What's In A Label?

Fisheries leaders are interested but leery as Unilever and World Wildlife Fund
team up to launch a seafood eco-labeling regime for seafood.

By Tana McHale
The author is a fisheries consultant based in Sacramento, California. The following articles first appeared in
abridged form in the February 1998 edition of “Pacific Fishing Magazine”.

ONE CAN'T HELP BUT NOTICE what on odd WWF officials say the standards and criteria will
couple they are. On one side stands the Wott@ drawn from a combination of existing docu-
Wildlife Fund (WWEF), best known for global cru-ments and international treaties as well as indus-
sades to salvage failing populations of rhinos, tiry input, currently being gathered through a se-
gers and panda bears. On the other towers fties of workshops that will continue around the
multi-billion dollar British conglomerate Unilever globe into this coming summer. The voluntary cer-
PLC, past owner of whaling ships and world’s firdiification and labeling (C&L) program should be
supertrawlers. This conglomerate also controis place sometime in 1998.
roughly 20% of the American and European fro- Fishing industry representatives in the United
zen fish markets. States are carefully weighing the concept. Some
It's too early to tell whether the product of theicautiously view it as a possible vehicle for pre-
partnership, the international Marine Stewardshienting unfounded attacks on domestic fisheries.
Council, will turn out to be another Rosemary’$Our office is looking at MSC with a great deal of
Baby or a fantastic new vehicle for securing thiaterest; we're trying to get a handle on how it
future of world fisheries. Or perhaps it will fallwould work, how it could benefit industry in the
somewhere between. One thing is for sure: WWBng haul,” says Lee Weddig, Vice President of
and Unilever mean business. So what could thtie National Fisheries Institute, the major U.S.

mean for yours? trade group for seafood producers and marketers.
However, at press time the Institute has not de-
A Question of Authority cided whether to endorse or oppose MSC, citing a

Critics view the MSC initiative as a clear challaundry list of concerns that need answers first.

lenge to the authority of the government fisheriedmong them rests the fact that U.S fisheries are

management regimes with which fishermen, proedready subject to state and federal management.

essors and managers have learned to live. The§Congress has determined, through a lot of pain,

contend that the MSC is likely to muddy the ruleput and negotiation, a set of national standards

and burden producers with certification anéy which we manage our fisheries: the Magnuson

labeling costs. Proponents say the new certifica-

t!on and labeling system could provide a compet  apout MSC Certification p2

tive advantage for producers who operate in we!

managed fisheries. A Crash Course in Green p4
In either case, the new initiative is claiming ai  Labeling Basics

influential role. The Marine Stewardship Counci

(MSC) will “establish a broad set of principles for Boycott-by-Proxy, Just Business ~ p5

sustainable fishing and set standards for individu — or Beaten-Wife Syndrome?

fisheries,” according to one WWF fact sheet. “Onl

fisheries meeting these standards will be eligib

fo.r ce(tification .by independent, accredited certi Coopers & Lybrand: The Brains P8

fy!ng f|!fms.... Ultlmately, products from MSC-cer-  Behind the Brawn

tified fisheries will be marked with an on-pack
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logo. This will allow seafood consumers to selec Forest Stewardship Council P9
fish products with the confidence that they com )
from sustainable, well-managed sources.” Conclusion pll



Act. Magnuson contains criteria that are a mattéed Stevens told an industry gathering in Seattle
of law reflecting the will of our people. It alreadylast fall that non-elected groups should not pre-
addresses the sustainable fisheries objective d@rdd to “speak for the people.”
also habitat, coastal communities, economicsMeanwhile, Unilever has already claimed to be
multiple use, all of the things on WWF’s wish list,”acting for “millions of consumers” when it named
says Weddig. sustainability concerns as a reason for boycotting
“Congress did not create Magnuson on a whimghe class of fish products. The firm announced it’s
he continues. “We have a federal agency chargedcision to stop buying fish oils (reportedly
with implementing the law, publicly appointedl18,000 tons per year) from industrial fleets fish-
people to make management plans and to deteg in European waters as a “concrete example of
mine regulations to administer a fishery in accordinilever’'s commitment to sustainable fishing.”
ance with our national plans. The National MaFhe company plans to use alternative soya and
rine Fisheries Service reviews the resulting mapalm oils in the production of its bakery and mar-
agement rules to determine whether they meet tharine products, and has also pledged to buy only
national standards. Public input is considered WISC-certified fish by 2005.
and down the line. For someone to say ‘We don’t‘Two of our core principles are that sustainable
think that's adequate,’ after all that... well, NFI idusiness is good business, and that we work in
looking over the MSC concept while keeping thegeartnership to meet our goals. This initiative, on
things in mind.” behalf of millions of consumers, is entirely con-
Internationally, industry groups are skeptical afistent with these principles,” notes Unilever’s
the proposal. Many view it as an intrusion on govnternational Fish Manager, Caroline Whitfield.
ernment’s turf. In November the International Coa- The potential for abusing the power of markets
lition of Fisheries Associations, which includesnakes some industry players nervous. Could this
NFI and similar organizations in 11 countries, saiditiative to lock out legally-harvested seafood
its members have “serious concerns” about the ifiiom the marketplace? Would it disrupt interna-
tiative. They “question... the need and feasibilitfional seafood trade? Would it repeat the simplis-
of a non-governmental organization establishintgc and painful experience of “dolphin-safe”
universal criteria for fisheries management, certiabeling, which depressed tuna demand, banned
fication and eco-labeling.” some product from the U.S. market, and endorsed
Some politicians apparently share these misgifto this day) the catch of some international fish-
ings. Asked about the MSC initiative, Alaska Sereries which still incidentally kill thousands of dol-

About MSC Certification

CERTIFICATION TO ENSURE that fish meettails have yet to be worked out. Michael Sutton,
MSC standards could include, according to UBirector of WWF’s Endangered Seas Campaign,
newspaper accounts, the use of satellite monitéhn the FSC example the costs of certification are
ing to check fishing vessels’ movements and gdistributed throughout the chain of commerce, in
netic tracking of fish to verify where they camether words, the cost should not fall
from. disproportionally on the fishers, or the processors,

Determining the exact origin of raw product hasr the retailers. The big processors we've talked
been a primary certification component within anwith have also indicated a willingness to invest
other WWF-implemented program, the Foredb make sure that their suppliers are able to sup-
Stewardship Council (FSC) program. Note thatly them with certified product in due course.”
MSC has been loosely modeled after FSC. ThisThe World Bank and private foundations may
original guinea pig, operational since 1993 angrovide financial assistance to developing coun-
currently headquartered in Mexico, thus offers @ies to make sure they have equal access to the
sneak-preview of how the very general C&L colMSC C&L program. However, Sutton empha-
cept could work in the seafood trade. sized that keeping costs affordable for everyone

As with any other service, industry would covewill be a priority — and necessary for encourag-
the costs of certification — although exact dang industry participation in MSC.
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phins and millions of non-target fish? rejecting other legally harvested product - could

. create barriers to world trade. Teresa Platt of the

The m';'\?énﬁ]?g'g%gf&%ilfmerrs;r\ﬁsera new dire Fishermen’s Coalition, a veteran of the tuna/dol-

tion for WWE in fisheries L?ntil now. the or ani-%hin controversy, paints the following scenario:
: ’ 9 “Imagine MSC declares your legally-caught-fish-

zation’s fisheries efforts have followed the tradi- ry unsustainable. The government begs to differ

_tlonal strategy of e_nvwonmental groups. promoEut your product is now blacklisted, buyers can-
ing laws and treaties to protect certain species Of

habitats. Internationally, WWF'’s fisheries stafi:eI contracts, others use the pressure to push for

ower prices. This in turn affects prices paid to your

\(/jvl?nrke;c:]éo&rohrlnolt/el:i trr]:t(L)Jr. N#QErS%TE:t;: d‘?’/t:;_ rother fishermen on the other side of the world.
9 ghly Viigratory ’ Closing markets, anyone’s market, without a con-
ous country-specific fishery management effort%

: omitant reduction in production, drags down fish
:)r:/et?ﬁesﬁ hz.iatr:]geug(‘r:]oeui% :ﬁg? S\SSLOJ vbeyrcs?(iﬁho f tn erices globally, hurting all fisherme_n. We need free,
Magnuson Act. It also had a hand in revising thehe! trade for all legally caught fish.” ,
Marine Mammél Protection Act _Scott Burns qf VVWF’s Washington D.C. office
' isagrees. “I think if the government was to put a

The group has also sought to place some fooI . . X ) :
G eling regime in place, that might raise more

fish -_|nclud|n_g Atlantic cod, haddock, S\’yC)rdﬁSk\NTO issues than this does. This is a private
and five species of tuna - on the International Ur|1

) : b - abeling initiative, not a government initiative.”
ion for the Conservation of Nature “Red List.” The At a December meeting of the World Trade Or-

B o ! Winizaton (WTO) nSigapore, WWF accuse e
g 8-member body of “playing Russian roulette”

Species (CITES), which allows for restricting o . , :
r%hibitin( interr?ational trade in “v Inerable’%]or[:)y opening the doors for consideration of trade
P 9 . disputes arising out of international environmen-

e“r\]/s:’?,gebr:gn \S/Q(racfcst.ive at the political level an | agreements. Some conservationists fear that the
y P TO’s authority to enforce free trade accords

on the supply side, working towards better IaW%buld be used to gut environmental laws. Accord-

treaties and regulations,” explains Michael Suttot] . WAp
director of the WWF Endangered Seas Campai 'Hg to Reuters news service: “At issue was sus

“But a lot of Us beaan to realize that iust wasn inable development, including big industries like
enough.” J J logging and fishing as well as protecting the envi-

ronment from dirty industries...”

While all these efforts rely on government ac-
tion, the MSC Initiative is a shift. It looks to mar- Does the voluntary nature of MSC rule out the

ket forces as an enaine for environmental chan ossibility that it could erect trade barriers? Not
9 %c‘cording to a report by the Coalition for Truth in

. nvironmental Marketing Information (CTEMI),
companies, we can harness consumer power |

support of conservation and make it easier for 0\\//\/_ﬂich represents many U.S. businesses. After re-
PP ,, 9 viewing over a dozen similar, non-government
ernments to act,” says Sutton.

Many other organizations have tried to “harnesy 2Jrams CTEMI concluded: "The process of

consumer nower” directly by encouraging bo CotT%ranting an eco-seal is based on value judgments
. P y Dy encouraging boy y the issuing organization, not objective, scien-
in the past. However, lobbying individual mem;

bers of the public to take such action eneraIFﬁC facts. The history of eco-seals is replete with
b g Niled efforts to paper over unresolvable conflicts

L sales continued 10 increase despie calls [JPErSNtin varying geographic demands, environ-
: : pite calls b ntal priorities and product attributes... (Eco-
boycotts over dolphin-associated tuna fIShIn%

Liaht meat tuna sales declined 20 percent in th'eals) are barriers to trade, because their criteria
-9 . . -0 P ’ e frequently discriminatory and protectionist in
five years following the introduction of the “dol-

. ” . nature, whether by design or not.”
phin safe” label in 1990. While it is too soon to make blanket predictions
Can Labels Obstruct Trade? regarding the future of MSC, it's a good bet that
Some critics say any program designed to “afplie organization will face plenty of hard scrutiny
prove” only a selection of available seafood- whilas the labeling system gets under way.
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A Crash Course in Green Labeling Basics

GREEN LABELING IS SIMPLY A TOOL that pers and paper products) in 14 different countries
allows manufacturers to tell consumers a little b#&nd regions.
about a product, usually through a simple symbol. Among other things, CTEMI analysts found that
There are a number of familiar green labels in useo-seal program criteria “are chosen so that only
today, including the “recycled product” symbol ora minor share (e.g., 10-20%) of the category will
paper products and aluminum cans, demonstrgtialify, in order to encourage environmental
ing how a manufacturer can quickly communicaterogress” and “criteria are revisited approximately
a message to the public through a symbol. every three years to ensure that environmental
Since green labels advertise a particular featuegpectations continue to rise.”
of a given product, whoever places such a symboHowever, “It is impossible to establish objec-
on a package has to respect all “truth in advertigve, scientifically defensible criteria that distin-
ing” laws. Green labels are also subject to a spguish ‘environmentally superior and inferior’ prod-
cial set of environmental advertising and marketicts in a category. There are two primary reasons
ing practices requirements as described in Sectishy: (1) No scientifically-based methodology ex-
5 of the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) Act, yests to identify environmental ‘winners’ across an
all the laws and requirements essentially comestire product category; (2) A desire to satisfy as
down to truth in advertising. Note that any manunany ‘stakeholders’ as possible causes authorities
facturer or retailer can create an “eco-label” so lorig negotiate inherently subjective compromise that
as the label represents a specific, valid claim armghore or modify scientific conclusions... thus,
doesn’t mislead the public. government bodies promote their national or re-
There are two major variations of the green labglonal environmental policies; environmental in-
concept: theeco-seal and then government marterest have specific product characteristics they
dated labels, such as the dolphin-safe labeling lafavor; and manufacturers have various competi-
The first, the eco-seal, is used to identify a subive interests. These often divergent views invari-
set of products in a category that for “best” for thably lead to conflict among stakeholders that must
environment — as judged by an organization oube negotiated. The resulting compromises are of-
side the production and manufacturing chain. Ecten not supported by any scientific analysis.” *
seal programs are based on several premises th@ther key findings from the CTEMI Critical
may or may be true, such as, the assumption tiatalysis report included:
manufacturers cannot be trusted to provide mearn:

ingful and accurate environmental information to novation for both the environment, and other con-

Z?gsirl:g:jeers’ ggt Zﬂ?'gg otr;g; 'r:nid;/ﬁét'g'rngnli"’z“;v;osumer values (e.g., performance) because criteria
Jequate, ume 9 % only be based on today’s understanding of
controlling the use of an eco-seal is the most quali

fied entity available to set standards and/or products, technologies and environmental issues.
. y . PASEco-seals create trade barriers by focusing on
judgement on candidate products.

A number of problems have popped up with thelocal or r_egional _environmental priorities that
may lack international relevance.

use of eco-seals and prompted a great deal of de-
bate around the world. In the spring of 1996 thEhese two items naturally lead to the second ma-
Coallition for Truth in Environmental Marketingjor variation of green labeling: the government
Information (CTEMI), which represents 1,200 USmandated label. In effect, this is when the govern-
based companies doing over $900 billion dollargent serves as an eco-seal authority while requir-
of business globally, published a comprehensiveg full compliance with a set of standards desig-
“Critical Analysis of Eco-Seal Programs” withnated by law.

summaries of the most common eco-seal concerng.he Dolphin Protection Consumer Information
This document resulted from a review of over Action (DPCIA) in particular demonstrates how
dozen eco-seal programs (addressing a varietyasiteria based on yesterday’s understanding of tech-
different products, including paint, detergents, di@ology and environmental issues can have unex-

co-seals are an inherent barrier to product in-
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pected, undesirable results. The original 199shins to safety within encirclement-based fishing
DPCIA prohibits fishermen from encircling dol-operations — while avoiding juvenile tuna and the
phins with purse seine nets during tuna harvdstcreased bycatch problem — have been locked
operations. Although industry found ways of ‘eseut of the US market altogether. Their harvest prac-
corting’ the dolphins out of the nets to safety, thices simply fail to conform to the US dolphin-
practice was nonetheless rejected to require altsafe standard and they are therefore being pun-
native fishing methods — which have in fact drashed with a very solid, no-exceptions trade bar-
matically increased bycatch of non-targeted spger. Cut off from the American tuna-consuming
cies while focusing harvest effort on juvenile tungublic, these tuna harvesters have thus been forced
unsustainable fishing by anyone’s standards. into selling their “inferior” product at bargain-
Responding to this new knowledge now requirgeices elsewhere. This in turn has corrupted tuna
an new act of Congress, a process widely recagarket values worldwide and effectively erased
nized as extremely time consuming and therefotiee market sales advantage previously anticipated
not in the best interest of either the tuna or the lisyy fishermen working within the confines of
of untargeted species now caught up in what hB® CIA requirements.
become a dolphin-safe nightmare. An act of Con-All this — in addition to the complexities of state,
gress — vs. simply working within the existingfederal and international fisheries management
FTC process to meet truth in advertising requir@rocess. No wonder CTEMI concluded “eco-seals
ments. Further complicating matters is the irongre an inherently flawed concept.” If the fishing
that a few dolphins (which are not a threatened mrdustries want to tell consumers something about
endangered species in the first place) are still dtre seafood destined for their bellies, the existing
casionally caught using the approved alternati\el C system already provides for the use of green
harvest methods. This means the government méaibels. The only difference between this vehicle
dated “dolphin safe” program may not even meand the government mandated labeling / eco-seal
the most basic FTC “truth in advertising” laws. programs is the necessity for industry to act on it's
Finally, those nations that continue to escort dobwn behalf.

Boycott-By-Proxy, Just Business — or
Beaten Wife Syndrome?

UNILEVER CLAIMS TO HAVE acted on behalf tween raising per capita income and the increased
of millions of corsumers — all at once — in whatconsumption of vegetable oils, in particular for fast
appears to be an historic boycott-by-proxy actiomcreasing medium incomes. (These factors) ex-
Or did they? plain that South-East Asia and South America will
Some fishing industry insiders are gossipingitness the most dramatic increase in vegetable
about Unilever’s palm oil interests, which reporteil consumption, especially for the locally pro-
edly include a palm oil refinery in Malaysia. Andduced palm oil.”
the palm oil market is enjoying rapid expansion, The grapevine is also buzzing with rumors that
especially in Asia. the Protest Piranha might have bitten Unilever one
One report from the Institute for Prospectivéime too many, prompting them to seek ‘protec-
Technological Studies reads, “Driven by populaion’ through WWF's MSC plan. Indeed, this Em-
tion growth, purchase power increase and copie is no stranger to harassment campaigns and
sumer preferences, the worldwide consumption bbycott threats. They have endured complaints
vegetable oils is increasing faster than food cofrom countless organizations over the years for
sumption. The demographic growth will be strongeither real or perceived wrongdoings, including
est in Asia... In the last 15 years, several Asimometimes vicious attacks from Greenpeace.
countries have experienced an economic growthilen years go, in November, 1986, Greenpeace
rate more than three times that of the USA argicketed Unilever’s headquarters in London while
Europe... there is a very strong relationship beassing out leaflets entitled “Unilever Profits From
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Misery: The Facts Behind the Murdering Multi-and, for better or worse, ended up in the same grain
national.” The Greenpeace campaign against ‘isdos before getting shipped to Europe.

dustrial’ fishing also fingered the conglomerate asConcerned that the genetically altered variety
somewhere close to the bull's-eye. will invade European food supplies unnoticed,

Greenpeace continued to watch over Unilevearious environmental and consumer groups im-
even after the food manufacturing giant joined witmediately called for all products made with the
WWEF in the MSC Initiative. In May 1996, fully new beans to be properly labeled as such. Food
one year after Unilever’s initial MSC announcemanufacturers were thus faced with a serious di-
ment, 150 Greenpeace activists dressed in puffemma.
costumes staged a particularly spectacular proteséreenpeace staged protests all over the world
against the use of fish oil in front of London’sand demanded food manufacturers to reject geneti-
United Biscuit factory. By the day’s end Unitectally altered soybeans entirely. Various Unilever
Biscuit executives agreed “to cease the use of fisffices (including Germany, Sweden and Austria)
oil from non-sustainable industrial fishing in Eu*bowed to consumer pressure and announced they
ropean waters within one year.” One delightedill not use the new variety even though they con-
Greenpeace spokesman commented, “It's gresatler it safe” reported one newswire service. One
news. United Biscuit’s, Unilever and Sainsburysompany spokesman went a step further by add-
now all recognize the folly of using unsustainabliag, “U.S. farmers would should consider separat-
industrial fish oil.” ing their gene-modified and normal soy crops next

While the actual degree of influence Greenpeagear if they were to expect to gain access to the
had (if any) in influencing Unilever’s decision toEuropean market.”
stop using fish oils is difficult to document, the Yet Unilever UK apparently held out, stating they
Big Green want to take credit. Their 07/03/96 In®...believe there is no reason for us not to continue
dustrial Fishing Campaign Status Report includés use soya. In reaching a decision on how we will
the following statement: “Greenpeace has successe soya from this year’s crop we have concluded,
fully urged companies to avoid purchasing thafter due diligence, that the systematic segrega-
products of industrial fishing from sensitive areatson of varieties of soya ...is just not feasible.” That
in the North Sea, and after meetings and some pi®-according to Earth First! in the UK, which an-
tests, UK companies including Unilever, Pura Foodspunced, over the Internet, it's plan to write, fax
Safeway, Sainsbury, Tesco and United Biscuits hasad phone demands to reject all genetically altered
all committed to move out of such fish oil.” soya beans to a London-based Unilever executive.

If Unilever did, in fact, hope for a break follow- Then there were the Greenpeace Germany ac-
ing their decision to use only soya and palm oitsvists dressed as laboratory rabbits who also pro-
then Greenpeace’s new campaign — this onested outside Unilever headquarters, calling on
against genetically altered soya beans — migtitem to use their consumer power to demand non-
have come as a nasty surprise. genetically engineered soya...

The modified beans, harvested for the first timeAt any rate, there’s just no proof that the com-
here in the US last fall, are specially designed fmany is influenced by such campaigns, or palm oil
resist Round Up (a commonly used herbicidejnarket trends, or moon cycles, in any way. It's all
They are essentially identical to the unaltered onpare speculation, boys.



Introducing Unilever

UNILEVER, WHICH GENERATED an awesomevalued at over £175,000, and was expected to re-
$47 billion in sales during 1994 alone, producesirn a profit of £100,000 per annum from a catch
various brands of detergents, foods, personal praef-10,000 tons of oil; in fact in her first year she
ucts and specialty chemicals. Approximately hathade £230,000.”

of all families on the planet have Unilever prod- Guinevere Glasfurd, a doctoral student of his-
ucts in their homes. The third largest food busiery at England’s Lancaster University, found that
ness in the world, they own over 150 individualever Brothers also established Mac Line Drifters
operating companies with 250 factories indf® and Trawlers Ltd. in 1919 and acquired the large
ferent countries. They sell more than 10 million toriglac Fisheries fish retailing business in 1922. Ac-
of food products each year, including bakery prodording to Glasfurd, by the time Lever Brothers
ucts, margarines, ice creams and other edibles maderged with two other large companies and be-
with fish oils. The company also purchased Gortonssame Unilever Ltd., in 1929, they were already
Seafood two years ago for a reported $150 milliorestablished heavyweights in the European fishing

A Rich History in the Fishing Industries industries with interests in many other ventures
pread throughout Europe.

William Hesketh Lever founded the company withy This reportedly created a problem for Unilever
his brother James in 1885. The Lever Brothers in- . »
troduced Sunlight, the world’s first packageom Nazi Germany, when the 1934 "Schacht New

. . lan” bound business to the Nazi state. This meant
branded laundry soap. Since that time Lever Brot ividends from Unilever’s various German inter-
ers grew, and grew, and grew some more.

: ... _ests could not leave the country.
By the 1920s the company had diversified int5 “Unilever bosses met with Schacht, Hitler’s eco-

the margarine business, and margarine, of course, . . . . .
. ) o ’ nomic advisor, to discuss alternatives to the intol-
is made from edible oils. In those days whales an(?able situation.” Glasfurd wrote in “The North-

seals were still an important source of edible oif8

throughout the world, and this apparently prompt%n Fleet at Fleetwood: Fishing Boom and Bust,

, [936-37” (scheduled for publication in Studia
!_ever Brothgrs purchase of the Southern Wha talantica 2, Esbjerg 1997). “An agreement was
ing and Sealing Company.

One 1994 article, “The Rise and Fall of the Tra gached whereby blocked marks might be used to

in Edible Whale Products” by G. Jackson, dex 2 1ce & shipbuilding programme in Germany.

: S Once built the ships could be used by Unilever in
scribes the acquisition: *Lever Brothers... [pur; sociation with it's German industries, or could

. S
chased] Southern Whaling Company for so @>soc ”
£360,000 in 1919...A 5,648 ton ship of 1902 vintagnbee shipped abroad for sale...

s - As a result of this arrangement Unilever had a
was converted to the company’s first floating faCtor%’eries of trawlers tankersgand whaling ships built
Shlp(SOL‘J'th.eI’n Queen). valued at £108,’,000"' in the shipyards in Hamburg and Bremen. These
In the “History of Unilever Volume 1” Charles.

Wilson wrote: “Based in South Georgia this comiicluded a fleet 15 supertrawlers, dubbed the

. orthern Pride, that arrived in Fleetwood, Eng-
pany had an average annual production of fOurlt\a%)nd in July, 1936 and began fishing throughout

five thousand tons of whgle ol. W'th.the grOWt'{he North Sea. Then a little more than a year later
of their margarine production, whale oil was eSSefl . antire fleet was sold off liquidated

tial to Lever Brothers... The Southern Whaling andThe storv of that fleet is nothing less than com-
Sealing Company had a good year in 1925, contrib- y 9

: - - tely fascinating — those interested in learning
uting profits of nearly a quarter of a million pounds.”-° :
Tr?ep“Rise and Faﬁ” a?ticle picks up the thime lindnore should keep a sharp lookout for Guinevere

thread once again, stating “Southern Whaling reeG_Iasfurd S artllcle. . , .
. : : Yet the point here is, who’s fooling who?
placed its old factory in 1928 with the 12,398 ton, .
nilever may have owned fleets of trawlers and a
Southern Empress (a converted petroleum tanker, A
: . . ew of fishing interests over the years, yet only

said by a rival to be the first truly modern factor . . L ) :
: . : hen doing so was convenient and fit in with their

and the first to have a processing capacity equal 10 .
%lgger-busmess plans.

the ability of its fleet of catchers. The vessel wa
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Coopers & Lybrand:
The Brains Behind the Brawn

COOPERS & LYBRAND, an internationally re- The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is struc-
nowned accounting and consulting firm, has beeared quite differently as it is a membership-based
contracted to develop an organizational bluepriotganization. However, Coopers & Lybrand ex-
for MSC and advise the WWF/Unilever team oecutives were unimpressed with the FSC gatam
how to implement the program. “(With a membership-based structure) you risk

This firm advises some of the world’s most imeomplicating your entire administrative process
pressive corporations and entities, includingith task of looking after your members, and risk
AT&T, the Bank of England, Digital Equipmentslowing the decision making process down because
Corporation, Fidelity Investment Managementou have to worry about carrying your members
Ford Motor Company, HJ Heinz Company (ownwith you,” explained Cooke. “So by and large our
ers of StarKist Tuna), Johnson & Johnson, Lewdvise (to WWF and Unilever) was ‘Don’t, from
Strauss & Co, Lloyd's of London, the Londorday one, adopt all of the paraphernalia of being a
Stock Exchange, Philip Morris, RIB Mining, Jnembership organization.” Once the organization
Sainsbury (a major UK grocery store chain whicls running it could always be to converted to mem-
has followed Unilever’s lead in rejecting fish oilsbership, if that was wanted, whereas if it started
derived from “industrialized fishing” in Europeanout as a membership organization and proved to
waters... and will also buy only MSC-certified fisthe a mistake, it's a hell of a lot more difficult to
when it becomes available) and also the Worléverse that.”
Bank. The firm of Coopers & Lybrand is appar-
ently very, very good at what they do. Cost

During a lengthy telephone interview, RogeCoopers & Lybrand developed a cost budget to
Cooke, a Coopers & Lybrand partner in Londoraccompany their recommendations for MSC, al-
described key components of the firm’s recommethough the details were not made available. How-

dations for MSC. ever, Cooke offered some comments: “We've
costed the organization as we proposed it, and that
Suggested MSC Organizational Structure came out in the order of roughly two million

The firm has recommended that the MSC shoufgbunds gear. However, one of the points we made
have a “small office of around 20 people” run by aery strongly is that we don’t know whether the rev-
Director who would report to a Board of Direcenue generating potential capacity of the logo, plus
tors. The Board would include 12 to 15 membexghatever grants and donations one could get a hold
from various constituency groups, including enaf, is going to sustain that sort of organization.”
vironmental groups and the fishing industries, andHowever, Cooke stressed that the basis for pric-
be supported by a series of subcommittees. Thasg and charging for the certification process and
subcommittees would address MSC policy issuego-seal would mandate the development of a full
as related to fishery management, marketing, usebafsiness plan.
the MSC logo, and internal aspects of the organiza-
tion such as financial aratiministrative programs. MSC Image

In addition to this basic structure, Coopers &ooke stated, “We’'ve been extremely encouraged
Lybrand suggests the creation of a ‘consultative fay the purposeful and focused way in which
rum,’ roughly 25 to 30 people in all, to provide wideUnilever and WWF have set about the MSC task.
representation of constituency groups. This forutvet they agree it would be appropriate to slightly
would serve to challenge, stimulate, advise and aswer their own profile and bring in others to work
sist the Board “into doing it's job properly, and inwith them in taking this initiative forward. They
making complex decisions.” However, the Board iwant MSC to be seen as a real partnership with
the Coopers & Lybrand vision would not be formallfishermen, owners of fishing fleets, processors, and
accountable to the suggested consultative forum.major retailers within the relevant market. They
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want the name Unilever gradually to fade frorscale advertising campaigns on it's own account.
the picture. I'm sure Unilever will back it fromIt's going to have to run on others, who are inter-
behind, but they don’t want it to be seen as ested in maximizing their sales or maximizing their
Unilever initiative.” share of voice in some way, to make the running
Furthermore, “I think a similar kind of consid-for it. And that should happen if the proposition is
eration applies in WWF's thinking. WWF does nosufficiently imaginative and interesting.”
want this new entity to be seen as the creature ofinally, Cooke himself is obviously very excited
the environmental lobby.” Cooke also seemed taver the eco-label concept in general. “The power
feel that FSC’s image has born the consequenadghat proposition is that it is the end customers,
of becoming more associated with environmentabting with their pocket, that actually exerts eco-
groups than with producers. nomic leverage all the way back up the value chain.
In terms of day-to-day image, MSC’s succesko the point of it actually impacts on individual
will require a major public communications profisheries, via the certification process.”
gram. “We see public communications to be quiteWhat about the implications of disrupting world
fundamental to all of this. However, much of thatrade? Cooke responds with “I’'m aware that is an
communication would need to be managed by tigsue. Um, it's not an issue that we have directly
fish processors and retailers, and potentially enaddressed ourselves, but an issue that the organi-
ronmental groups, such as WWEF, rather than lzation will have to grapple with when it gets up
MSC itself. The Council just simply won't have aand running.”
budget which allows it to engage in heavy large-

Forest Stewardship Council

WHEN CHARLES, THE PRINCE OF WALES, to do things a bit differently when preparing to
wished to cut down trees from the Duchy of Corradd an extension to the sprawling, rented home
wall woodlands, he first contacted the British Soitear the shores of Lake Geneva. “The 40 million
Association and had the Royal forests inspect&iss franc ($33 million) project, linking 11 an-
and certified according to Forest Stewardshipex villas and their underground garages to the
Council standards. The certification process immain home, had been blocked after neighbours and
volved mapping the woodlands to highlight imthe Swiss branch of the World Wildlife Fund pro-
portant landscape, wildlife and archaeology aredssted that trees were being cleared in the adjacent
the development of a policy statement which irwood,” Reuter news service reported. However,
cluded health, safety and pollution control plansUnder [a new] accord, four of the villas which
and the creation of an overall forest managemenere to be built in place of a grove of trees will
plan. After obtaining the necessary approval fromot be constructed.”
the Soil Association and paying the necessary cerKings and Princes aside, the Forest Stewardship
tification fees, the Prince then had some of his tre€suncil certification-and-labeling (C&L) scheme
cut down and hauled away with horses to avolths been hailed by some consumers, retailers and
disturbing the area with heavy logging machinery.environmentalists as the ultimate solution to the
The Duchy’s forester for Cornwall, Geraintglobal deforestation crisis. It is comforting for
Richards, told the British press that the entire prosemeone in England, for example, to purchase a
ess was surprisingly problem-free, noting “We hapiece of furniture made with assurances that the
to look at everything from local employment policysource tree was not hacked out of an endangered
and public access to herbicide use, which speciesn forest. FSC C&L, or other programs like it,
to plant, and where to mow rides and open ouatay be particularly useful in some third-world
clearings for butterflies,” says Richards. “It wagountries lacking adequate conservation laws.
hard work, but that was because we compressetdhe Council is currently organized as an inde-
the whole exercise into a few months. The truth gendent, non-profit association of voting members
that everything we did needed doing anyway.” based out of Oaxaca, Mexico. The membership is
Yet King Fahd of Saudi Arabia reportedly wantedivided into economic, social and environmental
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“chambers” for voting purposes. According to théhey want to know where each tree came from,
FSC membership application guide, “The Ecasocialistic countries with resources on public lands
nomic Chamber includes organizations and indirave the advantage. We also believe the best land
viduals with a commercial interest in commerciateeds intensive management, an agricultural ap-
forest product organizations. Examples are: emroach along with consideration to disease con-
ployees, certification bodies, industry and tradiol, pest control and fire control, and yet WWF
associations, wholesalers, retailers, traders, camants ‘natural management’ only.”
sumer associations, and consulting companies..These industry concerns are also shared by some
the Social Chamber is meant for indigenous ogovernments. For example, the US Department of
ganizations and social movements which have &ommerce Global Export Market office acknowl-
active interest in environmentally viable foreseédges that some Dutch government officials share
stewardship. The Environmental Chamber is limeoncerns over various aspects of FSC’s C&L strat-
ited to: non-profit, non-governmental organizaegy. One 12/07/95 report states “According to our
tions [NGOs] with a demonstrated commitmentontacts, the Dutch Environment Ministry has
to environmentally appropriate, socially beneficighdopted a system developed by the Coopers and
and economically viable forest stewardship.” Lybrand consultancy group, on ways to track down
Records provided on the FSC website (http:dhipments of tropical timber as soon as they cross
www.fscoax.org/) 58 individuals and 199 organithe Dutch border. This certification system has
zations from 41 countries, categorized as ecbecome operational but, since there is hardly any
nomic, social and environmental members. THsustainably produced’ timber available, it is not
membership boasts a handful of well-recogniza@ally effective... officials also pointed out the dif-
organizations such as IKEA, Home Depot, thiculties in defining such a certification, as well as
United Methodist Church, WWF (17 separatéhe fact that many wood products are an amalga-
branches), Greenpeace (6 branches), Friends of thation of different woods from different sources.”
Earth (4 branches), Sierra Club (2 branches), andhe document also summarized the economic
the Rainforest Action Network (an offshoot oimpact of FSC as: “Our MEA contacts said they
Earth Island Institute, engineer of the dolphin/tunaere not happy with the ‘Heart for Wood’ cam-
and turtle/shrimp labels). paign, an initiative by Dutch environmental organi-
Some problems and concerns have popped zgtions. The campaign commits signatories to use
since the establishment of Council in 1993, mosthynly timber produced in sustainably managed for-
relating to the 10-item list of FSC standards arebkts. The environmental organizations have en-
criteria, costs of certification and the overall efeouraged consumers to buy only tropical timber
fect of C&L on international trade. products carrying a certification developed by the
As one US industry representative explainedinternationally operating Forest Stewardship
“WWEF wants to trace the origin of every singleCouncil (FSC). So far, 148 local and 6 provincial
tree before allowing certification. This is a probgovernments, 67 project developers, 139 housing
lem because our members buy from differemorporations, and 3 large do-it-yourself stores have
sources on both public and private properties. Tesigned the declaration. According to the Dutch
of thousands of private properties produce wodikssociation of Timber Traders, imports of tropi-
we buy. To become FSC certified, each propertal timber into the Netherlands have dropped by
owner would therefore need to pay for auditors @0 percent in the past five years, mainly as a result
come in, inspect the property, write a report... it &f the ‘heart for wood’ campaign. According to
impossible to expect each small landowner to pélye association, the campaign has resulted in a
such expenses while remaining competitive.” turnover loss of 250 million guilders and a loss of
He continued, “In Europe there is no old growtmany jobs in the Netherlands as well as in the third
left at all, after 2,000 years they only have youngorld. The association recently urged local gov-
forests — mostly on public lands. In US we havernments not to sign the declaration and has also
old growth with many privately owned forests. Théaunched a large advertising campaign against the
same set of FSC standards would apply ev&GOs.”
though our situations are very different. Because
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Conclusion

IN SHORT, ECO-LABELING programs like MSC anything less than small-scale production, no mat-
add yet another layer of requirements, costs, atet how responsible and sustainable larger ventures
hoops to jump through on top of existing govermnay be. It seems obvious that when a company
ment regulations and conservation initiatives. Imoluntarily elects to participate programs like
the end one has to ask, what is the real advant&g8C, it is the same as validating the role of Green
of struggling for a “stamp of approval” from WWFOverlords — and by default, their preservationist
or any other mainstream environmental groupgampaigns and protest/fundraising tactics — while
Particularly when many of them openly and loudlgismissing sustainable-use government mandates
support the non-consumptive-use doctrine whikes inadequate. It is therefore important to ask
attacking the so-called “commercial exploitationvhether these are the messages that resource pro-
of our precious resources”? In reviewing the trackiders and your company would like to broadcast
records and advocacy-campaigns of Big Greerts,the consuming public.

it becomes clear that they will not be satisfied with
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