organizational 

fields, at different moments in time, and by different sets of actors. 

Capturing Patterns and Dynamics in Industry Discourse—Notes on Methods and 

Measurement 

The data for this chapter come from a content-coding of trade journal articles, as 

described in chapter three. If industry attention is a pre-requisite for institutional change 

(Hoffman and Ocasio 2001), then examining industry attention should be a first step in 

understanding the rise of new regulatory institutions in the apparel and forest products 

fields. I chart trends in industry attention over time by measuring the total number of 

trade journal articles that mentioned political aspects of labor (for apparel) or 

environmental (for forest products) issues. I compare industry attention to public 

attention to these sorts of issues, based on a simple keyword coding of the New York 

Times and Los Angeles Times, conducted through Lexis-Nexus. Specifically, I measured 

the number of articles in these newspapers that contained the words "sweatshop" or 

"child labor" as well as the words "rainforests" or "deforestation" (including variants of 

these terms). 

Upon reading the literature on the theorization and framing of organizational 

practices, one might imagine that these processes are always played out through overt, 

coherent, arguments made by particular actors for or against a particular practice. 

Reading research on organizational interpretations of "diversity" (Edelman et al. 2001), 

for instance, it is easy to imagine a human resource professional writing a Harvard 

Business Review article on the contribution of a diverse workforce to corporate 
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profitability. My initial readings of trade journals in the apparel and forest products 

fields, however, found that only a small portion of the industry discourse took the form of 

overt, coherent argument for or against a practice. In only a few articles did authors 

make an argument like "you should adopt certification because..." Nevertheless, there 

was substantial framing and theorization going on—^not so much through explicit 

arguments as through a set of implicit logics and connections between ideas. For 

instance, it would mean something quite different for forest certification to be discussed 

in an article complaining about extremist environmentalists than it would for the same 

practice to be discussed in an article about visions of sustainability for the 21^^' century. 

These observations resonate with innovative work on the measurement of 

meaning, culture, and institutional logics (Mohr 1997, 1998; Breiger 2000). The key to 

this approach is to pay attention to the "patterns of relations that link items within a 

cultural system" (Mohr 1998:365). Similarities may be generated by individuals' 

appraisals of them as "the same sort" of things as well as by structural relationships based 

on co-occurrence (Mohr 1998:353-54). Researchers have increasingly employed this 

approach to understand the connections between practices, actors, and meanings (Mohr 

and Duquenne 1997; Harcourt 2002; Bourdieu 1984). 

Drawing on this literature, my coding scheme operationalizes the process of 

theorization by measuring the co-occurrence of practices, discursive themes, and actors 

in the same articles,^'^ treating these elements as mutually constitutive. In addition, by 

My approach is similar to network analytic techniques for mapping the structure of 
discourses (Mohr 1998). While networks researchers have developed complex methods 
using hierarchical clustering, Galois lattices, and correspondence analysis, I attempt to 
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focusing on the co-occurrence of themes, practices, and actors, I am able to capture a 

good amount of subtlety. As Hoffman (1997) argues, "institutions represent a common 

identity, language, or 'story set' within a particular field. In other words, they can be 

reflected subtly in the wording, phrasing, and framing used to describe a particular issue, 

event, or belief Capturing this subtlety is central to capturing cultural institutions over 

time" (pp. 38-9). 

Background on the Trade Journal Articles 

The majority of the articles coded (67%) were straightforward industry news 

reports, followed at a distance by more detailed news articles, editors' columns, and other 

opinion pieces (see Table 6.1). Opinions by editors and others were more common in the 

forest products journals than in apparel. In general, most articles were written by 

magazine staff and were either unsigned or signed by individuals with no other affiliation 

information.^^ Magazine editors also authored a fair portion of the articles, 11.35% in 

apparel journals and 19.35% in forest products. While company representatives, industry 

association officials, consultants, and others sometimes wrote articles, these were not the 

predominant types of authors in either industry. 

adopt the basic idea behind these analyses while presenting simpler cross-tabulations. 
These highlight connections between types of actors (e.g. company representatives, 
industry associations, NGOs, etc.) and discursive themes used in the context of 
discussions of certification or monitoring (e.g. responding to social movement pressures, 
complying with laws, meeting consumer demand, etc.). In an Addendum to this chapter, 
I show the results of correspondence analyses based on these tables. These are largely 
consistent with the findings in the text, but they also raise additional issues that go 
beyond the scope of this chapter. Future analysis of this data will attempt to tap into the 
complexity shown in the correspondence analyses. 

The former was more common in the forest products journals, the latter in WWD. In 
further coding of actors, I consider both of these groups to fall into a larger "non-editorial 
magazine staff category. 
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Table 6.1 Distribution of articles by type, authors and speakers 

BOTH APPAREL FOREST 
INDUSTRIES PRODUCTS 

distribution of article types 385 articles 174 articles 211 articles 
Industry news report 67.0% 74.7% 60.7% 
Detailed news item or analysis 12.5% 14.9% 10.4% 
Editor's regular column 9.1% 5.7% 11.8% 
Opinion, perspectives, or op
ed piece 

5.5% 1.1% 9.0% 

Company profile 2.3% 1.7% 2.8% 
Interview 1.0% 1.1% .9% 
Other 2.6% .6% 4.3% 

distribution of article 402 authors 185 authors 217 authors 
autliors 

name given, but no affiliation 
info 32.59% 66.49% 3.69% 

unsigned article 38.31% 12.97% 59.91% 
editor 15.67% 11 v35% 19.35% 

magazine staff 1.24% 1.08% 1.38% 
freelance writer 0.25% 0.54% 0% 

company 1.49% 0% 2.76% 
industry association 2.74% 2.16% 3.23% 

consultant 2.74% 0% 5.07% 
lawyer 1.99% 3.24% 0.92% 

academic 2.24% 2.16% 2.30% 
NGO/SMO 0.25% 0% 0.46% 

certification/monitoring org. 0.25% 0% 0.46% 
missing 0.25% 0% 0.46% 

distribution of other 
speakers in the discourse 387 speakers 254 speakers 133 speakers 

company 38.24% 37:80% 39.10% 
industry association 19.38% 15.75% 26.32% 

consultant 1.55% 0% 4.51% 
accountant 0.78% 0.79% 0.75% 

lawyer 3.88% 5.91% 0% 
professional forester 0.52% 0% 1.50% 

academic 1.55% 0.79% 3.01% 
government official 11.37% 14.57% 5.26% 

NGO/SMO 9,82% 11.02% 7.52% 
union representative 4.65% 7.09% 0% 

certification/monitoring org. 3.36% 1.97% 6.02% 
other 4.13% 4.33% 3.76% 

don't know 0.78% 0% 2.26% 
Note: The sum of the authors and other speakers is greater than the total number of speakers 
because multiple authors of an article were coded as a single authorial speaker. In addition, there 
appear to have been coding errors that resulted in the deletion of a very small number of authors 

(4) from the speakers database. 
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However, moving further down Table 6.1, it is apparent that companies and 

industry associations were well-represented in the discourse, together comprising nearly 

58% of all speakers other than the authors. Yet industry "outsiders" like government 

official and representatives of NGOs and social movement organizations were also a 

significant part of the discourse, especially in the apparel case. 

While chapter four examined the trajectories of a broad range of solutions to labor 

and environmental challenges—from intergovernmental regimes to private regulation— 

here I focus on specific practices that industry actors considered to be "voluntary" 

approaches and which enjoyed the support of at least some industry actors at some times. 

These fell into six categories—(1) public relations campaigns, (2) marketing efforts, (3) 

voluntary codes or policies, (4) monitoring/auditing, (5) certification or labeling, and (6) 

partnerships between companies and NGOs. Table 6.2 shows several examples of each 

of these practices. 

Table 6.2 Examples of social/environmental responsibility practices 

PRACTICE SAMPLE STATEMENTS FROM TRADE JOURNALS j 
Public relations or 
educational 
campaigns 

--"Public symbols about forestry liiie 'Woodsy Owl' and 'Smokey the Bear' should 
be used more often, and new ones need to be developed if we are going to sell 
forestry as conservation." (F053) 
-California Fashion Association—^"more than a PR machine" (B1247) 

Marketing of 
socially or 
environmentally 
preferable products 

—One article included a discussion of Guess's marketing campaign that included 
tags saying garments were 100% sweatshop-free. "Guess is the first US apparel 
manufacturer to claim its apparel is sweatshop-free." (W1291) 
--"WWPA's [Western Wood Products Association's] answer to the environmental 
equation has been to launch an aggressive Green marketing campaign." (F173) 

Voluntary 
guidelines or codes 
of conduct 

—"Adopt a code of conduct for offshore operations. Many employers in the 
apparel industry have adopted codes of conduct to govern their offshore 
operations. A code of conduct is simply an outline of the company's position with 
respect to matters such as child labor, forced labor, workplace safety and health 
and rates of pay." (B1194) 
-Georgia-Pacific has adopted "a comprehensive set of environmental principles 
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that will guide the company's performance in protecting the environment." (F191) 

Monitoring, 
auditing, or 
inspection of 
conditions at 
production sites 

-"Jacobs says the company is confident its garments are produced in law-abiding 
factories by employees of legal working age. Domestically, the company has as 
quality inspector who visits its five to six contractors' plants regularly, not only 
examining garments but also interacting with employees." (B1182) 
-"Canadian Pulp and Paper Assn. companies are so confident that their logging 
practices are environmentally sound that they have invited independent auditors to 
investigate." (FI14) 

Certification of 
companies or 
products based on 
labor or 
environmental 
conditions 

-Scientific Certification Systems "has moved rapidly into the field of third-party 
certification for the validation of environmental claims relating to products." 
(F166) 
— "As the task force envisions it, the monitoring program would become a widely 
recognized venue by companies and consumers for certifying that apparel and 
footwear have been made under fair labor conditions." (W1215) 

NGO-company 
partnership or 
collaborative 
projects 

1 -"An agreement between anti-child labor activists and Bangladesh garment 
makers that would ban workers under 14 in apparel factories there is expected to 
be penned as early as today." (W778) 
—"Interfor is one of six BC [British Columbia] forestry firms that had reached a 
'cease-fire' with three environmental groups. Last January, they formed the Coast 
Forestry conservation Initiative and agreed to an 18-month logging halt to allow 
time to reach long-term solutions to forest management and preservation." (F336) 

Although each of these six sets of practices showed up to some extent in both the 

apparel and forest products industries, some were more common than others, as shown in 

Table 6.3.^^ Apparel industry discourse most often mentioned monitoring, while forest 

products industry discourse most often mentioned certification. This highlights a 

difference in the language used in each industry to describe two practices that eventually 

got coupled together in certification associations. While this may have implications for 

I also coded specific variations on many of these practices—like whether monitoring 
was done by a company itself (internal monitoring) or by a third party (external 
monitoring), etc. This level of detail, however, did not turn out to be particularly 
important for understanding the general patterns of discourse that are the focus of this 
chapter. 
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thinking about the differences between these two fields, for the purposes of this chapter, I 

* 57 include both under the rubric of "certification and monitoring." 

Table 6.3 Prevalence of practices in apparel and forest products trade journal articles. 
1987-2000 

FOREST 
APPAREL PRODUCTS 

PRACTICE JOURNALS JOURNALS 
Public relations or educational campaigns 5 55 

2.72% 26.07% 

Marketing of socially or environmentally preferable products 2 16 
1.09% 7.58% 

Voluntary guidelines or codes of conduct 92 61 
50.00% 28.91% 

Monitoring, auditing, or inspection of conditions at production 135 43 
sites 73.37% 20.38% 

Certification of companies or products based on labor or 36 95 
environmental conditions 19.57% 45.02% 

NGO-company partnership or collaborative projects 12 , 35 
6.52% 16.59% 

TOTAL ARTICLES 184 211 

Speakers in the industry discourse tended to contextualize and justify 

certification, monitoring, and other practices by invoking more general themes that 

resonated with concerns of industry actors. Nine themes were especially apparent and 

relevant to this analysis of theorization and framing—(1) government intervention, (2) 

social movements, (3) legal compliance, (4) reputation, (5) ethical consumers, (6) 

competition, (7) economic benefits, (8) corporate social responsibility discourse, and (9) 

As this chapter examines the theorization of certification and monitoring, it is useful to 
keep in mind that this refers primarily to monitoring in the apparel case, and primarily to 
certification in the forest products case. 
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barriers to trade.Table 6.4 shows these discursive themes and the codes that were used 

as indicators for each. 

Table 6.4 Discursive themes and their empirical indicators 
DISCURSIVE 
THEME 

INDICATORS: Mention of.... 

Government 
intervention 

Increased government intervention or involvement in the industry, or 
New legislation or tougher enforcement of existing legislation related to 
labor/environmental issues, or 
Legislative bans or restrictions on products because of the labor/environmental 
conditions of their production 

Social movements Social movement pressure or campaigns, or 
Boycotts of products or companies because of the labor/environmental conditions 
of their production, or 
Discussion of industry outsiders 

Legal compliance Compliance or violation of existing laws related to labor/environmental issues 
Reputation Reputation of the industry, or 

Reputation of particular firm(s), or 
Distinction between good and bad companies in terms of labor/environmental 
issues 

Ethical consumers Socially/environmentally responsible consumers 
Competition Competition within the industry, or 

Competition with other industries (e.g. substitutes), or 
Conflict, division, or fragmentation in the industry 

Corporate social 
responsibility 

Corporate accountability to communities or the public with regard to 
labor/environmental factors, or 
Ethics or morality related to labor/environmental issues, or 
Socially responsible investment or shareholder activism, or 
Duplication or consolidation of social/environmental responsibility efforts, or 
Social/environmental responsibility efforts as contributing to global governance 
structures, rules for global trade, etc., or 
Mention of the term "stakeholders" 

Economic benefits Market benefits (profits, market share, etc.) to be gained from engaging in 
socially/environmentally responsible practices 

Barriers to trade Barriers to trade, other than direct tariffs 

Overall, the most common themes invoked in the industry discourse were 

government intervention and social movements, as shown in Table 6.5, which shows the 

I developed these categories based in part on theoretical expectations about what may 
be driving the development of private regulation and findings from previous chapters. I 
constructed this set of themes after completing the coding, in order to draw on insights 
into the nuances of the discourse gained through the coding process. What I call 
"discursive themes" are similar to Edelman et al.'s (2001) idea of "rhetorics" used to 
justify organizational practices. 
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prevalence of all nine themes across all articles coded. The themes often overlapped, 

with several appearing in the same article. The rest of this chapter looks at how these 

themes were used to situate and explain practices of certification and monitoring. I 

analyze each industry separately, then reflect on some of the similarities and differences 

toward the end of the chapter. 

Table 6.5 Prevalence of discursive themes 

BOTH FOREST 
DISCURSIVE THEME INDUSTRIES APPAREL PRODUCTS 

Government intervention 144 86 58 

% of articles 37.40% 49.43% 27.49% 

Social movements 136 66 70 

% of articles 35.32% 37.93% 33.18% 

Legal compliance 105 94 11 

% of articles 27.27% 54.02% 5.21% 

Reputation 82 46 36 

% of articles 21.30% 26.44% 17.06% 

Ethical consumers 59 24 35 

% of articles 15.32% 13.79% 16.59% 

Competition 57 29 28 

% of articles 14.81% 16.67% 13.27% 

Corporate accountability 48 37 11 

% of articles 12.47% 21.26% 5.21% 

Economic benefits 31 9 22 

% of articles 8.05% 5.17% 10.43% 

Barriers to trade 8 5 3 

% of articles 2.08% 2.87% 1.42% 

TOTAL ARTICLES 385 174 211 

Industry attention—the apparel case 

Figure 6.1 shows patterns of apparel industry and public attention to labor issues. 

Industry attention to the politics of labor peaked in 1995 and 1996, in tandem with 

increased public attention to issues of sweatshops and child labor. 
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Figure 6.1 Apparel industry attention to the politics of labor 

Apparel industry attention to the politics of labor 

based on Women's Wear Daily and Bobbin magazines 
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This upsurge in attention followed two key scandals. First in the summer of 1995, 

Department of Labor officials discovered 72 Thai immigrants working as indentured 

servants in an apartment complex in the Southern California city of El Monte, producing 

pieces of garments to be sold by major retailers (Su 1997). Apparel industry publications 

paid attention, noting the "negative publicity stores have been getting in the El Monte, 

Calif. Sweatshop case" (W816; 8/18/95) and "the issue of illegal manufacturing activity, 

dramatically raised by the El Monte incident" (B1160; 2/96). This was one of the first 

cases to spur industry reputation dilemmas, as articulated by Bobbin editor Susan Black 

in an article entitled "Bad Apples Need Not Apply:" 
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Unfortunately, the old saying about a bad apple spoiling the whole bunch 
can be true—at least on the surface. Perhaps no one knows this better than 
reputable contractors, who must bend over backwards to distance 
themselves from illegitimate businesses that tend to give the whole apparel 
industry a bad rap. . .. How do the 'good' contractors, manufacturers and 
retailers convince John Q. Public that the El Monte situation is not the 
norm? (B1146; 10/95) 

Not long after, in the spring of 1996, a young Honduran woman testified before a 

Congressional committee about the conditions endured by underage workers producing 

Kathie Lee Gifford-branded clothes. As Women's Wear Daily noted, "Allegations about 

the production of the Kathie Lee line follow other very public black eyes for the garment 

industry" (W968; 5/24/96). 

The attention generated by these two controversies fueled a number of attempts to 

repair the industry image, to increase rates of compliance with labor law, and to hold 

brand name manufacturers and retailers responsible for the labor practices of their 

contractors. (In a later section, 1 will discuss how the meanings and purposes of 

"monitoring" began to change at this time.) But it is also instructive to make sense of 

what happened to trends in attention after these scandals. As shown in Figure 6.1, 

industry attention remained high for a couple of years, then begem to decline somewhat 

around 1998. However, the previous correspondence between industry attention and 

public attention had diminished. As public attention began to decline in 1997, industry 

attention stayed relatively constant for the time being; but then as public attention 

increased again in 1999 and 2000, industry attention declined somewhat. As field-level 

actors crafted solutions, such as independent monitoring and certification programs, it 

appears as if the industry became less responsive to issues on the broader public agenda. 
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This provides suggestive evidence of the beginnings of an institutionalization process, in 

which practices become increasingly decoupled from the pressures from which they 

originated (Tolbert and Zucker 1983).^^ 

From Legal Compliance Tool to Social Movement Response: The Changing Meanings of 

Monitoring in the Apparel Industry 

After scandal hit the apparel industry in the mid-1990s, retailers and 

manufacturers soon began touting their monitoring programs to defend their images. In 

other words, the practice of monitoring was quickly seen as a promising way of 

addressing mounting anti-sweatshop pressures. Why was there not more "problemistic 

search" (Cyert and March 1992) for solutions occurring at this crisis moment? 

The answer is that the practice of monitoring was already occurring in some 

arenas—as a result of "compliance agreements" between companies and the U.S. 

Department of Labor. While the idea of using monitoring as a response to social 

movement pressures and media scandals was fairly new in 1995-96, for several years 

prior, some apparel companies had been monitoring their U.S. contractors for compliance 

with wage and hour law. As the scandals hit, monitoring began to get theorized and used 

as a tool for responding to social movements. So while early forms of monitoring were 

associated with legal compliance and government intervention, this same practice later 

became associated with social movements. Furthermore, monitoring increasingly got 

framed as a tool for verifying compliance not merely with legal standards, but with 

Yet given that my measurement stops in 2000, it would be unwise to put too much 
weight on this pattern. 



voluntary standards and corporate codes of conduct. Table 6.6 summarizes this shift, and 

the sections below illustrate it in detail.^*^ 

1991-1995: MONITORING AS LEGAL COMPLIANCE TOOL 

The practice and discourse of "monitoring" in the apparel industry originated with 

the U.S. Department of Labor's attempt to get companies to inspect their contractors' 

operations, given the Labor Department's lack of capacity to do so. By enforcing or 

threatening to enforce the "hot goods" provision that allowed them to seize goods made 

in violation of wage and hour law, the Labor Department pushed a few firms to sign 

"compliance agreements," in which they pledged to pay backwages owed to workers and 

to begin monitoring their contractors. Guess signed the first of these agreements in 1992, 

with several other California firms following in the next few years. 

As companies began monitoring their contractors, the industry discourse treated 

monitoring largely as a tool for ensuring legal compliance—a theme that appeared in 

73.33% of all articles on monitoring or certification during the period from 1991 to 1995 

(see Table 6.6). For instance, as Guess and several other companies began monitoring, it 

was described as a way of "polic[ing] their contractors for wage and hour violations" 

(W421; 8/6/92) and a way "to insure compliance with federal wage and hour laws." 

(W740; 2/9/95). Some California manufacturers started a group called the Compliance 

Alliance, with the goal of "insur[ing] that contractors comply with the Fair Labor 

The table shows the results of tests for statistically significant differences in 
proportions across periods. I use these for both industries, even though the forest 
products articles constitute a population and are therefore not strictly the appropriate 
domain for statistical inference. It is my belief that these tests can serve as rough guides 
to the interpretation of population data, for which non-sampling sources of error may be 
an issue. 
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Standards Act." (W813; 8/15/95). 

Table 6.6 Changes in the discourse of monitoring and certification in the apparel 
industry 

number of articles mentioning certification or monitoring 

1991-1995 

30 

1996-2000 

112 

Discursive themes 

Legal compliance* 

Government intervention*** 

Social movements* 

Reputation 

Competition 

Corporate social responsibility 

Ethical consumers 

Economic benefits 

Barriers to trade 

73.33% 
76.67% 
26.67% 
23.33% 
20.00% 

10.00% 

10.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

54.46% 
50.00% 
45.54% 
24.11% 
15.18% 
20.54% 
14.29% 
6.25% 
2.68% 

Speaker types present 
Magazine staff or unsigned 

Company 

Government official 

Industry association 

NGO/SMO 

Lawyer 

Union 

Editor 

Certification/monitoring organization 

Academic 

Accountant 

Freelance writer 

Other speaker type 

83.33% 
36.67% 
23.33% 
16.67% 
10.00% 

13.33% 
6.67% 
3.33% 
0.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

3.33% 
6.67% 

83.04% 
39.29% 
18.75% 
21.43% 
16.07% 
13.39% 
10.71% 

9.82% 

4.46% 
3.57% 
0.89% 
0.00% 
8.04% 

Key terms 

mention of child labor 

mention of human rights* 

mention of sweatshop*** 

26.67% 
20% 
40% 

23.21% 
44.64% 
76.79% 

Codes of conduct 
number of all articles mentioning voluntary codes or 
sourcing guidelines 

percentage of these that couple codes with monitoring* 

29 
58.62% 

63 
85.71% 

total articles coded 47 
1-tailed z-tests for difference in proportions between periods 

p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

127 
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Consistent with this discourse of legal compliance, the Department of Labor's 

Trendsetter list was described as being based on "whether efforts are put forth to make 

sure sewing contractors are monitored for labor law compliance" (W883; 12/15/95). 

Early discussions of monitoring tended to frame it not merely as a way to comply 

with the law, but as a way for manufacturers to avoid "hot goods" enforcement or other 

forms of government intervention. Overall, discussion of government intervention 

appeared in 76.67% of all articles on monitoring or certification from this period. For 

example, one Department of Labor official "said the Guess agreement is an ideal solution 

because the company is operating under a big incentive: It doesn't want its apparel seized 

under the hot goods provision" (W421; 8/6/92). Another Department of Labor official 

later clarified that "signing a long form doesn't absolve manufacturers of responsibility if 

a contractor subsequently shortchanges its workers, [he] said, but having a Labor-

approved monitoring program in place goes a long way in showing good will on the part 

of the manufacturer. It can help shield the manufacturer from harsher consequences" 

(W822; 8/23/95). Companies also voiced this theme: One company representative noted 

that its contractors "don't feel good" about being monitored, but live with it, since "it's 

either us helping them or the Department of Labor stepping in" (W552; 8/11/93). 

Other themes occurred much less frequently than legal compliance and 

government intervention. Social movement campaigns were present in only 26.67% of 

these articles, and all of these were from 1995—^the very end of this period, supporting 

the idea that practices of monitoring and certification were not widely understood as 

responses to social movements at this point. Other common but not dominant themes 
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included the reputation of the industry or firms in it (in 23.33% of the articles) and 

competition (in 20%). 

Given these thematic patterns, it makes sense that the most common types of 

actors to appear, apart from magazine staff, were companies (in 36.67% of the articles) 

and government officials (in 23.33%). Industry association representatives and lawyers 

were somewhat less likely to appear, as were representatives of NGOs and social 

movement organizations. 

In sum, between 1991 and 1995, "monitoring" in the apparel industry was framed 

largely as mechanism for ensuring legal compliance and avoiding further government 

intervention. The notion of monitoring as connected to social movement pressures was 

not "unthinkable" (Dobbin 1994), but it was not at all widespread. In the next period, 

however, this would change, as monitoring got defined as a response to social movement 

pressure and the meaning of "compliance" shifted away from a strict legal sense. 

1996-2000; MONITORING, SOCIAL MOVEMENTS, AND THE CHANGING MEANINGS OF 

COMPLIANCE 

In this period, monitoring and certification practices were more closely linked to 

social movement activity and to an expanded, extra-legal notion of "compliance" with 

corporate codes of conduct, as shown in the right-hand column of Table 6.6. 

In contrast to the earlier period, monitoring and certification were now much 

more likely to be linked to a discourse about social movement activity. Nearly half 

(45.54%) of articles mentioning monitoring or certification also mentioned social 

movements, a statistically significant increase from the previous period. For example, as 
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described in WfVD, "The Gap established [an]... independent monitoring system last 

month at its plants in El Salvador after the NLC [National Labor Committee] held 

demonstrations to detail the illegal conditions that allegedly prevailed in a contractor 

plant there" (W951; 4/30/96). As anti-sweatshop pressures mounted, some suggested 

that monitoring might be a way to "put a muzzle on these watchdog groups," who "target 

a high profile company and publicize its practices or those of its contractors, particularly 

in the areas of human rights or employee rights violations" (B1194; 2/97). In other cases, 

the social movement theme came out implicitly in corporate responses to protests. In 

1997, JVfVD reported that "Saturday's protests, per se, did not register much reaction from 

the corporate targets. However, they pointed to their own anti-sweatshop initiatives and 

commitment to these programs." The article then quoted a Kmart spokesperson, who 

said: "We believe the inspection programs we have put in place in the U.S., as well as 

around the globe, and the policies we've set forth uphold our responsibilities to our 

customers to make sure we are doing business with the utmost integrity" (W1255; 

10/7/97). 

The discourses of legal compliance and government intervention were still 

prominent in this period, appearing in 54.46% and 50%, respectively, of the articles 

mentioning monitoring or certification. Nevertheless, these themes were less common in 

this period than in the previous one, when they had dominated the discourse on 

monitoring and certification. To demonstrate that these changes in the discourse 

surrounding monitoring and certification are not merely artifacts of the periodization. 

Figure 6.2 charts the prevalence of the three most common themes from 1991 -2000. It 
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illustrates the fall of legal compliance and government intervention themes, and the rise 

of social movement themes. 

Figure 6.2 Discursive themes over time in articles mentioning monitoring or certification 
in the apparel industry 
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Furthermore, along with legal compliance, a new sense of "compliance" was 

emerging. As more companies adopted "voluntary" workplace standards, the meaning of 

monitoring shifted from compliance only with laws to include compliance with codes of 

conduct. In a 1997 article, a Bobbin columnist recommended that companies adopt a 

code of conduct and "monitor compliance with the code." Throughout the lengthy 

discussion, there was an almost complete focus on codes of conduct, with only one brief 

mention of legal standards (B1194; 2/97). Increasingly, codes, guidelines, or other 

ethical standards were being cited alongside, in addition to, or instead of labor laws. For 

example, one article reported on companies that have "agreed to independent monitoring 
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of their Saipan contractors in an effort to prevent worker abuse and comply with US labor 

laws and international human rights standards,^' (B1269; 10/99, emphasis added), while 

another mentioned "compliance with labor laws and human rights standards" (W1148; 

4/8/97). In total, 48.21% of the articles from the later period that mentioned monitoring 

or certification also made mention of voluntary codes of conduct or sourcing guidelines. 

The bottom of Table 6.6 shows that by the second period, codes of conduct were rarely 

discussed without mention of some form of monitoring. The percentage of articles 

mentioning codes of conduct or other voluntary guidelines that coupled this with 

monitoring increased significantly between the periods, from less than 59% to nearly 

86%. Figure 6.3 graphically illustrates the rise of codes and voluntary standards, the 

increasing coupling of monitoring and corporate codes of conduct, and the decreasing 

coupling of monitoring and legal compliance.^' 

We may also gain some insight into the framing of monitoring and certification by 
looking the use of several terms in the same context as these practices. In the first period, 
monitoring and certification articles sometimes contained terms like "sweatshop" (40%), 
"child labor" (26.67%), and "human rights" (20%). No single term dominated the 
discourse, and in fact, these terms were not typically used together. For instance, none of 
the articles that mentioned monitoring or certification along with the term sweatshop 
mentioned either child labor or human rights (table not shown). In the second period, 
however, the word "sweatshop" became nearly synonymous with the industry's labor 
problems and tightly connected to discussions of monitoring and certification, appearing 
in nearly 77% of these articles. Interestingly, the rise of the term "sweatshop" seems to 
directly follow the El Monte discovery. Only 3 articles used this term before the summer 
of 1995, but suddenly term was almost ubiquitous in the end of 1995 and through 1996. 
Mention of "human rights" also became more common, surpassing "child labor." 
Furthermore, the terms "sweatshops" and "human rights" were often linked in the 1996-
2000 period. During this time, 39 articles used both terms, representing 45.35% of the 
"sweatshop" articles and 78% of the "human rights" (table not shown). This suggests a 
sort of consolidation of meaning structures, an increasing interconnection between 
several salient images of the industry's labor problems. 
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Figure 6.3 The rise of codes and shifting meanings of compliance 
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One finding about the speakers that appeared in the discourse is especially telling. 

Notice that while social movement themes increased significantly from the first to second 

periods, the prevalence of social movement organizations and NGOs as speakers did not 

change dramatically. By the 1996-2000 period, social movement organizations and 
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NGOs appeared as speakers in only around 16% of the articles on monitoring or 

certification, but social movement themes appeared in nearly half. 

To make sense of this and to get an overall view of the structure of the discourse. 

Tables 6.7 and 6.8 show the co-occurrences of speakers and themes in articles 

mentioning monitoring or certification in these two periods. These tables provide maps 

of the structure of the discourse, by cross-tabulating the occurrences of speaker types and 

discursive themes present articles that mention monitoring or certification. Speakers are 

arrayed in rank order from top to bottom, with themes similarly arrayed from left to right. 

The interior contains four types of information: (1) the frequency of this speaker-theme 

combination in the same article, (2) the frequency relative to the total number of articles 

containing that theme (column percentages), (3) the frequency relative to the total 

number of articles containing that speaker type (row percentages), and (4) the difference 

between the observed frequency and that which would be expected purely on the basis of 

the total number of articles containing that speaker type and theme (i.e. the row and 

column totals).''^ Together, these paint a composite portrait of the prevalence of each 

speaker-theme combination. To understand the structure of the discourse, it is not 

important to closely examine every inch of these tables. Since the speakers and themes 

are entered in rank order, much of the action is in the top-left portion of the table. In 

addition, by scanning down columns on the left side of the table, one can see how evenly 

The "totals" in Tables 6.7, 6.8, 6.11, and 6.12 represent the total number of articles that 
contain the relevant coding. They are not sums of the interior cells. Since articles can 
fall into multiple, non-mutually exclusive categories, using actual totals instead of row or 
column sums provides a better sense of the prevalence of particular elements. 
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Table 6.7 Connections between speakers and discursive themes in articles on monitoring 
or certification in the apparel industry, 1991-1995 

speaker types 
Gov't 
intervent. 

Legal 
comply 

Social 
movement Reputat. Compete 

Ethical 
consumer CSR total 

magazine 
staff/unsigned 20 18 7 6 5 3 2 25 

% of theme 86.96% 81.82% 87.50% 85.71% 83.33% 100.00% 66.67% 

% of speaker type 80.00% 72.00% 28.00% 24.00% 20.00% 12.00% 8.00% 

diff. from expected 0.83 -0.33 0.33 0.17 0.00 0.50 -0.50 

company 8 8 2 2 3 0 1 11 

% of theme 34.78% 36.36% 25.00% 28.57% 50.00% 0.00% 33.33% 

% of speaker type 72.73% 72.73% 18,18% 18.18% 27.27% 0.00% 9.09% 

diff. from expected -0.43 -0.07 -0.93 -0.57 0.80 -1.10 -0.10 

government official 7 7 1 4 2 2 0 7 

% of theme 30.43% 31.82% 12.50% 57.14% 33.33% 66.67% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 100.00% 100.00% 14.29% 57.14% 28.57% 28.57% 0.00% 

diff. from expected 1.63 1.87 -0.87 2.37 0.60 1.30 -0.70 

industry association 5 4 1 3 1 0 0 5 

% of theme 21.74% 18.18% 12.50% 42.86% 16.67% 0.00% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 100.00% 80.00% 20.00% 60.00% 20.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

diff. from expected 1.17 0.33 -0.33 1.83 0.00 -0.50 -0.50 

lawyer 4 4 1 0 1 0 1 4 

% of theme 17.39% 18.18% 12.50% 0.00% 16.67% 0.00% 33.33% 

% of speaker type 100.00% 100.00% 25.00% 0.00% 25.00% 0.00% 25.00% 

diff. from expected 0.93 1.07 -0.07 -0.93 0.20 -0.40 0.60 

NGO/SMO 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 

% of theme 4.35% 4.55% 37.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 33.33% 33.33% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

diff. from expected -1.30 -1.20 2.20 -0.70 -0.60 -0.30 -0.30 

union 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 

% of theme 4.35% 4.55% 12.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 

% of speaker type 50.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 

diff. from expected -0.53 -0.47 0.47 -0.47 -0.40 -0.20 0.80 

total 23 22 8 7 6 3 3 

total articles=30 

Note: Table excludes speakers or themes that appear less than two times total and the "other" 

speaker category. 
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or unevenly predominant themes are distributed across different types of speakers. 

Similarly, by scanning across the top few rows of the table, one can see how evenly or 

unevenly predominant speakers are distributed across different types of themes. In 

general, the bottom-right portions of these tables are the least important parts for the 

purposes at hand. 

In the first period, the two dominant themes—government intervention and legal 

compliance—were most likely to appear in tandem with statements by company 

representatives and government officials. In fact, over 72% of the articles with 

companies as speakers, and a full 100% with goverrmient officials as speakers, contained 

these two themes (see the intersection of the "Gov't intervention" column with the 

"company" and "government official" rows). At the same time, themes of government 

intervention and legal compliance were fairly widespread, and it was not uncommon for 

them to appear together with industry association representatives and lawyers. 

In contrast, themes of social movements were both not particularly common, and 

tended to be concentrated in articles that featured NGOs or social movement 

organizations as speakers. Every time these groups appeared as speakers, themes of 

social movement activity were present; and this accounted for nearly 40% (37.5%) of the 

times this theme was mentioned (see the "NGO/SMO" row and "Social movements" 

column). While this speaker-theme combination is not terribly surprising, it is notable 

that neither this speaker type, nor this theme were likely to appear with any other (with 
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the exception of magazine staff).(In the correspondence analysis in the Addendum to 

this chapter, notice the cluster in the bottom-right comer of Figure 6.7, which consists 

only of NGO/SMO speakers and social movement themes. This indicates that these two 

elements are tightly connected to one another and not closely connected to any other 

elements.) 

One of the most striking aspects of the second period compared to the first is the 

strong connection between social movement themes and the statements of company 

representatives. As shown in Table 6.8, between 1996 and 2000, social movement 

campaigns were discussed in around 46% of all articles on monitoring or certification (51 

of 112 total), but they were discussed in 68.18% of the articles that featured comments by 

companies (see the intersection of the "company" row and "Social movements" column). 

Furthermore, more than half (58.82%) of all the articles mentioning social movement 

themes contained comments by companies. In fact, the coupling of social movement 

themes and corporate actors is the most common combination in the discourse in this 

period, excluding combinations with the magazine staff. (This connection is also 

apparent in the correspondence analysis in the Addendum to this chapter, which shows 

that company speakers and social movement themes are strongly correlated. To see the 

Notice that the "% of theme" figures are quite low for all other spots in the "Social 
movements" column. Additionally, while government officials were most frequently 
connected to the legal compliance theme, they also appeared in a striking number of 
articles that discussed industry reputation. This most likely reflects the Department of 
Labor's early strategy of leveraging the reputations of manufacturers and retailers in 
campaigns against wage and hour violations. As Labor Department official Maria 
Echaveste explained in 1994, "Manufacturers and retailers have more incentive to 
cooperate with the department because they are more concerned than contractors are 
about their reputation and public relations. It has consequences to them if they are 
associated too closely with bad labor practices" (W687; 8/18/94). 
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Table 6.8 Connections between speakers and discursive themes in articles on monitoring 
or certification in the apparel industry, 1996-2000 

speaker types 
Legal 
comply 

Gov't 
intervent. 

Social 
movement Reputat. GSR Compete 

Ethical 
consumer total 

magazine staff or 
unsigned 45 46 43 19 14 10 12 93 

% of ttieme 73.77% 82.14% 84.31% 70.37% 60.87% 58,82% 75.00% 

% of speaker type 48.39% 49.46% 46.24% 20.43% 15.05% 10,75% 12.90% 

diff. from expected -5.65 -0.50 0.65 -3.42 -5.10 -4.12 -1.29 

company 22 19 30 8 8 4 4 44 

% of theme 36.07% 33.93% 58.82% 29.63% 34,78% 23.53% 25.00% 

% of speaker type 50.00% 43.18% 68.18% 18.18% 18.18% 9,09% 9.09% 

diff. from expected -1.96 -3.00 9.96 -2.61 -1.04 -2,68 -2.29 

industry association 16 15 10 10 7 7 3 24 

% of theme 26.23% 26.79% 19.61% 37.04% 30.43% 41,18% 18.75% 

% of speaker type 66.67% 62.50% 41.67% 41.67% 29,17% 29,17% 12.50% 

diff. from expected 2.93 3.00 -0.93 4.21 2.07 3.36 -0.43 

government official 13 15 9 6 4 3 4 21 

% of theme 21.31% 26.79% 17.65% 22.22% 17.39% 17,65% 25.00% 

% of speaker type 61.90% 71.43% 42.86% 28.57% 19.05% 14,29% 19.05% 

diff. from expected 1.56 4.50 -0.56 0.94 -0.31 -0.19 1.00 

NGO/SMO 8 10 13 3 5 3 4 18 

% of theme 13.11% 17.86% 25.49% 11.11% 21.74% 17,65% 25.00% 

% of speaker type 44.44% 55.56% 72.22% 16.67% 27.78% 16.67% 22.22% 

diff. from expected -1.80 1.00 4.80 -1.34 1.30 0.27 1.43 

lawyer 9 7 5 3 2 2 3 15 

% of theme 14,75% 12.50% 9.80% 11.11% 8.70% 11.76% 18.75% 

% of speaker type 60.00% 46.67% 33.33% 20.00% 13,33% 13.33% 20.00% 

diff. from expected 0.83 -0.50 -1.83 -0.62 -1.08 -0.28 0.86 

union 8 5 10 5 3 3 2 12 

% of theme 13.11% 8.93% 19.61% 18.52% 13,04% 17.65% 12.50% 

% of speaker type 66.67% 41.67% 83.33% 41.67% 25,00% 25.00% 16.67% 

diff. from expected 1.46 -1.00 4.54 2.11 0.54 1.18 0.29 

editor 10 6 5 6 6 5 2 11 

% of theme 16.39% 10.71% 9.80% 22.22% 26,09% 29.41% 12.50% 

% of speaker type 90.91% 54.55% 45.45% 54.55% 54,55% 45.45% 18.18% 

diff. from expected 4.01 0.50 -0.01 3.35 3.74 3,33 0.43 

total 61 56 51 27 23 17 16 

total articles=112 

Note: Table excludes speakers or themes that appear less than eight times total and the "other" 
and "missing" speaker categories. 
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change over time, compare the lower right corner of Figure 6.8 with the same spot in 

Figure 6.7.) 
Social movement themes were also highly likely to be mentioned in articles 

containing comments by NGOs/SMOs or union representatives (see the intersection of 

the "NGO/SMO" row and "Social movements" column). Yet in stark contrast to the 

previous period, in which social movement themes tended to occur almost exclusively in 

articles featuring NGOs or SMOs, from 1996-2000, discussions of social movements 

were widespread and occurred along with a wider range of speaker types (see the "% of 

theme" entries for the "Social movements" column). 

In sum, between 1991-1995 and 1996-2000, the practice of monitoring or 

certifying garment factories came to be treated in the industry discourse as a response to 

social movement pressures. As in the early period, goverrmient intervention and legal 

compliance still framed many discussions of monitoring and certification, but monitoring 

was now also being theorized as a way to verify compliance with codes of conduct and 

other voluntary standards. One article nicely summed up several of the emerging 

patterns; 

These days, companies faced with such accusations are more likely to 
respond with promises of an inquiry. They point to strict codes of conduct 
that their contractors must now sign, which threaten withdrawal of 
business if labor abuses occur. Many companies are asking their quality 
control people to look out for worker abuses while also watching that 
zippers are sewn on straight. ... Importers looking into independent 
monitoring of contractors are begirming to realize it's not simply a matter 
of hiring someone to keep an eye on things. Reliability, whether factory 
owners will even allow unannounced inspections, what to do when 
violations occur, who should assume the cost of monitoring and how to 
avoid assuming the role of local government oversight are among the 
issues being tackled. (W927; 3/18/96) 
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Explaining the Changing Meanings of Monitoring in the Apparel Industry 

Monitoring came to be associated with social movement themes through two 

processes: Some social movement groups adopted the language of "monitoring" to 

pressure companies to allow human rights organizations inspect foreign factories. In 

addition, as companies faced increased protests and other forms of scrutiny, several major 

accounting firms began supplying their own version of "independent monitoring" to 

firms. The rise of "code compliance," rather than just legal compliance, can also be 

traced to two main dynamics. The development of voluntary guidelines and codes was 

supported by lawyers advising companies on how to respond to those who would have 

them held accountable for their contractors' labor conditions. In addition, codes of 

conduct emerged as weak concessions in political struggles over trade policy and 

globalization. 

THE LINK TO SOCIAL MOVEMENTS 

Starting around 1995 and continuing for several years, a few social movement 

groups actively campaigned for companies to engage in "independent monitoring." The 

National Labor Committee, in its campaigns against the Gap, and later Wal-Mart, led this 

charge. As reported by WWD, "The organization [National Labor Committee] wants 

[retailers] to hire independent inspectors to insure working standards are maintained in 

the plants supplying goods" (W788; 7/11/95), and is calling for "independent human 

rights monitors" (W1393; 7/31/98). In 1995 the NLC persuaded the Gap to allow local 

human rights groups to inspect a factory in El Salvador—the first experiment with 

"independent monitoring" in the apparel industry. The next year, the NLC called for 
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Wal-Mart "to consent to independent monitoring of its contractors" (W951; 4/30/96; 

W981; 6/7/96). The push for "independent monitoring" was attributed to other activist 

groups as well, like California-based Sweatshop Watch (W1232; 8/6/97) and human 

rights groups generally (W927; 3/18/96).^'* The point is that social movement groups 

were using the language of monitoring in their campaigns, and defining "independent 

monitoring" as that done by local human rights groups. 

Interestingly, in the earliest mentions of these campaigns, this form of monitoring 

was usually treated separately from the monitoring going on the U.S. under Department 

of Labor "compliance agreements." These two streams came together in a conference on 

"Transforming the Garment Assembly Line" in April 1996, sponsored by UNITE, the 

NYU American Studies program, and the Nation magazine. As it was reported in WWD, 

this seminar contained discussions about "hot goods" enforcement, the Trendsetters list, 

and the NLC's international campaigns. There also appeared to be a move away from a 

language of legal compliance in this seminar, which is nowhere to be found in the trade 

journal's account. Even when talking about "hot goods" enforcement—a campaign 

firmly based in wage and hour law violations—the article describes it as prohibiting the 

shipping of "sweatshop-produced goods" (W939; 4/2/96). Some of the work of 

theorizing monitoring as linked to social movement campaigns, then, was being done by 

For instance: "How companies view their role in the business of socially responsible 
importing varies. Some have embraced the idea pushed by human rights groups of 
establishing independent monitoring programs to keep tabs on contractors. Others say 
periodic, announced inspections of contractors and reports by quality control employees 
are the most they will require" (W927; 3/18/96). 



209 

anti-sweatshop activists themselves, as they brought together previously distinct practices 

and consolidated them under an evocative "sweatshop" framing. 

Around the same time, accounting firms were engaging in their own theorization 

of monitoring—as a risk management strategy that could shield companies from social 

movement pressures. A short Bobbin article entitled "How to Avoid Sweatshop Stigma," 

promoted the monitoring services of Ernst & Young, suggesting that "formally 

monitoring compliance is key to measuring and minimizing risk" and providing contact 

information for Ernst & Young's point person on this (B1221; 11/97). Nike, a favorite 

target of sweatshop activists, may have spurred some of this activity. According to one 

of my informants, in mid-1995, Nike "presented a formal request for proposal that went 

to, at that time, all six accounting firms, the big consultancies" (Interview #9). In late 

1996, WWD reported that "Nike has long used the accounting firm of Ernst & Young to 

audit the conditions and books at its contractors" (W1097; 12/12/96). Nike also used 

PriceWaterhouse as a monitor, after selecting this firm's proposal as the most "forward-

looking" (Interview #9). While other organizations were engaging in monitoring and 

social auditing by this point, accounting firms appear to have been the most vocal 

salespeople of monitoring as a defense against anti-sweatshop protest. 

THE RISE OF "CODE COMPLIANCE" 

While the discourse of "codes of conduct," "ethical sourcing guidelines," and 

"monitoring compliance with codes," had become common by the end of the 1990s, 

codes of conduct have a curious history. Although industry "codes of conduct" have 

been traced back to the 1937 International Chamber of Commerce standards for 
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advertising (Murray no date) and were the subject of international debates in the 1970s 

and early 1980s (Keck and Sikkink; Cavanagh 2000; Kline 2000), Levi Strauss is usually 

seen as the first firm to adopt a labor code of conduct for its contractors, which it 

developed in 1991. 

The rise of labor codes of conduct was tied up with capital-labor conflicts over 

globalization, international sourcing, and U.S. trade policy. One of the earliest 

suggestions that companies should adopt voluntary policies on labor standards came in 

response to debates in the early 1990s about the U.S. granting Most Favored Nation 

status to China. Human rights, child labor, and prison labor in China had attracted a good 

deal of attention, and politicians from Richard Gephardt to Jesse Helms were calling for 

restrictions on Chinese trade. In this context, a lawyer writing in Bobbin recommended 

that companies include language about child labor and prison labor into their contracts 

with Chinese companies and inspect the factories. She explained; 

These are relatively small steps, but they may help ensure that you are not 
dealing with prison or child labor or with illegally transshipped 
merchandise. They may also help move these issues out of the U.S. 
spotlight. The fewer areas of friction there are between the U.S. and 
China, the more smoothly the next MFN renewal debate may proceed. 
(B1022; 2/92) 

Levis and Sears adopted "sourcing guidelines" that year (B1041; 6/92). This was one of 

the first instances in which it was suggested that voluntary policies might be a way out of 

the China trade policy debate—a fig leaf to justify de-linking U.S. trade policy and 

human rights. But it was not the last. 

Sen. Max Baucus (D., Mont.), chairman of the Senate Trade 
Subcommittee, wants to shift responsibility for fostering human rights in 
China to U.S. importers. In a speech prepared for delivery today to a 
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China conference at the American Enterprise Institute, a think tank, 
Baucus, an advocate of maintaining China's Most Favored Nation trade 
status, makes his strongest plea for doing this. He argues that the MFN 
status should be extended permanently without conditions and asks US 
importers to set codes of conduct on human rights and environmental 
protection in Chinese factories. . . . Baucus cites companies—including 
Reebok, Sears, Roebuck, and Levi Strauss—that are already taking steps 
to insure better human rights policies in the Chinese factories that make 
their products. (W639; 5/10/94) 

After mentioning Reebok's code of conduct specifically, Baucus said: "I would hope the 

President can challenge the business community as a whole to take similar measures and 

set up a top-level business commission to begin developing them" (W639; 5/10/94). That 

same year, President Clinton introduced a set of "Model Business Principles," which 

encouraged companies "to adopt and implement voluntary codes of conduct for doing 

business aroxmd the world" (qtd. in Varley 1998:8; Hartman et al. 1999).^^ He also 

signed legislation de-linking MFN status from human rights considerations (Varley 

1998:8). This endorsement of voluntary codes seems to have quickly entered the apparel 

industry's baseline position on globalization. A fVWD article from that year, entitled 

"Industry Leaders in Agreement About Globalization," began with the idea that 

"companies must establish a code of ethics, for example with regard to child labor or 

worker exploitation, and enforce it universally" (W760; 5/4/95). 

Neo-liberal trade advocates were not the only ones supporting codes of conduct 

however. In early 1994, the two main American garment workers unions—struggling to 

survive amidst the globalization of the industry—^both pushed unionized manufacturers to 

follow a code of conduct for foreign operations. The contract between the Amalgamated 

Strangely, this appears to have happened a month or two be/ore Baucus's statement. 
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Clothing and Textile Workers Union (ACTWU) and the Clothing Manufacturers 

Association of the USA (CMA) included "a proviso that states management will abide by 

International Labor Organization (ILO) standards, meaning in essence the producers must 

guarantee decent working conditions for those who produce the non-union garments, no 

matter where they are made (B1097; 3/94). This provision was added by the union as a 

quid pro quo for allowing CMA companies to make a percentage of their products in 

offshore, non-union plants—something the union had previously resisted. Just a few 

months later, the International Ladies Garment Workers Union (ILGWU) signed a joint 

agreement with a group of companies that contained a similar provision for a code of 

conduct. This came in the midst of a strike by the ILGWU against manufacturer Leslie 

Fay, which was attempting to shift its production outside the U.S. In response to the 

union's demands, a Leslie Fay representative "noted that the company had no problem 

with one union contract proposal: the code of conduct for the industry that the union 

developed" (WWD, June 14, 1994). In 1994, codes of conduct emerged as a small price 

that companies were willing to pay to get into the globalization game. 

Lawyers appear to have been influential in selling codes of conduct to the apparel 

industry. Sometimes they were pitched as ways of avoiding the U.S. Department of 

Labor's domestic enforcement strategies, as in the Feb. 1995 Bobbin column entitled, "Is 

your company ready for the wage and hour crackdown," in which lawyer Alan Rolnick 

wrote: "Manufacturers who get written assurances from jobbers, contractors and 

subcontractors that the goods have been produced by employees who were paid in 

accordance with the FLSA.. .are protected from prosecution for violation of the hot goods 
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provisions" (B1130; 2/95). In other cases, lawyers pushed voluntary policies for 

international sourcing, as with the above recommendations about developing child labor 

and prison labor policies for Chinese factories. 

As codes of conduct grew in popularity, and as monitoring grew along with it, the 

two practices became increasingly linked. Chapter three has described the spiraling 

debates that led companies to begin monitoring, as a way of "verifying" their codes of 

conduct. In 1997, industry lawyer Alan Rolnick, in an article entitled "Muzzling the 

Offshore Watchdogs," recommended that companies "adopt a code of conduct for 

offshore operations" and "monitor compliance with the code." "The auditors—either an 

in-house team or an independent entity—should interview managers, supervisors and a 

sampling of hourly employees to determine how well the contractor is complying with 

the code and to identify other workplace issues" (B1194; 2/97). 

Certainly, by the year 2000, "monitoring" had been imbued with a much different 

set of connotations that it had when the Department of Labor first started encouraging 

companies to monitor their contractors in the early 1990s. Social movement 

organizations, accountants, lawyers, and others all had a hand in shaping the meanings of 

monitoring, illustrating the multi-vocal nature of this term. 
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From External Pressures to Sustainable Capitalism: The Shifting Meanings of 

Certification and Monitoring in the Forest Products Field 

INDUSTRY ATTENTION TO THE POLITICS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

As in the apparel industry, forest products industry attention to the political aspects 

of its operations rose dramatically in response to external scrutiny and political pressure. 

Figure 6.4 shows a spike in industry attention to the politics of the environment between 

1989 and 1991, lagging just behind an increase in pubhc attention. 

Figure 6.4 Forest products industry attention to the politics of the environment 

Forest products industry attention to the politics of the environment 
based on Forest IndustriesAA/ood Technology and PIMA's North American Papermaker magazines 
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One factor that drew industry attention was environmentalists' practice of using 

lawsuits to restrict timber companies' access to U.S. national forests, which sometimes 

tied up access to federal land through lengthy lawsuits and administrative appeals, what 
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came to be known as "timber harvest gridlock." While environmentalists charged 

companies and the U.S. Forest Service with gross neglect in harvesting old growth areas, 

some in the industry argued that "the crime is.. .misuse of the federal regulatory and 

administrative appeals process to remove large and productive acreage of productive 

timberland from commodity use" (F026; 6/89). Before long, a court had completely 

halted federal timber sales in the Pacific Northwest, and a federal team called the "God 

Squad" was assembled to formulate a new plan. 

The federal timber access issue sometimes got combined with others—from ballot 

initiatives on logging in California to international environmental campaigns—to paint an 

image of an industry under siege. A 1990 article by PIMA Magazine editor Alan Rooks, 

"The Ayatollahs of the Environment," described the industry's critics as "ecotollahs" 

(P024; 8/90). In a less alarmist tone, a Forest Industries article noted that "like a quasi-

board of directors, the public wields enormous influence in the wood business: 

environmental restrictions on logging, opposition to imported tropical woods, concerns 

about toxic materials and hazardous manufacturing processes" (F059; 8/90). 

A second major factor shaping the attention of the North American forest products 

industry was the rise of international boycott campaigns targeted at Canadian timber. In 

the early 1990s, environmental groups like Greenpeace began building boycotts against 

Canadian companies' clearcutting practices in British Columbia. As a Forest Industries 

article stated, "charges that Canada is mining its forests have gotten big play 

internationally in recent months. This has led to 'boycott Canadian wood' movement, 

especially in Europe" (F114; 6/91). The campaigns were partially successful in getting 
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some British and European forest products companies to stop using timber from British 

Columbia. The "stakes are high; Canada's forest products exports total around C$23 

billion a year. Western Europe, where some groups advocate boycotts of Canadian forest 

products, is a C$3.6 billion-a-year markef (F128; 11/91). 

As shown in Figure 6.4, after the initial spike in the early 1990s, forest products 

industry attention to envirormiental politics went through a series of peaks and valleys, 

yet always stayed well above the "pre-crisis" levels of 1987-88. Additionally, the link 

between public attention and industry attention diminished over time. As public attention 

gradually declined through the 1990s, industry attention fluctuated. Again, as new 

practices like corporate-NGO partnerships and certification programs were getting 

worked out—and begiiming to get institutionalized—industry attention ceased to mirror 

quite so closely the public agendas and external pressures that had first inspired these 

practices. I turn now to a detailed look at these practices and the discourses used to 

frame, justify, and theorize them. 

When attention to forestry issues peaked around 1989-1991, North American 

industry leaders turned primarily to public relations campaigns as vehicles for improving 

public perceptions. Yet within a few years, certification was getting more play, and 

being defined as a way to fend off pressures in the institutional environment—coming 

from governments, social movements, and "green" consumers. Later, however, forest 

certification began to take on a new set of meanings, as it got defined as a profitable 

business move and more tightly connected to a discourse of "sustainability." This section 
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describes these shifts in the discourse, starting with the PR period, but paying particular 

attention to the rise and changing meanings of forest certification. 

FROM SHAPING PUBLIC OPINION TO EXPERIMENTS WITH PARTNERSHIPS AND 

CERTIFICATION 

Between 1989 and 1991, the most common industry tool for responding to 

political pressures was the public relations campaign, as shown in Table 6.9. Public 

relations or educational campaigns were discussed in half of the articles, dwarfing other 

practices which later would become dominant. As explained in Forest Industries in 

1989: "Faced with unfavorable public opinions among westerners, what should the 

timber industry do? Probably the best tactic is to provide specific information about 

issues, and target it to better-educated, higher-income people" (F033; 10/89). 

Table 6.9 Practices mentioned in the forest products industry discourse, 1989-1991 
Practice % freq 

Public relations or educational campaign 50.0% 

Marketing of environmentally friendly products 2.5% 

Voluntary codes, guidelines, or policies 12.5% 

Monitoring, auditing, inspection of forests 7.5% 

Certification of companies or products 7.5% 

NGO-company partnerships or collaboration 20.0% 

total articles 40 

In the summer of 1989, trade associations spawned a new vehicle for PR and 

lobbying efforts—the American Forest Resources Alliance (F026; 6/89). Industry actors 

also attempted to shape public opinion by providing their own materials on the 

environment. As one article recommended, "Start education programs. Teach our urban 

children the story of forests, and you won't have an environmental problem in 20 to 25 

years" (F084; 11/90). Similarly, a logger's guest editorial argued that: 
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We, the industry, need to show the public that forestry is, and can be, 
practiced consistent with their opinions or sentiments for environmental 
protection. We need to get involved in education and become activists to 
help inform and shape public opinion that is lashing out against us and 
turn the tide in our favor. This effort must receive the highest priority 
from every part of the industry if we want to continue growing and 
harvesting forest crops. (F050; 4/90) 

Partnerships or collaborative initiatives between NGOs and companies were just 

beginning to emerge at this time, appearing in 20% of the articles from 1989 to 1991. 

The earliest of these took the form of donations or "fire sales" of environmentally 

sensitive forest land from companies to conservation groups, like the Nature 

Conservancy. Yet within a few years, several other forms of NGO-company cooperation 

were receiving attention, including a compromise agreement between a company and 

environmental groups in California, and a "Paper Task Force" that included the 

Environmental Defense Fund, McDonalds, Johnson & Johnson, and others. The industry 

discourse came to treat the "Paper Task Force" as an example of a larger trend: 

A spirit of cooperation is now growing in some quarters of the paper 
industry and the environmental community. Some environmental groups 
are realizing that the paper industry is serious about environmental 
improvement, and some paper companies recognize that not every 
environmental regulation is a plot to destroy their profitability. . . . This 
trend [partnerships] is based on hard reality. Paper companies know that 
the public will not believe they are good environmental citizens if there is 
steady drumbeat of accusations from environmental groups. Even if their 
facts are suspect, environmental groups are more credible with the public 
than corporations. (PI69; 6/96) 

The positive recognition of these partnerships may be seen as laying the 

groundwork for the industry to embrace forest certification. But forest certification was 

being developed outside the core of the North American forest products industry, not by 

the actors who were appearing in these trade journals. 
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Certification entered the industry discourse largely through the work of a small 

number of consultants. In 1992, forest products consultant Jean Mater wrote an article 

for Forest Industries magazine entitled, "You can tell folks your view, but you can't 

make them agree." The article argued for a shift away from a public relations paradigm 

to a marketing paradigm (F152; 10/92). Although the article did not discuss forest 

certification specifically, two years later Mater wrote another article for the magazine that 

echoed the earlier theme, but this time also mentioned third-party certification and 

labeling of forest products (F176; 1/94). The first detailed treatment of forest 

certification in these industry journals came from another forest products consultant, who 

mentioned a variety of certification and auditing practices that were currently emerging 

and noted that "it may eventually be customers—not the government—who will enforce 

environmental performance most effectively" (F162; 3/93). In the early 1990s, 

consultants—^while not terribly numerous in the discourse—were the type of speaker 

most likely to express support for certification. In addition, they often drew attention to 

consumer demands for environmentally friendly products. For instance. Mater wrote: 

"Representing the 'pull' strategy where science and consumer demands meet, the Green 

movement is the benchmark for demonstrating the industry's assertion that wood is 

environmentally benign" (F176; 1/94). Consultants seem to have shaped the early 

discourse about certification—by introducing the practice, de-emphasizing public 

relations strategies, and highlighting consumer pressures for "green" products—a theme 

that was not common in the industry discourse prior to this point. 
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Table 6.10 Changes in the discourse of certification and monitoring in the forest 
products industry 

number of articles mentioning certification or monitoring 

1992-1996 

37 

1997-2000 

61 

Discursive themes 

Social movement pressure 

Ethical consumers 

Competition 

Legal compliance 

Government intervention* 

Economic benefits**®® 

Reputation 

CSR 

Barriers to trade 

24.32% 

29.73% 

13.51% 

8.11% 

37.84% 

5.41% 

10.81% 

13.51% 

5.41% 

31.15% 

27.87% 

19.67% 

11.48% 

18.03% 

24.59% 

18.03% 

6.56% 

1.64% 

Speaker types present 

Magazine staff or unsigned 

Company** 

Industry association 

Editor 

NGO/SMO 

Certification/monitoring organization 

Academic 

Consultant 

Government official 

Accountant 

Professional forester 

Lawyer 

59.46% 

13.51% 

24.32% 

10.81% 

2.70% 

2,70% 

10.81% 

13.51% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

5.41% 

72.13% 

39.34% 

18.03% 

18.03% 

11.48% 

9.84% 

4.92% 

4.92% 

3.28% 

1.64% 

1.64% 

0.00% 

Key terms 

mention of sustainable 

mention of clearcut 

mention of spotted owl 

mention of rainforest 

64.86% 

8.11% 

5.41% 

2.70% 

72.13% 

14.75% 

0.00% 
4.92% 

Combination of the term "sustainable" and the economic 
benefits theme* 5.41% 18.03% 

total articles coded 78 
1-tailed z-tests for difference in proportions between periods 

p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

86 

Strictly speaking, this type of significance test is not appropriate for looking at such 
small percentages (5.41%) in a sample of this size. Yet given that the significance tests 
throughout this table are largely orienting conventions rather than true statistical 
inferences, I treat this result as suggestive evidence of a real shift across time periods. 
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As forest certification began to take hold, the meanings associated with it shifted 

substantially—from a response to external pressures to a profitable business strategy. 

Table 6.10 shows the overall pattern, which is developed in more detail in the following 

sections. 

1992-1996: CERTIFICATION AS RESPONSE TO EXTERNAL PRESSURES 

Between 1992 and 1996, practices of certification and auditing of forest 

management were framed mainly as responses to several types of external pressures— 

from government, social movements, and consumers. These themes greatly 

overshadowed other ways of contextualizing certification and monitoring, such as 

potential economic benefits for firms engaging in these practices or the reputation of the 

industry. 

Industry actors initially treated certification and monitoring largely as alternatives 

to government intervention, as shown in Table 6.10. In this first period, nearly 38% of 

the articles on certification or monitoring discussed some form of increased government 

intervention. In a few cases, these threats were focused on government regulation of 

compan ies '  c l a ims  abou t  the  env i ronmenta l  f r i end l iness  o f  the i r  p roduc t s ,  such  a s  "a  b i l l .  

. . introduced in the last Congress requiring accurate labeling of tropical species and 

requiring the Department of Commerce to report periodically on the status of tropical 

wood supplies." The article also discussed the possibility of future legislation similar to 

the failed "Environmental Marketing Claims Act of 1991," and the fact that "many [U.S.] 

states are beginning to regulate environmental claims (F162; 3/93). More often, 

certification and auditing were presented, implicitly or explicitly, as alternatives to 
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government restrictions on timber harvesting. An article reporting on a 1994 conference 

paraphrased one speaker who "urged product certification and environmental labeling of 

forest products as one way the industry should respond to growing environmental 

pressures and increasing governmental regulations." The article also noted that "If 

people believe our forests are disappearing, they will be much more likely to join the 

preservationists in applying more public pressure to halt commercial uses of our forests" 

(F185; 5/94). In 1996, the head of the American Forest and Paper Association summed 

up the intervention position in an article for PIMA 's Papermaker called "The Social 

License to Operate." He argued for the industry's new set of standards, the Sustainable 

Forestry Initiative (SFI), in part by citing the danger of increased government 

intervention. "If we fail to make our case, growing doubts about business and its 

environmental claims will make regulators and legislators even more 'trigger happy' than 

they are already." 

For if this license is revoked, the fallout will produce public policy that 
makes it harder, if not impossible for us to compete. For example, we 
might see further tree harvesting restrictions or outright prohibitions. The 
recent fate of timber supply on public lands is a cautionary tale for us all. 
From Oregon to Maine, anti-harvesting referenda Eire now before voters. 
Fiber supply is fast becoming our industry's Achilles heel. (PI84; 10/96) 

This was not a sweeping endorsement of certification, however, since he noted that "we 

may also see restrictions arise through trade barriers. They won't be called that, of 

course. They'll be called eco-labels and green accreditation schemes and other worthy 

names. But by any name they will still be barriers to free trade" (PI84; 10/96). So here 

the SFI was framed as an alternative both to governmental pressures and to pressures 

coming from environmental groups and other certification programs (like the Forest 
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Stewardship Council). In any case, it is clear that threats of state intervention helped to 

spark some initial interest by major U.S. forest products firms in the concept of 

certification. 

During the first period, it was also fairly common for certification and monitoring 

to be discussed in the context of social movement pressures. Nearly a quarter (24.32%) 

of the articles on certification or monitoring mentioned social movements or industry 

challengers. One article explained the origins of forest certification by saying that "rising 

concern about the fate of tropical forests has become a consumer movement in Europe, 

where the hardwood market is dominated by tropical species" (F162; 3/93). In North 

America, the strongest links between social movements and certification occurred in 

discussions of British Columbian companies' response to boycotts. "Stung by mounting 

criticism that it mismanages it forests, Canada plans to have its harvest certified as 

'sustainable' by June 1995. ... Critics of Canada's forestry practices—most notably 

Greenpeace in recent weeks—have called Canada 'the Brazil of the North'" (F177; 3/94). 

The threat of outsiders and industry challengers controlling the certification process was 

sometimes used to motivate industry participation in certification programs, as in the 

following statement, which quotes an industry consultant: "Industry must get involved in 

the process of defining what types of forest management are sustainable 'before someone 

else does—someone who does not know what a sustainable forest is'" (F188; 7/94). 

From the first point that forest certification entered the discourse of the North 

American forest products industry, it was also associated with discussions of consumer 

demand, and debates about whether consumers would be willing to pay a "green 
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premium." The first article to deal with certification in detail asked "Will customers pay 

more for a Green certified product?" It went on to cite studies showing consumer concern 

for the environment and to quote a Home Depot representative who said: "Some of our 

customers are asking for environmental assurances now, and more surely will" (F162; 

3/93). Of all articles mentioning certification or monitoring in from 1992-1996, 29.73% 

included some discussion of "green" consumerism. One article mentioned a Purdue 

University researcher's consumer survey showing that "68% indicated willingness to pay 

more for furniture made of wood certified as originating in sustainable forests." Yet 

"despite surveys which indicate consumer willingness to pay for Green certification, [an 

industry association representative] charged that market preference has yet to be proven" 

(F186; 7/94). So while green consumerism was a common theme in this period, actual 

demand for certified products was not taken for granted as a market opportunity. In fact, 

consumers were often discussed as a source of pressure on the industry, as in the 

following statements: "Environmental product certification originated from consumer 

demands for more environmentally friendly products as well as consumer confusion and 

distrust of environmental claims by manufacturers" (F198.5; 3/95). "A manufacturing 

company that today ignores consumer demands for eco-friendly practices courts 

embarrassing exposure or outright disaster in the marketplace" (PI 58; 12/95). 

Table 6.10 also shows the most common speakers in the discourse of forest 

certification and monitoring in this period. Apart from magazine staff, industry 

associations were the most likely to be represented in these articles, appearing in nearly 

%. It is notable that companies were no more likely to appear in discussions of 
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certification and monitoring than were outside consultants, each appearing in 13.51% of 

the articles.''^ 

1997-2000: CERTIFICATION AS PROFITABLE AND "SUSTAINABLE" 

As certification received greater attention in industry journals, a new theme 

arose—^that certification or auditing could have positive consequences for companies' 

bottom-lines. While these discussions of economic benefits did not displace discussions 

of social movements or consumer pressures, they did represent a partial re-theorization of 

a practice that was originally defined almost exclusively as a response to external 

pressures. The right-hand column of Table 6.10 illustrates these shifts. 

Nearly a quarter of the articles on certification or monitoring in the 1997-2000 

period mentioned some type of expected economic benefits—including product 

differentiation, lower insurance rates, increased market access, and others. This was a 

dramatic shift from the first period, in which only around 5% of the articles contained this 

theme. As one later article noted, "Without profits, there can be no social responsibility" 

(F310; 1/2000). More concretely, one company suggested that "certification will build 

customer loyalty" (F287; 4/99), while another discussed improved morale among 

workers: "Employees feel better about their jobs because they believe the forests is 

managed to yield all of its values and products 'forever,' so their jobs will also last 

'forever'" (F332; 7/2000). An article on ISO-based environmental certification used the 

language of "continuous improvement," which originated in the Total Quality 

The fact that no speakers other than magazine staff appeared in more than a quarter of 
the articles suggests that much of the coverage of certification and monitoring at this 
point came through short news reports with few speakers. 
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Management movement but was increasingly getting used in environmental circles: "The 

goal of aligning the company's [Environmental Management System] with ISO 140001 

international standards is to add value to the company in terms of internal efficiencies, 

reduced liabilities, increased customer confidence and progress toward continuous 

environmental improvement" (F322; 3/2000). 

Although forest certification was increasingly framed in profit-maximizing terms, 

social movement pressure was still a significant part of the discourse. In fact, 31.15% of 

all the articles on certification or monitoring in this period mentioned social movement 

themes. Take the following: 

The Home Depot put up with pickets for a couple of years before 
announcing it would stop buying wood from 'endangered' forests... Two 
of the largest homebuilders in the US didn't wait for pickets to show up at 
their subdivisions. A day before protests were to start, they said they will 
phase out lumber and panels that might come from 'endangered' forests. 
How can the industry blunt these attacks? There may be only one 
practical way: get certified. (F331; 7/2000) 

Demand from ethical consumers remained a prominent theme as well. One 

company reported that "an increasing number of customers demand that we live up to our 

environmental goals. The demand for FSC-labelled products is steadily increasing" 

(P223; 8/98).*^^ 

It should be noted that the discourse of certification in this period also recognized 
pressures not just from consumers, but also from retail outlets as an important driver in 
the move toward certified products. As one article noted, "As time goes on, it's getting 
increasingly clear that certified wood will become the norm, at least in stores where do-it-
yourselfers buy the product" (F296; 8/99). Retailers were sometimes lumped together 
with consumers as just another source of pressure for certification. "Once again, as with 
recycling or chlorine-free products, retailers are attracted to the simplicity of the 
certification idea. Industrialists distrust it for the same reason. Retailers and consumers 
are not interested in the complexities of the issues or in paying a premium for a certified 
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Although social movement and consumer pressure were common themes in this 

period, governmental pressure was not. Only 18.03% of the articles on certification or 

monitoring mentioned government intervention, a statistically significant decline from 

the first period. When it was mentioned, it was often at a general level, not directed at 

derailing specific policy initiatives as it had been previously. For example, one article 

argued that "due to its credibility with consumers and the general public, third-party 

certification has the potential to reduce costly government oversight and regulation, 

thereby further reducing production costs" (F240; 10/97). 

Figure 6.5 Discursive themes over time in articles mentioning certification or monitoring 
in the forest products industry 
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product" (P216; 2/98). In total, 31.15% of articles on certification or monitoring in this 
period made some mention of retailers. 
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Figure 6.5 shows the patterns in the predominant discursive themes over time. 

Although there is a good amount of fluctuation from year to year, the two main trends are 

clear: There is a downward trend in the prevalence of the government intervention theme 

and an upward trend in the economic benefits theme. Certification and monitoring were 

especially likely to be framed by a market logic at the end of the time period studied. 

Coincident with the framing of certification as providing economic benefits came 

a more prominent place for firms in the industry discourse. Table 6.10 shows that 

company representatives appeared in nearly 40% of the articles from the later period, 

compared to around 14% in the earlier period (a statistically significant difference). 

Furthermore, during the late 1990s, the term "sustainable" was quite often used in 

discussions of certification, appearing in 72.13% of the articles on certification or 

monitoring between 1997 and 2000. The term rose to buzzword status after the 1987 

report by the Brundtland commission championed "sustainable development" and the 

United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) was held in Rio 

de Janeiro in 1992. Industry actors used the term "sustainable" for a variety of purposes, 

as evidenced in a consultant's discussion of "sustainable forests," "sustainable 

technology," "sustainable innovation," and "sustainable spirit" (F188; 7/94). The term 

became a dominant feature of the industry discourse in the mid- to late-1990s, and it 

became tightly connected to the practice of certification. From 1997-2000, a number of 

articles discussed "the practice of sustainable forest management and its certification" 

(F247; 1/98), "certification of sustainable forestry" (P248; 8/99), "certified sustainable 

forestry" (F322; 3/2000), and other variants. The discourse of sustainability also merged 
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with arguments about economic benefits of certification to some degree, as nearly Va of 

the articles mentioning economic benefits also used the term "sustainable" at some point. 

Furthermore, in the second period, around 18% of the articles on certification or 

monitoring coupled the theme of economic benefits with the term "sustainable" (or its 

variants), whereas before this, only two articles (5.41%) had contained this combination. 

Figure 6.6 charts the rise of the "sustainability" (and its variants) in all the forest products 

journal articles coded. The rise of this term went well beyond the contribution made 

when the American Forest and Paper Association named its set of standards and 

certification program the "Sustainable Forestry Initiative." As shown in the figure, 

mentions of this initiative account for only a portion of the total uses of the term 

"sustainable." 

Figure 6.6 The rise of "sustainability" discourse 
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Table 6.11 Connections between speakers and discursive themes in articles on 
certification or monitoring in the forest products industry, 1992-1996 

speaker types 
Gov't 
intervent. 

Ethical 
consumer 

Social 
movement Compete GSR Reputat. 

Legal 
comply total 

magazine staffer 
unsigned 6 3 4 1 1 1 0 22 

% of theme 42.86% 27.27% 44.44% 20.00% 20.00% 25.00% 0,00% 

% of speaker type 27.27% 13.64% 18.18% 4.55% 4.55% 4.55% 0.00% 

diff. from expected -2.32 -3.54 -1.35 -1.97 -1.97 -1.38 -1.78 

industry association 5 4 2 4 2 2 1 9 

% of theme 35.71% 36.36% 22.22% 80.00% 40.00% 50.00% 33.33% 

% of speaker type 55.56% 44.44% 22.22% 44.44% 22.22% 22.22% 11.11% 

diff. from expected 1.59 1.32 -0.19 2.78 0.78 1.03 0.27 

company 2 2 2 1 1 0 1 5 

% of theme 14.29% 18.18% 22.22% 20.00% 20.00% 0.00% 33.33% 

% of speaker type 40.00% 40.00% 40.00% 20.00% 20.00% 0.00% 20.00% 

diff. from expected 0.11 051 0.78 0.32 0.32 -0.54 0.59 

consultant 2 4 3 1 1 1 0 5 

% of theme 14.29% 36.36% 33.33% 20.00% 20.00% 25.00% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 40.00% 80.00% 60.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 0.00% 

diff. from expected 0.11 2.51 1.78 0.32 0.32 0.46 -0.41 

academic 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 4 

% of theme 7.14% 18.18% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 25.00% 50.00% 75.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

diff. from expected -0.51 0.81 2.03 -0.54 -0.54 -0.43 -0.32 

editor 1 1 2 3 1 0 1 4 

% of theme 7.14% 9.09% 22.22% 60.00% 20.00% 0.00% 33.33% 

% of speaker type 25.00% 25.00% 50.00% 75.00% 25.00% 0.00% 25.00% 

diff. from expected -0.51 -0.19 1.03 2.46 0.46 -0.43 0.68 

total 14 11 9 5 5 4 3 

total articles=37 

Note: Table excludes speakers or themes that appear less than three times total. 
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Tables 6.11 and 6.12 map the structure of the discourse of certification and 

monitoring inl 992-1996 and 1997-2000, by looking at the associations between speakers 

and themes.''^ In the first period, the government intervention theme was tightly linked to 

industry associations, as shown in Table 6.11 (see the intersection of the "industry 

association" row and "Gov't intervention" column). Specifically, the majority of articles 

with industry association voices (55.56%) discussed intervention, and apart from 

magazine staff, industry associations were by far the type of speaker most likely to 

appear in articles on intervention (appearing in 35.71% of these articles). 

Another prominent theme in this period—ethical consumers—was more closely 

connected to industry consultants, who co-appeared with this theme in 80% of their total 

appearances (see the intersection of the "consultant" row and the "Ethical consumers" 

column). The social movement theme was not closely tied to any particular type of 

speaker, but instead tended to occur with moderate frequency across articles containing 

all different types of speakers. It does appear, however, that industry outsiders, like 

consultants and academics, were somewhat more likely to co-appear with the social 

movement theme than were insiders like companies and industry associations (see the "% 

of theme" entries in the "Social movements" column). 

By the later period, the configuration of speakers and themes had changed 

somewhat, as shown in Table 6.12. In this second period, the discussion of ethical 

consumers was linked to some extent to consultants—as in the previous period—but even 

more so to companies. Over 50% of articles mentioning this theme contained the voices 

These tables take the same form as Tables 6.7 and 6.8 earlier. See the discussion there 
fore guidance in reading these types of tables. 
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Table 6.12 Connections between speakers and discursive themes in articles on 
certification or monitoring in the forest products industry, 1997-2000 

Social 
movemn 

Ethical 
consum 

Econ 
benefits Compet 

Gov't 
Intervent Reputat. 

l-egal 
comp. GSR total 

magazine staff or 
unsigned 11 10 11 2 4 3 5 3 44 

% of theme 57,89% 58.82% 73,33% 16,67% 36.36% 27.27% 71,43% 75,00% 

% of speaker type 25.00% 22.73% 25.00% 4.55% 9.09% 6.82% 11,36% 6,82% 

diff. from expected -2.70 -2.26 0.18 -6.66 -3.93 -4.93 -005 0.11 

company 6 9 7 5 4 3 4 3 24 

% of ttneme 31.58% 52,94% 46,67% 41.67% 36.36% 27.27% 57,14% 75,00% 

% of speaker type 25,00% 37,50% 29.17% 20.83% 16,67% 12.50% 16.67% 12,50% 

diff. from expected -1.48 2.31 1.10 0.28 -033 -1.33 1.25 1.43 

industry association 4 4 5 3 3 3 0 1 11 

% of theme 21.05% 23.53% 33.33% 25.00% 27,27% 27,27% 0.00% 25.00% 

% of speaker type 36.36% 36,36% 45.45% 27.27% 27.27% 27,27% 0,00% 9.09% 

diff. from expected 0.57 0.93 2.30 0.84 1.02 1.02 -1.26 0.28 

editor 5 3 3 7 5 7 0 0 11 

% of theme 26.32% 17.65% 20.00% 58.33% 45.45% 63.64% 0.00% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 45.45% 27.27% 27.27% 63.64% 45.45% 63.64% 0.00% 0.00% 

diff. from expected 1.57 -0.07 0.30 4.84 3.02 5,02 -1.26 -0.72 

NGO/SIVIO 2 2 3 1 0 2 1 1 7 

% of theme 10.53% 11,76% 20.00% 8.33% 0.00% 18.18% 14,29% 25,00% 

% of speaker type 28.57% 28,57% 42,86% 14.29% 0.00% 28,57% 14.29% 14.29% 

diff. from expected -0.18 0.05 1.28 -0.38 -1.26 0.74 020 0.54 

certification / 
monitoring org 1 3 4 1 1 1 0 1 6 

% of theme 5.26% 17,65% 26.67% 8,33% 9.09% 9,09% 0.00% 25.00% 

% of speaker type 16.67% 50.00% 66.67% 16.67% 16.67% 16.67% 0.00% 16.67% 

diff. from expected -0.87 1.33 2.52 -0.18 -0,08 -0.08 -0,69 0.61 

academic 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 3 

% of theme 15.79% 11.76% 13,33% 8.33% 9,09% 9.09% 0.00% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 100,00% 66,67% 66,67% 33.33% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 0,00% 

diff. from expected 2.07 1.16 1.26 0.41 0.46 0.46 -0,34 -0,20 

consultant 2 3 2 3 2 1 1 0 3 

% of theme 10,53% 17,65% 13,33% 25.00% 18,18% 9.09% 14,29% 0.00% 

% of speaker type 66.67% 100,00% 66,67% 100.00% 66.67% 33,33% 33,33% 0.00% 

diff. from expected 1.07 2.16 1.26 2.41 1.46 0.46 0,66 -0.20 

total 19 17 IS 12 11 11 7 4 

total articles=61 
Note: Note: Table excludes speakers or themes that appear less than three times total. 
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of forest products companies (see the intersection of the "company" row and "Ethical 

consumer" column). So by 1997-2000, the ethical consumers theme had become more 

important and more closely linked to forest products firms themselves, not just industry 

consultants. 

Table 6.12 also shows that the notion that certification has tangible economic 

benefits for firms was being articulated in articles containing a wide range of speaker 

types. (Notice that the "difference from expected" figures in the "Economic benefits" 

column are all positive.) This theme most often appeared in articles containing magazine 

staff, companies, industry associations, or certification/monitoring organizations as 

speakers (see the "% of theme" figures in the "Economic benefits" column). Yet the 

most common speaker type to co-appear with the economic benefits theme (apart from 

magazine staff) was company representatives (see the intersection of the "company" row 

and "Economic benefits" column). The linkages of firms to the economic benefits and 

ethical consumers themes in this period will become important in explaining why the 

70 
predominant meanings of forest certification changed over time. 

Explaining the Changing Meanings of Certification in the Forest Products Industry 

The pattern of an externally imposed practice being re-theorized according to a 

logic of profit and efficiency resonates with other analyses of how organizations re-frame 

The correspondence analyses here (see the Addendum) are somewhat harder to 
interpret, since the clusters are not as striking as in the apparel case. There is one 
important point to notice, however, in comparing the diagrams from the first and second 
periods (Figures 6.9 and 9.10): The theme of government intervention tends to stand in 
opposition to themes like ethical consumers and business benefits in the discourse of 
certification. This is especially true in the second period, in which the intervention and 
business benefits themes were negatively associated with one another. (Notice that the 
angle between these two points and the origin is quite wide). 
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externally-imposed practices and structures (Dobbin and Sutton 1998; Edelman 2001). 

Particularly in the American context, market logics are highly legitimate rationales for 

firms, while stories of coercion and conformity are less so (Dobbin and Sutton 1998). 

Yet there are at least two different mechanisms by which a practice may get re

interpreted in business-friendly terms. On one hand, outside entrepreneurs may 

emphasize the market benefits of a practice in order to sell it to firms. Here, the re-

interpretation is a result of active institutional entrepreneurship and issue-selling 

(DiMaggio 1991; Dutton and Ashford 1993). On the other hand, firms themselves may 

push market-friendly interpretations. If market logics are more legitimate in firms' 

environments, then firms who have adopted a practice (even if for political reasons) may 

later rationalize their actions by emphasizing the market-based benefits of the practice. 

Both of these processes were at work in the forest products field. As shown 

above, the relative frequency of articles mentioning economic benefits increased in the 

second period. By looking at the specific actors that appear in these articles, we can get a 

sense of who was "selling" certification this way. In the articles from this period that 

mention economic benefits, 14 speakers made clearly positive references to some form of 

certification. Five of these individuals were affiliated with outside groups that might 

have an interest in selling certification to the industry—certification organizations 

themselves, NGOs, and consultancies—and another was a trade journal editor. A 

representative from SmartWood, for instance, suggested that "certified forest products 

have made the transition from quaint niche market to mainstream commodities" (F287; 

4/99). 
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Other field-level actors articulated market rationales for certification, even if they 

did not give unqualified endorsement to the practice. A marketing professor from 

Oregon State University, for instance, discussed some of the limits and uncertainties of 

forest certification, but "in any case, he said, certification offers market opportunities. 

Producers have exclusive access to customers who demand certified products, and they 

give their companies 'green' images while gaining consumer confidence" (F332; 

7/2000). A Fiimish academic/forest marketing consultant speaking at a conference 

provided the most sweeping statement of the certification-profit link. According to Wood 

Technology, he 

told attendees that more and more companies in Western Europe, North 
America and Japan are finding that corporate social responsibility makes 
good business sense. They are developing strategies to integrate needs of 
customers, suppliers, communities, shareholders and the environment. 
Their goal is to generate growth and profits; without profits, there can be 
no social responsibility. [He] noted that 'environmental friendliness' may 
convert a commodity product into a higher-priced special or custom 
product. It may also be a competitive advantage for a company. (F310; 
1/2000) 

Firms themselves also contributed to this framing of forest certification. As 

shown back in Table 6.10, apart from magazine staff, companies were the most likely 

type of speaker to appear in articles that mentioned economic benefits from certification 

or monitoring. Ftuthermore, of the 14 speakers who made positive remarks about 

certification in articles from the second period that mentioned economic benefits, six 

were affiliated with a forest products firm, while one was a trade association 

representative. The experience of the Canadian firm MacMillan-Bloedel provides one 

example. The company pursued certification after being targeted by boycotts in Europe. 
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But a company representative explained the firm's achievement of certification through 

CSA in the following way; "This moves us beyond regulatory compliance. It's a 

performance-driven approach that integrates social, environmental and economic 

objectives. . . . I'm confident this is going to improve not only our environmental 

performance but also our safety and business performance, and our community relations" 

(P247; 6/99). Similarly, other companies cited market rationales for their participation in 

certification initiatives. In discussing the company's FSC certification, a representative 

of Columbia Forest Products said, "We believe certification will build customer 

loyalty.. .And as an employee-owned company, we feel it is the right thing to do" (F287; 

4/99). 

In sum, forest certification got associated with a market logic through two 

processes. In actively framing certification programs, outside actors emphasized market 

benefits as a way to sell the practice. In addition, firms that had moved toward 

certification explained their actions according to a profit motive, even when the original 

reason for pursuing certification was quite different. 

Why No Business Case for Apparel Industry Monitoring/Certification? 

A question remains as to why no market-based case for certification/monitoring 

arose in the apparel industry, as it did for forest certification. It may be that market-based 

arguments for labor standards monitoring and certification have simply been a bit slow to 

emerge. But in addition, there does seem to be an emerging business case for 

certification and monitoring in the apparel industry—although its development has been 

sparse and uneven. The emerging business case in the apparel industry is focused not so 
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much on profit or economic benefits as on limiting legal liability. There is an interesting 

story here, worthy of a detailed presentation. 

Manufacturers' and retailers' liability for labor abuses by contractors had been a 

hot point in anti-sweatshop debates and legislative action through much of the 1990s, 

especially in California, where joint liability legislation was vetoed by the governor on 

two occasions in the 1990s (Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000). The Department of 

Labor's "hot goods" enforcement effectively held manufacturers responsible for the 

practices of their contractors. Yet some suggested that voluntary policies or codes of 

conduct might reduce companies' liability for violations occurring down the chain. As 

mentioned above, a 1995 article by industry lawyer Alan Rolnick argued that 

"manufacturers who get written assurances from jobbers, contractors and subcontractors 

that the goods have been produced by employees who were paid in accordance with the 

FLSA.. .are protected from prosecution for violation of the hot goods provisions" 

(B1130; 2/95). Two years later, Rolnick wrote an article recommending that companies 

adopt codes of conduct, again using reduced liability as one benefit: "As with any good 

anti-harassment policy, it may provide you with a defense if you fail to take remedial 

measures because the employees did not report the alleged violations to you" (B1194; 

2/97). This article also recommended that companies monitor compliance with these 

codes. So here we see a link between monitoring and reduced liability beginning to get 

established. In the next few years, this link would get both strengthened and twisted 

around. 
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As joint liability issues came to the forefront in 1997 and 1998, several industry 

actors—including lawyers and industry association representatives—argued that 

monitoring was a substitute of sorts for legal liability. In response to a joint liability bill 

in New York that would make retailers responsible for contractors, a representative of the 

Retail Council of New York State was quoted in WWD, saying, 

'I'm not under any delusion we'll be able to walk in there, put our finger 
on it and stop it,' said Potrikus. However, he feels that since retailers have 
increased their cooperation with the DOL [Department of Labor] and 
initiative compliance seminars and methods of self-monitoring, the 
lobbying group could argue to maintain a system of self-regulation. 'It 
would be a more unpopular position to take if the retail industry had 
completely walked away from the problem here,' he said. (W1299; 
1/13/98) 

Retail associations had soon backed a measure that would exempt retailers with codes of 

conduct. WWD explained; 

Most major retailers have policies in place that require a manufacturers or 
contractor to provide written assurance that apparel is being made for the 
store in accordance with all applicable laws. According to the Retail 
Council [of New York State], that assurance would be a sufficient defense 
for any retailer challenged for payment of back wages at a contracted 
factory. ... By establishing strict vendor compliance codes, Potrikus 
said, retailers can better insure legal manufacturing conditions on their 
own. 'When the hot goods bill [in New York] was passed in 1996, there 
was a piece that was a safe harbor for retailers that sought to recognize 
when retailers try to do the right thing, such as if they had a vendor 
compliance program or written compliance,' Potrikus said. 'Now the law 
will clearly recognize that if the retailer has the written assurance from the 
vendor they are working with, then they will not be subject to the penalties 
proscribed under the labor law. (W1398; 8/11/98) 

In short, companies were begiiming to argue that codes of conduct, and sometimes 

monitoring, should reduce their legal liability for their contractors. 
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Unions and social movement groups, however, made just the opposite argument. 

In a labor dispute with Guess, UNITE! took a complaint to the National Labor Relations 

Board about one of the company's contractors. "The union contends Guess is liable 

because its contractors are actually an adjunct of the manufacturer since the company 

participates in a Labor Department prescribed contractor monitoring program" (W1180; 

5/29/97). In response. Guess's lawyer, Stan Levy, wrote a letter to the Secretary of Labor 

articulating the monitoring-as-a-substitute-for-liability argument. He suggested that 

"were the NLRB to adopt UNITE's position, it would threaten to destroy the efforts of 

the White House and [the Department of] Labor to get manufacturers to monitor 

contractors" (W1180: 5/29/97). 

The biggest turn in the monitoring-codes-liability argument came when anti-

sweatshop groups filed a class-action lawsuit against a number of major retail and apparel 

companies that were sourcing in Saipan—a U.S. territory where workers who were 

effectively indentured servants from China were producing garments labeled as "made in 

the USA." The activists' case hinged on the argument that codes of conduct made 

companies responsible for the contractors' activities and monitoring meant that they 

knew about it. The case provoked the following reaction from a Bobbin editor: 

Have self-imposed 'codes of vendor conduct' become a liability? ... In 
the past, such self-policing has proved beneficial in deflecting negative 
press and helping to build good business relationships. However, in a new 
twist, these companies are finding themselves subject to legal scrutiny 
over the same codes. As a result, some in the industry are speculating that 
companies under fire will feel pressured to either own up to having 
knowledge of abuses if they are identified, or at the very least, admit that 
current monitoring procedures are not up to par. . .. The plaintiffs charge 
that companies with codes of conduct and monitoring programs in place 
would be aware of any abuses; they argue that these companies were fully 
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aware of the abuses, yet continued to advertise their products as 
'sweatshop free.'(B1260; 5/99) 

In the wake of the Saipan lawsuits, companies became even more concerned with 

limiting legal liability. Programs for standardized certification of factories have thus 

begun to get framed as ways of limiting liability. Bobbin editor Lisa Rabon, for instance, 

presented certification as a possible way of preventing lawsuits like the Saipan one. 

After reviewing some objections to certification plans, she said 

I believe these are all valid concerns, but I cant help wondering what the 
companies recently embroiled in the Saipan sweatshop litigation would 
think about spending, for example, $1,500 to $3,000 to certify each of 
their contractors' plants. Consider that those companies having already 
settled in this case... Cumulatively will be forking up approximately $3 
million.. .not to mention digging deep in their pockets for hefty sums to 
pay legal fees.... Let's face it, in most cases prevention is less costly 
than damage control. (B1270; 11/99) 

This theme also came up in one of the interviews for this study. When I asked an 

informant how he would "sell" certification to companies, he responded, "I would use the 

legal argument. I believe that well-crafted certification programs are shields from legal 

liability for supply chain practices." He went on to explain; "My argument is, had there 

been a credible certification system in place for Saipan,... a credible third—certification 

program would effectively insulate the retailers from any chance of liability in the Saipan 

context" (Interview #33). 

In sum, codes of conduct, monitoring, and certification have gotten tied up with 

issues of legal liability at various points. Although these have been used both to increase 

and decrease firms' liabilities for their contractors, these have tended to feed into further 

elaborations of a business case for certification, based on reduced liability. I expect that 
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within several years, liability will emerge as a major part of a business case for labor 

• • 71 standards certification. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

In both the apparel and forest products industries, the meanings and uses of 

certification and monitoring changed significantly through the 1990s. Monitoring of 

garment factories went from being seen largely as a tool for legal compliance to 

becoming associated with social movement campaigns, as companies and social 

movement groups each began pushing their own versions of this form. In addition, 

"monitoring for compliance" shifted from signifying compliance with labor laws to 

compliance with codes of conduct and other voluntary standards. In the North American 

forest products industry, certification was initially introduced by industry consultants and 

tended to get defined a response to external pressures emanating from governments, 

activists, and consumers. But this practice later became more enmeshed in a market-

based discourse of profits and efficiency, as outside experts began "selling" certification 

and early-adopting firms drew on familiar themes in order to rationalize their use of this 

practice. 

Although the predominant framings of certification and monitoring were 

somewhat different in these two industries, they did converge somewhat on the theme of 

It is likely that the liability issue will get more attention soon because of the recent case 
over Nike's anti-sweat advertising and the line between free speech and commercial 
speech. The plaintiff in this case is attempting to hold Nike accountable for falsehoods in 
statements it made about conditions in overseas factories. Nike claims these statements 
are protected "free speech," not commercial speech as the plaintiff claims. The U.S. 
Supreme Court recently declined to hear arguments on the case, allowing it to play out in 
California courts. For more on this and the link to certification and liability, see Elliot 
Schrage, "A new model for social auditing," Financial Times May 27, 2002. 
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social movements. By the late 1990s, certification and monitoring were widely 

understood in both industries as potential responses to social movement pressure. Forest 

certification had always been seen as a response to social movement pressure, but factory 

monitoring did not get linked to this them until the mid- to late-1990s. 

Who were the key theorists responsible for the changing meanings of certification 

and monitoring? First, it is important to notice that there was no "master" theorist in 

either industry. No single profession, set of firms, or other type of group controlled the 

discourse of certification and monitoring. Instead, shifts in the meanings of these 

practices tended to result from multiple, partial framings used by industry insiders (firms 

and associations) and several sets of external groups—consultants and other experts (for 

the forest products case), lawyers, accountants, and social movement groups (for the 

apparel case). In other words, the emerging cultural and organizational models of 

certification and monitoring are not traceable to one single set of actors, but rather 

derived from multiple, sometimes competing ways of framing these practices. This 

chapter, then, may carry a lesson for institutionalists' understanding of "models." While 

much of this research has isolated one or another profession that "won out" in defining 

and controlling an organizational form or practice, this may not always occur. In fact, the 

extent to which a single group, rather than multiple groups, contribute the bulk of the 

theorization may depend on how closely the problem at hand fits into the arenas of 

expertise of the dominant professions. Problems that fall into the domain of a small 

number of expert groups would be more likely to see a dominant theorist emerge, than 

would problems that span multiple boundaries of knowledge or problems that are 
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ambiguous or difficult to pin down. I discuss these implications further in the concluding 

chapter. 

Finally, this analysis holds some implications for the theory of private regulation 

as a response to threats of state intervention. In both industries, state intervention was a 

prominent theme in the early discourse of certification and monitoring. This suggests 

that threats of state intervention were central to industry actors' early interests in private 

regulatory systems. But keep in mind that industry actors were not heavily involved in 

the construction of the first certification associations (see chapter 4). In addition, the 

theme of state regulation did not drive the spread of certification through the industry. In 

fact, this theme declined in prominence just as certification and monitoring were 

beginning to get more popular. This suggests that discourse about hostile state 

intervention helped to generate some initial industry interest in monitoring and 

certification and set the stage for a re-theorization of these practices that focused on other 

pressures and benefits. I return to consideration of the state-threat argument in the final 

chapter. 
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Addendum: Correspondence analyses of connections between speakers and themes 

The following figures are the results of correspondence analyses performed on the 

data in Tables 6.7, 6.8, 6.11, and 6.12. They were created in UCINET, using the 

"coordinates" procedure for scaling. Correspondence analysis is a useful way of 

graphically depicting the connections between different types of elements in 

multidimensional space. Here, they depict the connections between themes (shown in all 

upper-case letters) and speakers (shown in all lower-case letters) in the industry discourse 

about monitoring and certification. 

Drawing on Breiger (2000), there are three central issues in interpreting these 

diagrams: 

1. The angle between any two points relative to the origin (0,0) indicates the type and 

strength of association (correlation) between any two elements. Imagine drawing a line 

from the origin out to all points and then looking at the angles between these. A narrow 

angle would indicate a strong, positive association, while a 180 degree angle would 

indicate a strong opposition (negative association). A 90 degree angle would indicate no 

association. 

2. Spatial clusters of points (somewhat removed from the origin) indicate sets of elements 

that are closely tied to one another. In the current context, that means that speakers and 

themes that are clustered together tend to appear in the same articles with one another. 

3. The distance of a point from the origin indicates how distinctive that particular element 

is with regard to the others. In other words, elements near the origin represent rows or 

columns (in Tables 6.7, 6.8, 6.11, or 6.12) that are not particularly distinctive in terms of 
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their distribution of speakers/themes. This is less important to the current taslc than the 

other two interpretation issues. 

For the purposes at hand, these diagrams are helpful primarily for providing an 

overall map of the discourse in graphical form. They are consistent with many of the 

findings discussed in the text and raise additional issues about discursive clusters and 

oppositions that will be more fully explored in research beyond this dissertation. 

Table 6.13 Key to abbreviations 
THEMES speakers 

COMPLY=Legal compliance 

INTERVENE=Government intervention 

SM=Social movements 

REP=Reputation 
CSR=Corporate social responsibility 

discourse 
COMPETE=Competition 
CONSUME=Ethical consumers 
BENEFIT=Business benefits 

magazine=magazine staff or unsigned 

editor=magazine editor 

company=company representative 

assn=industry association 

govt=government representative 

ngo=NGO/SMO 

cert=certification/monitoring organization 
lawyer=lawyer 

academ=academic 
consult=consultant 

union=union representative 
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Figure 6.7 Correspondence analysis of apparel industry discourse on monitoring and 
certification, 1991-1995 
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Figure 6.8 Correspondence analysis of apparel industry discourse on monitoring and 
certification, 1996-2000 

40 -0.30 rI^20 
+ 

COMPETE 
+ 

-
lawyei:^ 

0.15 

-0.10 

Editor 
CSR 
+ 

0.10 

COI^PBS 
+ 

O;00^ 

-0.05 

-0.10 

-0.15 

union 

-O^ZO-^ 

Wf^WBiE 

0.1)0 

magazine 
+ 

0.10 

ngo 
+ 

0.20 

company 
SM 
+ 



248 

Figure 6.9 Correspondence analysis of forest products industry discourse on certification 
and monitoring, 1992-1996 
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Figure 6.10 Correspondence analysis of forest products industry discourse on 
certification and monitoring, 1997-2000 
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CHAPTER?: CONCLUSION 

Examining the rise of private certification in the apparel and forest products fields 

has provided a window into processes through which new institutional arrangements are 

constructed. This process of institutional emergence has important political, 

organizational, and cultural components. The analysis has shown the utility of this three-

pronged approach to institutional emergence, which integrates features of several 

different forms of institutionalism in the social sciences. Whereas existing arguments 

about institutional emergence have typically focused on either locally-motivated strategic 

action or culturally embedded projects, my integrated approach attempts to be sensitive to 

both of these. Furthermore, it takes a decidedly historical, process-oriented approach to 

institutional emergence, thus helping to specify macro-meso coimections and paths not 

taken. 

Why did systems of private regulation by information emerge in the 1990s in both 

the apparel and forest products fields? The answer, in brief, is that the fields experienced 

similar dynamics of political contestation, organizational development, and cultural 

elaboration. Conflicts between social movements and corporations, along with a neo-

liberal institutional context, channeled a significant amount of political action in the 

1990s toward private regulation by information, as opposed to more "traditional" forms 

of governmental or inter-governmental regulation. Yet certification became more 

systematized in each field as challengers arose to compete with these initial programs— 

and often adopted the same organizational form, the certification association. The 

formation of the "certification solution" in each field was also contingent on cultural 
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framing and theorization processes, whereby practices of certification and monitoring 

were imbued with new meanings that helped to turn practices into models and make them 

available for wider adoption. 

While most research on certification has focused on a single industry, I have 

attempted to push our understanding of certification and institutional emergence further 

by highlighting similarities across two very different industries. This has provided 

greater analytical leverage and an initial basis for developing an integrated approach to 

the emergence of new regulatory institutions. The next section discusses this approach in 

more detail, expanding on summary information shown in Table 7.1. 

Examining the Three-Pronged Approach to Institutional Emergence 

Specifying a political dimension to institutional emergence draws attention to 

dynamics of contention and structures of political opportunity, as well as state 

endorsement of nascent institutional arrangements. Seen through this lens, the apparel 

and forest products fields developed private, information-based systems of regulation as a 

result of the specific type of social movement pressure that developed in each field and 

because of the shape of pre-existing institutional arrangements. As social movements 

targeted companies for their labor or environmental practices, companies responded with 

public claims about their social or environmental responsibility. Continued social 

movement pressure delegitimated these symbolic responses and led to experimentation 

with monitoring, auditing, and certification. To put it another way, the interaction 

between social movements and their targets produced unintended consequences and new 

conceptions of interests—by both social movement and corporate actors. In addition. 



states and NGOs found that some conventional options for institutionalizing labor 

standards—^namely governmental and inter-governmental solutions—were increasingly 

foreclosed by international institutional arrangements. These neo-liberalizing institutions 

of globalization privileged so-called free trade and considered labor and environmental 

standards little more than barriers to trade. In this context, both states and NGOs turned 

to private alternatives, and helped to build or support the earliest certification associations 

in each field. 

Table 7.1 Contributions of the three dimensions of institutional emergence 
Dimension Analytic foci Contribution to the 

explanation 

Political Conflict and contestation between social movements, 
states, corporations, etc. 
Structure of political opportunities for different types 
of institutional projects 
Endorsement of nascent institutional arrangements 
by states and other powerful actors 

Explains how private 
certification associations first 
emerged in the apparel and 
forest products fields 

Organizational Embedding of institutional models in functioning 
organizations 
Processes by which organizational carriers of 
institutions are formed 
Growth of competition among organizations 
embodying alternative institutional models 
Generation of settlements, winners, losers in the 
competition 

Explains how competition 
emerged in the fields of forest 
certification and labor 
standards certification 

Cultural Attachment of meanings to practices through framing 
and theorization 
Creation of more coherent institutional 
models/frames 
Laying of the groundwork for possible diffusion 

Explains how the meanings of 
certification and monitoring 
changed, and how ad hoc 
practices got theorized into a 
"certification solution" 

The organizational dimension of institutional emergence focuses on how potential 

institutional models and rules get embedded into the organizations that serve as their 

carriers. In the current context, this part of the approach is especially useful for 

understanding how competition emerged among multiple certification programs. The 



first certification programs in each field were founded by relatively heterogeneous 

groups, who shaped their programs in line with their interests in the operation of the 

industry and to a lesser extent, following the cultural models they brought to the table. 

These entrepreneurs had some success at carving out resource niches—which existed 

only potentially before this—and legitimating the form of the certification association. 

This inspired challengers, who modified the certification association form to suit their 

own interests. These challengers were primarily composed of major industry 

associations, which were universally slow to get involved (i.e., they were not among the 

innovators). In order to draw off of the resources and legitimacy generated by the 

founders, the challengers adopted the basic form of the certification association. The 

mid-range outcome was the existence of multiple, highly isomorphic associations, 

competing to define and control the future of certification. Thus competition over 

institutional models took the form of competition between concrete organizations, rather 

than between abstract sets of "rules of the game." 

The emergence of private regulatory institutions was culturally constituted and 

contested. This cultural dimension of institutional emergence highlights the ways in 

which fairly mundane practices take on wider meanings—that is, how they get framed or 

theorized. Examination of how certification and monitoring entered the mainstream 

industry discourse in each case highlights the varying meanings with which practices can 

be imbued and the processes of theorization behind these. The practice of monitoring 

apparel factories was initially treated in the industry discourse as a tool for legal 

compliance. But through the actions of social movement organizations, companies, and 
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accounting firms, monitoring came to be treated as a response to social movement 

pressures and got associated not only with a discourse of legal compliance, but also 

compliance with private standards and codes of conduct. The practice of forest 

certification was initially defined by industry actors as a "pressure" in the institutional 

environment. As field-level actors (e.g. consultants) began "selling" forest certification, 

and as firms who had pursued certification under duress began rationalizing their decision 

according to more business-friendly logics, industry actors increasingly treated 

certification as something that could enhance profits or have other benefits for business. 

In addition, certification got tied to a discourse of "sustainability," although it was often 

unclear what was to be sustained—forest ecology or capitalist accumulation. This 

cultural work led a few ad hoc practices of inspecting production sites and recognizing 

companies to cohere into a "certification solution" that is increasingly becoming part of 

firms' toolkit. In other words, the cultural side of certification co-evolved with the 

practical side. 

This institutional approach to certification avoids reducing it to a single dynamic, 

unlike some other arguments about institutional emergence. Macro-level neo-

institutional theories, for instance, treat the emergence of new institutional arrangements 

as a reflection of larger world-cultural principles, driven not by local action, but by 

widespread logics of appropriateness (Meyer et al. 1997). At the other end of the 

spectrum, many rational choice accounts of institutional emergence treat institutions as 

efficient solutions to local collective action problems, generated through strategic 

problem-solving. The integrated approach developed here pays attention to local 



255 

problems and strategic attempts to solve them, higher level cultural and political 

structures, and the interrelationships among these. For instance, the analysis of 

organizational foundings in chapter five showed that later entrants into the certification 

field were not blindly adopting a larger model, but rather constructing programs that they 

saw as helpful for fending off social movements, states, and early certification programs. 

Yet these solutions were not constructed out of thin air, but rather out of the materials 

provided by larger cultural/organizational models. Scholars are increasingly moving 

toward a reconciliation of different institutionalisms through integration and cross-

fertilization (Campbell and Pedersen 2001), and this analysis contributes to this larger 

move. 

My integrated approach also differs from a newly emerging strand of explanations 

for certification. Recently, a few scholars have begun to develop reputation-based 

accounts of the origins and shape of private regulatory systems, motivated by rational 

choice forms of institutionalism that emphasize problems of collection action and the 

commons (Garcia-Johnson 2001; King, Lenox, and Barnett 2002). This approach treats 

private regulatory systems as efficient solutions to firms' reputation problems, and argues 

that the structure of private regulatory programs reflects the structure of participating 

firms' reputations. This approach is intriguing but underdeveloped. While attempts to 

protect firm reputation have clearly been an important motivation for corporate 

involvement in certification systems, and these programs do reflect the interests of their 

founders, it is premature to reduce the emergence of private regulation to these factors. 

My research shows, for instance, that neo-liberal institutional arrangements, state policy-
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making, and the dynamics of organizational founding played important roles in bringing 

about the rise of private regulation—factors that are completely ignored by reputation-

based accounts. Furthermore, my analyses have shown that corporations were not the 

only key players in the formation of private regulatory systems. In fact, most companies 

in these industries had no involvement or were late arrivals to the world of certification. 

In order to construct historical, non-functionalist accounts of certification and other 

private regulatory forms, we must be able to explain why NGOs and states have played 

such important roles. While reputation-based approaches provide some useful insights 

into one piece of the process, these explanations are ultimately incomplete without 

attention to the multi-dimensional character of institutional emergence. 

Refining Theories of Private Regulation 

Rather than testing theories, the goal of the dissertation has been to build an 

integrated framework for making sense of the emergence of regulatory forms and 

institutions. Still, the analysis holds several implications for the theories of private 

regulation that were discussed in the first chapter. When seen through the lens of the 

institutional approach developed here, these theories do help to explain parts of the story 

of forest and labor standards certification. 

GLOBALIZATION AND PRIVATE REGULATION 

Market-based theories of regulation view globalization and the hyper-mobility of 

capital as the impetus for the privatization of regulation. In this account, capital mobility 

undermines state capacity and opens up a gap that is filled by private actors. My analysis 

has shown that the effects of globalization on private regulation are better understood in 
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an institutionally-embedded sense, rather than a purely market-driven one. Even though 

the structures of production in apparel and forest products are quite different, both fields 

are embedded in a global institutional context in which neo-liberal agendas have come to 

power. This institutional context led the campaigns for labor and environmental 

standards in the 1990s to get translated largely into private, rather than governmental or 

inter-governmental systems. 

The impact of neoliberalism on private regulation, certification, and labeling goes 

well beyond the apparel and forest products cases, and is likely to emerge as an even 

more important channeling mechanism in the near future. Recently, the European Union 

passed a bill requiring labeling of food products that contain Genetically Modified 

Organisms (GMOs). The U.S. has threatened to challenge the law in the WTO, under the 

technical barriers to trade provision (Alvarez 2003). This is a significant case in several 

respects. First, it will provide a test of how durable neoliberal institutional arrangements 

are, as the barrier to trade issue gets contested by the two most powerful world markets— 

U.S. and EU. Second, if the WTO rules in favor of the U.S., we should expect to see 

private programs emerge to take on the role that the EU legislation would have had. 

Moreover, expect to see the EU or its member countries funding such a private program. 

All of this suggests that in addition to neoliberalism's effects on political 

alignments within nation-states (Fourcade-Gourinchas and Babb 2002), neoliberal rules 

about international trade have shaped the terrain upon which new regulatory institutions 

are formed. Globalization and neo-liberalism do not, however, make states irrelevant. In 

fact, my analysis resonates with others in documenting the continuing significance of the 
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state in the formation and operation of global regulation (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000). 

State actors provided crucial resources and sometimes leadership for the construction of 

certification systems, as shown in chapter four. The fact that they did so in part as a 

response to neo-liberal structures should cause us to examine these structures more 

closely, not to assimie that states no longer matter. More generally, research on 

globalization, regulation, and industry governance should pay close attention to emerging 

sociological work on neoliberal ideologies and institutions, as this work assesses the 

sources and coherence of the neoliberal model (Fourcade-Gourinchas and Babb 2002; 

Campbell and Pedersen 2001). 

DIFFUSION AND THE ROLE OF CULTURAL APPROPRIATION IN THE RISE OF PRIVATE 

REGULATION BY INFORMATION 

The emergence of forest and labor standards certification is certainly not 

reducible to the blind copying of a pre-existing model. In contrast to images of mimesis 

and ritualistic adoption, the creation of private regulatory systems in both the apparel and 

forest products fields was the outcome of conflict, contention, and strategic moves by 

firms, social movements, NGOs, and states. Still, these actors did not exist in a "state of 

nature," and some dynamics of cultural appropriation did influence their actions. 

Dynamics of diffusion and appropriation were involved at several different points 

in the emergence of certification. First, as forest certification entrepreneurs began 

developing the Forest Stewardship Council, they looked to pre-existing cases of 

certification as models—including Underwriters Laboratories (UL) and organic 

certification. Still, they rejected some aspects of the organic model and treated the UL as 
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more of an analogy than an influential model. Second, there was some transmission of 

information about environmental certification and labeling into the labor standards area, 

although this was not as direct as one might expect. A few of the developers of labor 

standards certification had some basic knowledge of environmental labeling initiatives 

and the FSC. But they overwhelmingly argued that these were not particularly influential 

models (see chapter five). Only one actor really spanned the boundaries between these 

two types of certification—^the multinational certification firm SGS. One division of 

SGS was an accredited certifier for the FSC and another helped to found the Council on 

Economic Priorities Accreditation Agency (CEPAA). It would be a stretch to pin the 

entire development of labor standards certification on this one link, especially since the 

AIP was already discussing certification before the CEPAA was developed. 

Actors in each field did, however, draw on a larger model—the standards and 

certification procedures of the International Organization for Standardization (ISO). The 

ISO is a long-standing organization for technical standard-setting, which received a boost 

in the 1980s fi-om the increased scope of international trade and the Total Quality 

Management (TQM) fad. With the rise of TQM, ISO moved from purely technical 

standards (e.g. to standardize the threading on bolts) into the field of management, 

creating the ISO 9000 standard for management systems. A number of multi-national 

firms began requiring that their suppliers get ISO 9000 certified, and certification firms 

soon began performing both technical and management systems audits. These 

developments occurred about as far from the politics of labor and the environment as one 

could imagine. Yet they ended up having unintended consequences on labor and 
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environmental regulation, as entrepreneurs developing information-based strategies of 

regulation looked to the ISO as a model of certification. It should be noted, however, that 

not everyone embraced the ISO model fully (see chapter five). Given the prevalence of 

ISO-modeling, it is reasonable to assert that the more important form of diffusion 

operating here was not the spread of a model from one field to another, but rather the 

appropriation of a general model by actors in multiple fields. 

Finally, a form of diffusion occurred within each field, after the initial 

certification associations were created. In a sense, the diffusion of the FSC model shaped 

the formation of the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) initiative and the Sustainable 

Forestry Initiative (SFI), both of which offered industry-friendly alternatives to the FSC. 

Similarly, the diffusion of the Fair Labor Association (FLA) and Council on Economic 

Priorities Accreditation Agency shaped the formation of the Worldwide Responsible 

Apparel Production program (WRAP). Notably, this intra-field diffusion was much more 

consequential to than the limited diffusion across fields discussed above. 

In contrast to the top-down image of diffusion, my research has demonstrated the 

importance of more "bottom-up" theorization processes. Actors did not invent 

certification from a "state of nature," but they also did not simply copy a pre-formed 

institutional logic. Instead, institutional logics were partial and emergent. As shown in 

chapter six, it was through a process of active theorization and framing that practices of 

monitoring and certification came to take on their current meanings. 
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THREATS OF STATE INTERVENTION 

Neo-corporatist theories of "private interest government" argue that threats of 

state intervention are the key factors in spurring the creation of private regulation, as 

industry actors mobilize in defense. Yet forest and labor standards certification emerged 

in contexts in which states were hesitant to make credible threats of hostile intervention. 

As described in chapter four, pressure from social movements in some ways substituted 

for threats of state intervention, motivating a small number of industry actors to protect 

their reputations and autonomy. But in addition, industry actors framed some of their 

initial interest in certification systems as a response to threatened state intervention, as 

shown in the analysis of industry discourse in chapter six. For instance, leaders of the 

American Forest and Paper Association claimed that its Sustainable Forestry Initiative 

could help ward off state control of forest harvesting practices. Crucially, however, this 

type of action by industry associations was not responsible for the initial rise of 

certification. As shown in chapters four and five, industry associations were late entrants 

to the world of certification. Thus, threatened state intervention may partially explain 

mass industry mobilization, but mass industry mobilization does not explain the 

emergence of private regulation. It was only a small number of capitalists that were 

involved in the early certification initiatives—brand-name manufacturers in apparel, 

woodworkers and home improvement retailers in forest products. When industry 

associations in these two fields did mobilize to create their own private regulatory 

programs, this was not solely in response to threats of state intervention, but also as a 

response/challenge to the first certification programs in each field. 
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In general, the finding that industry associations were late entrants that adopted 

organizational forms developed by others contradicts the state-threat approach's image of 

capitalist collective action as the motor behind the rise of private regulation. Instead, my 

institutional approach has pushed beyond firms and states to show how other political 

actors in organizational fields—particularly social movements—spurred the development 

of private systems of regulation by information. 

CONSUMER DEMAND FOR SOCIALLY AND ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY PRODUCTS 

While it is often assumed that ethical consumerism drives the formation of 

certification and labeling initiatives, evidence from this study suggests that certification 

programs can be built with very little reliance on actual consumer preferences. Chapter 

five showed that the perception of emerging green markets did motivate some early forest 

certification entrepreneurs. But as they built a forest certification association, they 

mobilized resources from quite different sources—governments and foundations 

primarily. Even home improvement retailers' demands for certified wood were driven by 

the companies' desire to relieve pressure from protesters, not to fill consumer demand. 

As argued in chapter one, the retailers themselves saw little evidence of stable consumer 

markets for certified products. But as chapter four showed, these retailers were sensitive 

to the protests that were occurring in and around their stores. 

On the whole, the evidence in this study is consistent with the idea that consumer 

preferences are more a consequence than a cause of certification initiatives. In both 

fields, institutional entrepreneurs appealed to the idea that consumers would come to be 

the force that regulated corporate action, even while they questioned whether consumers 
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would really pay a premium price for "sweat-free" apparel or "sustainable" forest 

products. 

Conditions for the Rise of Private Regulation by Information 

Based on this study, several orienting propositions can be formulated about the 

social conditions necessary for the rise of private regulation by information more 

generally. Clearly, some form of political organizing or social movement pressure is a 

necessary condition for private regulation by information. The mere existence of 

exploitation is not enough to produce regulatory institutions; in order for new institutions 

to emerge, social movements and policy entrepreneurs must translate exploitation and 

injustice into organized campaigns. Consider the consumer electronics industry, where 

certification has not emerged, even though conditions in the maquiladoras and contract 

factories that produce electronic components are arguably quite similar to those in 

apparel sweatshops (Harrison 1990). The difference is that no large scale social 

movement about the plight of electronics workers exists, at least not in the countries with 

major consumer markets for these products. 

Neo-liberal free trade rules also facilitated the rise of private regulation by 

information in the apparel and forest products cases. Since similar regulatory forms have 

existed prior to the rise of neoliberal regimes (e.g. movie ratings), free trade rules cannot 

strictly be considered a necessary condition. Nevertheless, neoliberalism has certainly 

facilitated the contemporary rise of private regulation. Free trade rules should be 

especially influential when international trade is concerned and when initial pressures for 

regulation focus on goverrmiental or inter-governmental solutions. In this scenario, 
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neoliberal rules about non-tariff barriers to trade will tend to shift regulatory effort and 

institution-building projects down private, non-governmental paths. On the other hand, if 

intra-national trade is more prominent in a given case, then there is an increased 

likelihood that regulation (through information or other means) will be handled by 

governments. It is notable, for example, that the U.S. Department of Agriculture recently 

finalized standards for the labeling of organic agricultural products. This governmental 

form of regulation applies primarily to producers in the U.S. and only to those outside the 

U.S. on a voluntary basis (Ingram and Ingram forthcoming). 

If international trade rules contribute to the privatization of regulation, then what 

conditions lead regulation to be carried out through information, rather than other 

strategies (administration, property rights)? Although it is only a partial answer, 

regulation by information seems to depend on the perception that there is an audience that 

will process and act on information about corporate performance. In the apparel and 

forest products fields, NGOs and social movement organizations (and in some situations, 

socially responsible investment organizations) primarily constituted this audience, and 

there were some expectations that consumers could come to fill this role as well. In other 

cases—such as "right to know" initiatives to address pollution—local community 

organizations and environmental justice activists make up this audience. 

In addition, this study suggests that organization's symbolic compliance activities 

(Edelman 1992), combined with social movement scrutiny, can ratchet-up pressure for 

systems of regulation by information. When companies respond to institutional pressures 

by publicizing symbols of compliance (like codes of conduct, self-certification claims. 
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and the like), struggles ensue in which the validity of information, claims, and counter

claims are centerpieces. These struggles over information seem to increases the chances 

of regulation by information, and decrease the chances of regulation through something 

like a property rights system, which provides little symbolic value to firms. 

Implications, Extensions, and Additional Questions 

In addition to developing an integrated institutional account and refining theories 

of private regulation, my research holds implications for future inquiry into certification, 

regulation, and globalization. 

The study of certification systems blurs distinctions between public and private 

forms of regulation. While the kind of regulatory form analyzed here is clearly not 

traditional government regulation, neither can it fully be called private, given the extent 

to which goverrmients supported its creation as an alternative to creating their own 

regulatory structures. Nevertheless, the formally private character of certification 

systems was crucial to making them immune to rules about non-tariff barriers to trade. 

Attempts to categorize mixed public-private forms of regulation have typically 

focused on systems of self-regulation with state oversight (Streeck and Schmitter 1985; 

Ayres and Braithwaite 1992; Boddewyn 1985; Schneiberg and Hartley 2001) or tripartite 

corporatist bargaining systems, involving capital, labor, and the state (Streeck and 

Schmitter 1985). In some ways, research on certification systems highlights a variant of 

corporatist regulation in which NGOs play a significant role, which has yet to be fully 

theorized (see below). 
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The limits of public-private distinctions are also relevant to thinking about the 

limits and robustness of the emerging neoliberal order. Some commentators have 

suggested that the WTO will spend significant time in coming years negotiating the 

boundaries between public and private action in order to determine what truly constitutes 

an unfair barrier to trade. This suggests that the neoliberal institutional order is not really 

so settled as it appeared in chapter four of this dissertation. 

Furthermore, there are signs in international politics of increasingly organized 

resistance to neoliberal rules. Even supporters of neoliberal agendas are sometimes 

finding themselves at odds with the structures they have created. Witness the Bush 

administration's recent conflicts with the WTO over rules about generic drugs and tariffs 

on steel (Sassen 2003). Even more significantly, newly installed governments in 

Venezuela, Brazil, and Argentina may attempt to push the limits of the neoliberal model. 

In talking with one of my informants about the role of governments in supporting private 

forms of regulation, as opposed to building or strengthening governmental or inter

governmental regulation, I commented that we had both talked about governments being 

"unwilling or unable" to develop strong public regulation. Which is it, I asked, a lack of 

capacity or a lack of political will? Her response reflected the changing political situation 

and the possible emergence of governments that do have this political will—and will 

likely face the test of their capacity or power to change routes. 

I think that we're at a critical moment right now, if we look at Latin 
America, for example, where the [neoliberal] model is going bust basically 
[laughs]. ... Right now it's true that the governments haven't been 
willing or able to stand up to the IMF, or you know, put strong labor and 
environmental side accords on the trade agreements. But perhaps with 
governments that have more of a political will and more of a, let's say 
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support from their constituencies to do so, it might change. (Interview 
#25) 

This serves to underscore the centrality of political contestation to processes of 

institutional emergence—^political dynamics which if anything, have been heightened 

rather than undermined by globalization. 

While this dissertation has focused on explaining the emergence of certification 

systems, it also provides some guidance for future research on their consequences. Most 

notably, it is important to conceive of "effects" broadly, to consider multiple types of 

(potentially contradictory ) effects operating at different levels and in different domains. 

Most concretely, the question of effects can be posed as an issue of whether systems of 

private regulation by information alter conditions "on the ground" in factories and 

forests. Yet my research suggests several other types of possible effects. 

Given that certification systems represent a shift from public to private forms of 

regulation, do they effectively take pressure off of governments and alter national policy 

development? Alternatively, might they create new demands on governments—for 

instance, demands that governments align their standards and procedures with those of 

non-governmental certification programs? It would be ironic, though not unexpected, if 

one effect of private certification systems were to strengthen government enforcement of 

labor and environmental laws, as weak laws, corruption, and enforcement gaps get 

exposed more fully to attentive publics. 

It is also important to consider the effects of certification systems on social 

movement organizations and campaigns. On one hand, certification may professionalize 

scrutiny of industries in such a way that demobilizes social movements. On the other 
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hand, it may alter social movement strategies and provide them with new tools, leading 

activists to focus attention on either exposing the failings of certified operations or 

punishing uncertified operations (treating them as the worst offenders). 

These questions about social movements are intertwined with the effects of 

certification on corporate strategies, in ways that are sometimes counter-intuitive. While 

many certification and labeling programs operate on the assumption that better-

performing firms will want to display symbols of compliance with labor or environmental 

standards (and neo-institutional theories suggest the same), some firms have become 

increasingly hesitant to make public claims about their labor or environmental 

credentials, in fear that this will expose them to greater criticism and scrutiny, rather than 

less. Nike, for instance, has been beat up by activists for claiming to be a progressive 

company, a leader in the anti-sweatshop fight, while continuing to contract with factories 

in low-wage, repressive environments. The lesson that some companies appear to be 

taking from this and similar cases, is that they are better off keeping their mouths shut. 

Indeed, even some companies who have gotten their operations certified have been 

extremely hesitant to proclaim this to the world or use a product label. There are a series 

of ironies and perverse incentives at play in the evolution of certification systems, which 

future research should explore more fully. 

Finally, this research raises questions about whether rather mechanical forms of 

private regulation by information can evolve into more complex "deliberative 

associations" (Sabel 1994) or "dialogic webs" (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000)? Several 

scholars of regulation have argued that private associations structured correctly can 
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facilitate meaningful dialogue among divergent groups, collective deliberation, and 

mutual adjustment of interests, in ways that produce highly effective outcomes (Sabel 

1994). 

Apart from the effects of certification specifically, this research raises questions 

about the position of NGOs in contemporary global political economy. While scholars 

are increasingly recognizing NGOs as important actors alongside states, capital, and 

labor, NGOs' role in the global economy remains under-theorized. For instance, given 

the central role of NGOs in setting up certification systems, it is useful to ask whether 

NGOs are doing for capital what capital cannot do for itself—and what states are now 

finding it difficult to do as well. In some senses, NGOs seem like the new great 

rationalizers of capitalism; they rescue capital from crises, legitimate private regulatory 

arrangements, help to quell more radical challenges to corporate power, and set up 

systems of industry governance upon which firms then free-ride. (See chapter five and 

Lounsbury et al. (2003) for evidence that capitalist free-riding is nearly as common as 

capitalist collective action.) NGO-based actors also appear to be a rising cadre of 

institutional entrepreneurs, not tied to professions—as in DiMaggio's (1991) account of 

institutional entrepreneurship—but rather to causes and issue networks. Furthermore, 

NGOs now carry out many of the national development activities previously done by 

states (Roberts forthcoming). Even while NGOs must surely be seen as important actors 

and legitimators in many fields, the legitimacy of NGOs is beginning to come under 

attack. Both the left and the right have charged that NGOs are fundamentally 

undemocratic—although one side sees this as a result of corporate donations to NGOs, 
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while the other side locates the problem in NGO attacks on companies. Most recently, 

the American Enterprise Institute held a forum on the scourge of NGOs and set up a web 

site (www.ngowatch.org) to track their nefarious dealings. Ironically, a leftist version 

also exists (www.nonprofitwatch.org), which exposes NGOs that are compromised by 

their corporate ties. In the development context, practitioners and analysts have become 

increasingly skeptical of co-opted "government organized NGOs" (GONGOs). While 

the analysis of forest and labor standards certification touches on only one aspect of the 

NGO world, it helps to illuminate a number of questions about the significance of NGOs 

in a variety of contexts. 

In sum, the study of certification systems is clearly relevant for understanding the 

future of regulation and industry governance in the global economy and for better 

specifying accounts of institutional emergence. My attempt to make sense of the rise of 

certification has led me to integrate a number of different theoretical and substantive 

elements—bringing together theoretical perspectives on institutional emergence, 

disparate literatures on globalization, private regulation, and institutionalism, and 

different topical issues concerning labor and the environment. 

http://www.ngowatch.org
http://www.nonprofitwatch.org
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

PROJECT ON LABOR AND ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES 
Tim Hartley, Principal Investigator 

Interview Protocol 

Respondent ID# 

Intro 
OK to tape the interview? 
Consent form 

RESPONDENT INFORMATION 

Position 

What is your position with this organization? 
What kind of work does that entail? 
What do you do on a daily basis? 

First involvement 

How did you first get involved with this organization? 
What were you doing before that? 

OVERALL VIEW 

Problem 
What do you see as the main problem this organization is trying to address? 

Probe for view of relation to economy, politics, etc. 

Changes 
What kind of change has been brought about by (name of organization)? 

Vision 
What is your vision or model of how the work of (name of org) can bring about large-
scale change? 
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ORGANIZATION'S ACTIVITIES 

Main activities 
How would you describe the main activities of this organization? 

How does it operate? 
Does it provide certification? If so, what does it certify? How? 
Does it accredit other organizations? For what? Who? How? 
Does it disclose information? If so, how and what type? 

Form 
What is the legal form of this organization? (e.g. non-profit, government, corporate, 
private, etc.) 

Does the organization have members? Who are the members? Who's eligible? 

Staff 
How many people are employed full-time by this organization? 

How many part-time? 
About how many others are affiliated in some way? 

HISTORY/FOUNDING PROCESS 

First mention 

When did you first hear about or think about the possibility of certifying 
[forests/factories]? 

Options 

What other options for addressing [forest management/labor standards] were being 
considered at that time? 

Which were considered most and least viable? Why? 

Probe for: boycotts 
Actions by individual governments 
International agreements, international organizations 
Self-certification/self monitoring 
Codes of conduct 
Public relations campaigns 
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Dates 
In what year was this organization first estabhshed? 

Were you involved in the founding of the organization? 

Process 
If possible, describe the process by which (name of organization) was created. I'm 
interested in hearing about this process in as much detail as you can provide. 

Probe for specific individuals and events. 
Were companies involved? If so, which ones? 
Were government officials involved? If so, who? 
What role, if any, did social movements play in the creation of this organization? 
What spurred the creation of this organization at that particular time? 

Demand 

Why was this organization created? What created a need for it? 

Challenges 
What were the biggest problems or challenges in getting this organization off the ground? 

How did you deal with those challenges? 

What have the biggest challenges been overall? 

Ideas 
Thinking again of the early days of this organization, how did you or others in the 
organization figure out what type of work it would do and how it would do it? 

What sources of information did you use to come to this understanding of the 
organization's mission and/or activities? 
Who were the most important individuals or groups in formulating this mission? 

What if... 
What would things look like if (name of organization) had never been created or had 
failed early on? 

Why private? 
Traditionally, governments have been the main enforcers of rules and standards having to 
do with (labor conditions / forest conditions). So why are private groups like (name of 
org) so important now? 



274 

RELATION TO OTHER GROUPS 

Industry 
How does this organization tend to relate to firms in the industry? 

How do you maintain your independence? 

Working-with 
Are companies interested in working with (name of the organization)? Why or why not? 

Social movement organizations 

How would you describe the relationship between this organization and [environmental 
groups / anti-sweatshop groups (and the labor movement)]? 

Probe for their role in creating or changing the organization; any protests against 
the initiative? 

Governments 

How would you describe the relationship between this organization and governments— 
both here and abroad? 

Probe for support from states, conflicts with legislation or government 
bureaucrats 

RESOURCES 

Starting 
What sorts of resources did it take to get this organization started? 

probe for money, people, external support 

How did (name of organization) go about getting those resources? 

Current 
Where do you get your resources currently? 
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OTHER ORGANIZATIONS/INITIATIVES/CAMPAIGNS 

Ties 
Apart from actual members, does this organization have ties to other groups (e.g. an 
advisory board, support from NGOs, etc.)? 

If so, how did your organization go about forming these ties? 

Similar orgs 
What other organizations do work that is most similar to yours? 

How is it similar? 
What sort of relationship do you have with that organization (competing, 

cooperating, friendly, etc.)? 

Failed attempts 
Do you know of other attempts to create this type of organization have failed or never 
quite gotten off the ground? 

Probe for more about who was involved, how it failed, etc. 

Possible topics to bring up in this discussion 
Forestry: 
International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO) certification system 
Country-level certification 
Friends of the Earth's "Good Wood Seal of Approval" 

Apparel: 
DoL Trendsetters list 
state-level initiatives in NY, NJ, CA 
DoL enforcement of hot goods provision of FLSA 

Other arenas 
Do you know of initiatives similar to yours in different industries or focusing on different 
problems? 

FUTURE 

Immediate goals 
What are your goals for this organization in the next few years? 
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Future of field as a whole 

What do you think the field of labor/environmental monitoring/certification/disclosure 
will look like in the future? 

OTHER 
Is there anything else you think I should know about your organization? 

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY 

Creation 
What written materials might I be able to look at to better understand the creation of this 
initiative (minutes of meetings, charter documents, early drafts, etc.)? 

Activities 
What written materials might help me understand the current and future situation of this 
initiative? 

PROJECT ON LABOR AND ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES 

Tim Bartley, Principal Investigator 

Suggested/Referred Subjects Form 

What other people would you suggest that I talk to? Can you tell me how to contact 
them? 
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APPENDIX B: TRADE JOURNAL ARTICLE SELECTION CRITERIA AND 
CODING FORM 

ARTICLE SELECTION 

For forest products journals: 
General topic: political issues directly associated with forest management and its environmental impact 
Specifically: 

deforestation (political aspects only—not articles on a new silvicultural technique for instance) 
reforestation (political aspects only) 
lawsuits related to forestry 
public relations efforts related to forestry / "green " marketing 
environmental groups / social movements / environmental campaigns 
regulatory systems or proposals relating to forestry issues 
certification of forestry practices 
eco-labeling (but not if it is solely about recycled content) 
inspection of forestry practices 
industry association news related to forestry or environmental issues 

Articles covering the political aspects of other environmental issues were excluded (unless they also 
discussed one of the topics above). For instance, regulation, political struggles, lawsuits, etc. that covered 
issues like recycling, air and water pollution, dioxins, acid rain, labor, tariffs, international agreements, and 
international competition were excluded. 

For apparel journals: 
General topic: political issues directly associated with labor conditions and the workforce 
Specifically: 

lawsuits about employment 
regulatory systems or proposals relating to labor 
labor unions 
public controversies about sweatshops or child labor 
social movement campaigns / anti-sweatshop campaigns / corporate social responsibility campaigns 
relation between labor issues and international trade agreements 
labor law 
public relations efforts related to labor standards or labor issues 
"Made in USA " labels 
certification based on labor standards 
monitoring/verification/inspection of workplace conditions 

A number of articles discussed international sourcing, international competition, and international trade 
agreements (e.g. NAFTA). While these may have some indirect relevance to labor issues, I selected the 
article only if it explicitly discussed political issues related to labor. It was not enough to discuss labor only 
in terms of "labor costs." But if, for instance, an article on international sourcing discussed the union 
situation in a country or its labor law, then the article was selected. Although I considered selecting all 
articles that dealt with international sourcing and trade agreements, this would have produced a huge 
number of articles (particularly country profiles and articles about NAFTA and tariff issues) that were 
clearly not focused on the political aspects of labor issues. 
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TRADE JOURNAL ARTICLE CODING SHEET, FINAL VERSION 

Part 1: Article Information 

ACCESSID (autonumber field) 
Unique ID assigned by Microsoft Access. 

INDUSTRY (number field, look-up menu) 
1. Apparel 
2. Forest Products 

JOURNAL (number field, look-up menu) 
1. Bobbin 
2. WWD (Women's Wear Daily) 
3. Forest Industries/Wood Technology 
4. PIMA's North American Papermaker 

ARTICLEID (text field) 
ID# written on the photocopy of the article 

MONTH (number field, look-up menu) 
Month of publication. If two months are shown, use the first. 

DAY (number field) 
Day of publication. If no day is shown, leave this field blank 

YEAR (number field—look-up menu) 
Year of publication. 

TITLE (text field) 
Full title, including subtitles, but excluding parenthetical summaries 

ARTICLE TYPE (number field, look-up menu) 
Choose one only: 
1. Industry news report 
2. Detailed news item or analysis 
3. Editor's regular column 
4. Opinion, perspectives, or op-ed piece (besides editors' regular column) 
5. Company profile 
6. Interview 
7. Other 
99. Don't know 
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ARTICLE TYPE COMMENTS (memo field) 
Use this space to specify the "other category" or make any relevant notes about the article 
type. 

r' AUTHOR NAME (text field) 
Last name, first name. If the author's name is not given, enter NA. 

1 AUTHOR TYPE (number field, look-up menu) 
Choose one only. 
1. name given, but no other information 
2. unsigned (news report, other) 
3. editor (overall editor or section editor) 
4. magazine staff 
5. freelance writer 
6. company representative 
7. industry association representative 
8. consultant (management consultant, other type) 
9. accountant 
10. lawyer 
11. human resource professional 
12. professional forester 
13. academic 
14. government official 
15. IGO representative (e.g., UN, WTO) 
16. NGO/SMO representative 
17. union representative 
18. certification/monitoring organization/assn. rep. 
19. other, specify: 
99. don't know 

1'^ AUTHOR AFFILIATION (text field) 
If shown, enter the organization with which the author is affiliated. If the author is a 
journalist or editor, it is not necessary to specify the journal as an affiliation. 

2"'' AUTHOR NAME (text field) 
If applicable, enter last name, first name. If there is only one author, leave this blank. 

2nd author TYPE (number field, look-up menu) 

2"'' AUTHOR AFFILIATION (text field) 

3'''' AUTHOR NAME (text field) 
If applicable, enter last name, first name. If there is only one author, leave this blank. 
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3''^ AUTHOR TYPE (number field, look-up menu) 

3'''' AUTHOR AFFILIATION (text field) 

AUTHOR COMMENTS (memo field) 
Use this field to fill in any addition information about any of the authors. If there are 
more than three authors, note additional author names here. 

ARTICLE LENGTH IN PAGES (number field) 
Enter number of pages covered by the article (whole numbers only) 

PARAGRAPHS (number field) 
Enter number of paragraphs. Do not count headlines, subtitles, abstracts, captions, or set
off quotations. If bullet-points are used, count each as a separate paragraph, unless they 
are clearly embedded within an existing paragraph (in which case they should not be 
counted separately). 

Part 2: Terms, Initiatives, and Practices Mentioned 

BUZZWORDS/CATCH PHRASES; 
Only code exact uses of these terms, following the guidelines in parentheses. 
Apparel journals 

1. "Sweatshop" (-s, "sweat shop") 
2. "Child labor" 
3. "Human rights" 

Forestry journals 
4. "Rainforest" (-s, "rain forest") 
5. "Deforestation" (deforesting, "de-forestation") 
6. "Spotted owl" (-s) 
7. "Clearcut" (-ing, -s, -er(s), "clear cut") 
8. "Sustainable" (-ability) 

Either case 
9. "Globalization" (-s, "globalize," "globalizing") 
10. "Continuous improvement" ("continual improvement," "continuously improve") 
11. "Stakeholder" (-s, -ing) 
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INITIATIVES MENTIONED (check-boxes—Select all that are mentioned in the article.) 

1. AIP 20. FSC 
2. FLA 21.SFI 
3. CEPAA/SAI/SA8000 22. CSA 
4. WRAP/RAP 23. PEFC 
5. CAIC program (CAICB) 24. American Tree Farm System 
6. Certification or labeling through ILO 25. Certification through ITTO 
7. No child labor rug labeling 26. ISO 14000 series (regardless of 
8. No child labor soccer ball labeling substance) 
9. BGMEA child labor program 27. BS7750 standard (regardless of 
10. Clean Clothes Campaign substance) 
11. Ethical Trade Initiative 28. EMAS 
12. Global Alliance 29. EC Eco-labeling system 
13. UN Global Compact 30. BCSD/WBCSD 
14. Fashion Industry Forum 31. EDF Paper Task Force 
15. Other DoL-led meeting 32. Responsible Care 
16. DoL Trendsetters List/ "good guys" 33. "Good Wood Guide" 
list 34. Eco-labeling initiative not otherwise 
17. DoL Garment Industry Enforcement classified 
Report / "bad guys list" 
18. Other DoL publicity strategy 35. Global Reporting Initiative 
19. WRC 

99. Other (specify) 

PRACTICES MENTIONED (check boxes—select all that are mentioned in the article) 
Headings are for convenience only. 

PR 
Public relations or educational campaign about labor/environmental issues 

Marketing: 
Marketing of socially responsible/environmentally friendly products 

Codes and policies: Voluntary codes of conduct, guidelines, contractual conditions, 
standards, and/or policies about company labor/environmental practices 
1. Voluntary guidelines, conditions, standards, or policies about company 
labor/environmental practices—^but not called "code of conduct" 
2. Code of conduct related to labor/environmental conditions—not further specified 
3. Company-specific code of conduct related to labor/environmental conditions 
4. Association or multi-stakeholder code of conduct related to labor/environmental 
conditions (including those mentioned as part of a certification/monitoring initiative) 
5. Educational institution (e.g. university, high school) code of conduct related to 
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labor/environmental conditions 
6. Other codes, policies, or conditions for business partners 

Monitoring: Monitoring, auditing, inspection, and/or verification of labor/environmental 
conditions at production sites, done by some party other than a government agency 
1. Monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification of labor/environmental conditions at 
production sites—no further specification 
2. Internal monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification (by company employees) 
3. External or third-party monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification—no further 
specification 
4. Monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification—by accounting/auditing firm 
5. Monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification—by quality assurance/quality certification 
firm 
6. Monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification—^by specialist labor/enviro compliance 
firm 
7. Monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification—by non-profit organization(s) or NGO(s) 
8. "Independent" as a description of some form of 
monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification 
9. Other monitoring/auditing/inspection/verification 

Certification/labeling: Certification of products, companies, and/or production sites, 
and/or labeling of products on the basis of labor/environmental conditions 
1. Certification or labeling based on labor/environmental conditions—but not focused on 
labor standards or forest management (e.g. recycled labels, eco-labels without forestry 
criteria, etc.) 
2. Certification based on labor/forestry conditions—no further specification 
3. Certification based on labor/forestry conditions—done by a particular organization, not 
through a larger association or collaborative initiative 
4. Certification based on labor/forestry conditions—done through an association or other 
voluntary collaborative program or initiative 
5. Product labeling on the basis of certification of labor/forestry practices 
6. "Independent" as a description of some form of certification and/or labeling 
7. Discussion of systems-based vs. performance-based certification 
8. Discussion of certifying production sites vs. certifying brands 
9. Other certification/labeling 

Reporting: 
1. Company self-reporting (with or without external audit) on social/environmental 
performance. 

Partnership: 
1. NGO-company partnership, collaboration, or cooperation dealing with 
labor/environmental issues 
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Government-led publicity/information program: 
1. Government-led program publicity campaign related to labor/environmental conditions 
of production (outside the realm of an actual certification/monitoring initiative) 
2. Government-led program for disseminating raw information related to 
labor/environmental conditions of production 

PRACTICES MENTIONED COMMENTS (memo field) 
Use this space to record any important details about any of the practices, especially things 
that won't appear elsewhere. For instance, it might be useful to record the names of 
certifiers or monitors. 

Part 3: Main Practice Identification 

PRIMARY PRACTICE (number field, look-up menu) 
From the list below, choose the one that is most central to the article. If more than one is 
discussed, choose the one that gets the most coverage. If the amount of coverage is equal 
and all else fails, choose the one that is discussed first. CHOOSE ONE ONLY. 

1. PR: Public Relations or public educational campaign about labor/environmental issues 
2. Marketing: Marketing of socially responsible/environmentally friendly products 
3. Codes and policies: Voluntary codes of conduct, guidelines, contractual conditions, 
standards, and/or policies about company labor/environmental practices 
4. Monitoring by single org: Monitoring, auditing, inspection, and/or verification of 
labor/environmental conditions at production sites, done by some party other than a 
government agency—but not done through an association or collaborative initiative 
5. Certification by single org: Certification of products, companies, and/or production 
sites, and/or labeling of products on the basis of labor/environmental conditions—done 
by a particular organization (e.g. SmartWood), not through a larger association or 
collaborative initiative 
6. Certification/monitoring association: Labor/environmental monitoring/auditing, 
certification, and/or labeling done through an association or other voluntary, collaborative 
program or initiative. (This includes associations like FSC and SAI, as well as ISO 
standards and programs like EMAS, and even the American Tree Farm System.) 
7. Reporting: Company self-reporting (with or without external audit) on 
social/environmental performance. 
8. Partnership: NGO-company partnership, collaboration, or cooperation dealing with 
labor/environmental issues 
9. Publicity: Government-led publicity/information dissemination program related to 
labor or environmental issues (e.g. Trendsetters list) 
99. Other: Other new practice related to social/enviro impacts of the industry 

PRIMARY PRACTICE COMMENTS (memo field) 
Use this field to describe any additional information that's helpful for understanding the 
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primary practice code. For instance, if two practices are nearly equally important in the 
article, note that here. If there is a serious question about which code is appropriate, note 
that here. Also use this field to specify practices coded as "other." 

CENTRALITY (number field, look-up menu) 
Rate the approximate importance or centrality of the primary practice in this article as a 
whole. 
1. Extremely important/central 
2. Unimportant/Peripheral 
3. Neither important nor unimportant/Somewhere in between 

GEOGRAPHICAL SCOPE OF THE PRACTICE (number field, look-up menu) 
Based on this article's description of the main practice chosen above, what is the relevant 
scope of the practice? 
1. primarily domestic 
2. primarily international 
3. both 
4. can't tell 

Part 4: Theorization and Framing 

DISCURSIVE CODES (check-boxes, select all that are present) 
Mark any of the following issues that get brought up anywhere in the article. Select as 
many of the following as necessary. Think of these as analogous to "domains" in a 
qualitative coding project. The selection of the code simply indicates that this issue is 
brought up. Use the memo field to show how this discursive theme is related to one or 
more of the practices coded above (by typing in a quotation, for instance). If the issue is 
not clearly linked to one of the practices or initiatives coded above, indicate this in the 
memo field. If there is any ambiguity about a selection, please describe this in the memo 
field as well. 

The discursive codes are grouped by issue for ease of coding. 

NO DISCOURSE 
The relevant practice(s) was/were just mentioned very briefly in passing. 

LEGAL COMPLIANCE 

Compliance: Compliance or violation of existing laws related to labor/environmental 
issues 
Compliance memo 
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Lawsuits: Lawsuits against companies related to labor/environmental issues 
Lawsuits memo 

Liability: Legal liability or risk of future lawsuits against companies 
Liability memo 

EXTERNAL PRESSURES-GOVERNMENTAL 

Intervention: Increased government intervention or involvement in the industry 
Intervention memo: 

Legislation: New legislation or tougher enforcement of existing legislation related to 
labor/environmental issues 
Legislation memo: 

Bans: Legislative bans or restrictions on products because of the labor/environmental 
conditions of their production 
Bans memo: 

EXTERNAL PRESSURES--NON-GOVERNMENTAL 

Social movements: Social movement pressure or campaigns 
Social movements memo: 

Boycott: Boycotts of products or companies because of the labor/environmental 
conditions of their production 
Boycott memo: 

Union drives: Union organizing campaigns 
Union drives memo: 

Media: Media coverage or exposes related to labor/environmental issues 
Media memo: 

Outsiders: Discussion of "industry outsiders" 
Outsiders memo: 
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REPUTATION/CREDIBILITY 

Industry reputation: Reputation of the industry 
Industry reputation memo: 

Firm reputation: Reputation of particular firm(s) 
Firm reputation memo: 

Good vs. Bad: Distinction between good and bad companies in terms of 
labor/environmental issues 
Good vs. Bad memo: 

Credibility: Credibility of company/industry claims about labor/environmental issues 
Credibility memo: 

CONSUMERS 

Responsible consumers: Socially/environmentally responsible consumers 
Responsible consumers memo: 

Consumer behavior: Consumer behavior more generally 
Consumer behavior memo: 

SUPPLY CHAINS 

Retailers: Retailers relevant to the industry 
Retailers memo: 

Suppliers: Contractors or suppliers in the industry 
Suppliers memo: 

Global supply chains: Global/international supply chains 
Global supply chains memo: 

COMPETITION 

Competition: Competition within the industry 
Competition memo: 

Other industries: Competition with other industries 
Other industries memo: 
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Conflict: Conflict, division, or fragmentation in the industry 
Conflict memo: 

Barriers: Barriers to trade, other than direct tariffs 
Barriers memo: 

Profits: Market benefits (profits, market share, etc.) to be gained from engaging in 
socially/environmentally responsible practices 
Profits memo: 

CORPORATE SOCIAL/ENVIROMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY/ETHICS 

Ethics: Ethics or morality related to labor/environmental issues 
Ethics memo: 

Humanitarian: Humanitarian reasons for engaging or not engaging in some activity 
Humanitarian memo: 

Accountability: Corporate accountability to communities or the public with regard to 
labor/environmental factors 
Accountability memo: 

Investment: Socially responsible investment or shareholder activism 
Investment memo: 

Consolidation: Duplication or consolidation of social/environmental responsibility 
efforts 
Consolidation memo: 

Global governance: Social/environmental responsibility efforts as contributing to global 
governance structures, rules for global trade, etc. 
Global governance memo: 

Shifting responsibility: Shifting responsibility for labor/environmental problems to other 
players 
Shifting responsibility memo: 

ANALOGIES AND COMPARISONS (memo field) 
If any practices coded above are being compared to other initiatives, please describe the 
analogy here. 
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Part 5: Speakers subform 

Consider as "speakers" all people (including the author) who are quoted or paraphrased 
in the article with remarks about one or more of the initiatives or general practices. 
Record all of the following for each speaker (including the author). 

Microsoft Access created a record for each speaker, such that multiple speakers could be 
linked to a single article. 

SPEAKER ACCESS ID (autonumber field) 
Unique ID assigned by Microsoft Access. 

ARTICLE ID (auto-text field) 
Same as above, automatically filled in by Microsoft Access. 

SPEAKER NAME (text field) 
Name of speaker. 

SPEAKER TYPE (number field, look-up menu) 
If shown, profession trumps company affiliation. Note that codes 6-99 match the author 
type codes. 
I. article author 
6. company representative 
7. industry association representative 
8. consultant 
9. accountant 
10. lawyer 
I I .  h u m a n  r e s o u r c e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
12. professional forester 
13. academic 
14. government official 
15. IGO representative 
16. NGO/SMO representative 
17. union representative 
18. certification/monitoring organization/assn rep 
19. other 
99. don't know 

AFFILIATION (text field) 
Speaker's organizational affiliation. 
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INITIATIVES DISCUSSED (number field—select all that are mentioned by this 
speaker) 

For each initiative mentioned by this speaker, record the valence of the mention as 
follows. 

Neutral, ambivalent, or hard to tell (numerical code=l) 
Primarily positive or supportive of (numerical code=100) 
Primarily negative or in opposition to (numerical code=-1) 

Code the discussion as positive when the speaker clearly takes a position in support of 
that initiative or practice or uses only highly positive terminology to describe it. Code the 
discussion as negative when the speaker clearly takes a position against some initiative or 
practice or uses only highly negative terminology to describe it. Code the discussion as 
neutral, ambiguous, or ambivalent if the speaker talks in a matter-of-fact way about the 
initiative or practice without emphasizing advantages or disadvantages, if the speaker 
discusses both positive and negative aspects, or if it is difficult to discern whether the 
speaker is taking a position. 

1. AIP 20. FSC 
2. FLA 21. SFI 
3. CEPAA/SAI/SA8000 22. CSA 
4. WRAP/RAP 23. PEFC 
5. CAIC program (CAICB) 24. American Tree Farm System 
6. Certification or labeling through ILO 25. Certification through ITTO 
7. No child labor rug labeling 26. ISO 14000 series (regardless of 
8. No child labor soccer ball labeling substance) 
9. BGMEA child labor program 27. BS7750 standard (regardless of 
10. Clean Clothes Campaign substance) 
11. Ethical Trade Initiative 28. EMAS 
12. Global Alliance 29. EC Eco-labeling system 
13. UN Global Compact 30. BCSD/WBCSD 
14. Fashion Industry Forum 31. EDF Paper Task Force 
15. Other DoL-led meeting 32. Responsible Care 
16. DoL Trendsetters List/ "good guys" 33. "Good Wood Guide" 
list 34. Eco-labeling initiative not otherwise 
17. DoL Garment Industry Enforcement classified 
Report / "bad guys list" 
18. Other DoL publicity strategy 35. Global Reporting Initiative 
19. WRC 

99. Other (specify) 

INITIATIVES COMMENTS (memo field) 
Record the specific statement and/or any important contextual information. 
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PRACTICES DISCUSSED (number field—select all that are mentioned by this speaker) 
For each general practice that is mentioned by this speaker, record the valence of the 
mention as follows. 

Neutral, ambivalent, or hard to tell (numerical code=l) 
Primarily positive or supportive of (numerical code=100) 
Primarily negative or in opposition to (numerical code=-l) 

Code the valence of the discussion following the same guidelines as above. 

1. PR: Public Relations or public educational campaign about labor/environmental issues 
2. Marketing: Marketing of socially responsible/environmentally friendly products 
3. Codes and policies: Voluntary codes of conduct, guidelines, contractual conditions, 
standards, and/or policies about company labor/environmental practices 
4. Monitoring—internal: Monitoring, auditing, inspection, and/or verification of 
labor/environmental conditions at production sites, done by an employee of the company. 
5. Monitoring—external by a single organization: Monitoring, auditing, inspection, 
and/or verification of labor/environmental conditions at production sites, done by some 
party other than a government agency and other than a company employee, not done 
through an association or collaborative initiative 
6. Certification by a single organization: Certification of products, companies, and/or 
production sites, and/or labeling of products on the basis of labor/environmental 
conditions—done by a particular organization, not through a larger association or 
collaborative initiative 
7. Certification/monitoring association: Labor/environmental monitoring/auditing, 
certification, and/or labeling done through an association or other voluntary, collaborative 
program or initiative. 
8. Reporting: Company self-reporting (with or without external audit) on 
social/environmental performance. 
9. Partnership: NGO-company partnership, collaboration, or cooperation dealing with 
labor/environmental issues 
10. Publicity: Government-led publicity/information dissemination program related to 
labor or environmental issues (e.g. Trendsetters list) 
99. Other: Other new practice related to social/environmental impacts of the industry 
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