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1.1 Risk culture and eco-standards

We live in a risk culture. People are increasingly faced with news about potentially negative consequences of genetically modified products, contaminations of food, over-fishing, clear-felling of forests, loss of biodiversity, climate change, chemical pollution, as well as many other environmental and health-related risks. As a response to these widespread concerns – and to a partial lack of public trust in existing policies and regulatory arrangements – politicians, state agencies, social movement organisations, business actors, and consumers are increasingly engaged in finding and developing new market-based and consumer-oriented instruments. Ordinary citizens express political concerns through more active consumer choices, either by boycotting products or by ‘buycotting’, that is, consciously choosing environmentally and/or socially friendly products. A great number of voluntary instruments – eco-standards – are introduced on the market with regard to environmental concern among consumers: eco-labels, stewardship certificates, voluntary negotiated agreements, green mutual funds, environmental management systems, environmental declarations, codes of conducts, reporting standards, and even certain trademarks with an eco-friendly profile. There appears to be a general agreement among political and other actors across the ideological spectrum in several countries that such instruments are useful and powerful for dealing with environmental problems, or at least for dealing with public worries about them. 

Instead of a priori subscribing to, or rejecting, the general idea of green consumerism, this book draws upon several years of empirical and theoretical research to analyse the practical tools of green consumerism with a particular focus on green labels (including eco-labels, stewardship certificates, green mutual funds, and green trademarks). 

In light of the many knowledge uncertainties and ideological diversities involved in green labelling and green consumerism, we are interested in why – and how – such green instruments are produced, introduced, debated, and – in effect – what preconditions they offer in terms of a ‘greening’ and ‘democratisation’ of society. With green labels, we refer to markers, which are presented to consumers or professional purchasers, and which are assumed to help distinguish environmentally beneficial consumer choices from ‘conventional’ ones. 

Rather than focusing on consumers on the ’front-stage’, in their decision-making process, on their knowledge and awareness of the tools, we investigate processes on the ‘back-stage’, behind the final label that is placed on the product or service. The chief objective of this book is to analyze and discuss the conditions, opportunities, and dilemmas of such labelling processes specifically, and green consumerism and the setting of eco-standards more in general. The focus is on the supply side, that is, on the development of instruments for green (political) consumerism, as well as the relation between production and consumption. The book is based on comparisons of labelling projects in different sectors: forestry, paper products, fishery, organic foods, genetically modified foods, green/ethical funds, and green electricity. Particular focus is maintained on labelling in two countries: Sweden, as a nation and as part of the broader EU-context, and the US, with several examples from other countries as well. Labelling practices are analyzed in their organizational, regulatory, political, and transnational contexts, which we claim are crucial context for assessing the potential of green consumerism.

This introductory chapter will provide the reader with a presentation of the problem of green consumerism and information instruments aimed at concerned consumers. Moreover, this chapter will give an overview of the rest of the book

1.2 Between Science and Politics

Labels are categorical claims.  With some exceptions, they state that labelled products are better for the environment, for the health, for animal welfare, for social justice, and so forth, than competing, ‘conventional’ products. Such claims need to be legitimized by reference to authoritative knowledge claims. Authoritative knowledge statements are typically provided by science. Yet, when green labels are initiated with an explicit critique of both conventional industrial production and the conventional scientific knowledge production that it relies on; these ‘productions’ are in such a context often seen as the bases of the very risks and environmental destruction have that led to labelling demands. Labelling initiators therefore hold far from an unconditional trust in science, but rather a reflexive attitude to scientific knowledge as well as to industrial production. In addition, there are many other knowledgeable actors – social movements, consumers, producers, industry players, public officials, and marketing actors – who claim a right to influence the labelling and standardisation processes based on their experience and practical knowledge. Even further, they claim rights to influence the processes not only with their knowledge and experiences, but also with their values, interests, and political ideologies. As we shall see, knowledge and values are not easily separated, for the actor aiming at influence, or to us as analysts and researchers. Yet, as we discuss later in the book, this type of common ‘juxtaposition’ should not always be regarded as a failure, but as a typical and important trait of environmental policymaking. 

An intriguing challenge of this book is thus to shed light on patterns for how the tools of green consumerism are created and negotiated within a broad continuum between science and politics; labelling and standards are based neither on strictly scientific results nor on normative and unsubstantial opinions without ambitions to be related to some kind of facts. This feature places the object of this book in an epistemic dilemma similar to that of many other policy issues that concern the environment and health: How should policies surrounding green consumerism be understood and treated vis à vis the epistemic pole of, on the other hand, (A) objective, ‘purely scientific’ knowledge, and, on the other hand, (B) judgemental relativism of political arbitrariness? As is implied above, the book rejects both these positions. 

A main idea of this book is to develop a new perspective of the relation between eco-standards and consumers, particularly with regard to green consumer concern, participation, and trust in the green tools that are available to the consumers. Our working hypothesis has been that there is a discrepancy between what is presented to consumers on the front stage (through categorical and over-simplistic ecological messages) and what is actually taking place on the back-stage (where the eco-standards are created and negotiated). The book discusses to what extent a bridging of such a gap would have ecological and democratic advantages. The simple, unreserved consumer trust in experts, which is associated with (A) the knowledge objectivist view, is likely to be unproductive since labelling schemes are not strictly scientific, and since they demand democratic input about value-based green priorities. Also, treating green labelling schemes as ‘purely scientific knowledge reflectors’ is highly likely to be unveiled as incorrect by the reflexive public of our late modern society. This may in turn lead to an excessive public distrust in the eco-standards, including their ecologically sound parts (Klintman, 2002; cf. Power 1997). Such excessive distrust is also a natural consequence of the opposite epistemic treatment of labelling schemes, namely (B) the judgemental relativist view of the standards as completely ‘political’ and arbitrary. Again, excessive distrust in the scientific and organisational potential of green labelling schemes and other eco-policies may be democratically and ecologically harmful (due to the consumer passivity and ‘learned helplessness’ that is often associated with such excessive distrust). 

Still, we believe there are ways to deal with this problematic polarity.  A ‘way out’ that is developed through this book is that ecologically and democratically effective green consumerism – if that is what is called for – requires that its tools (and the policy procedures behind them) be designed, modified, and informed about in ways that stimulate a third type of trust relationship among consumers and other stakeholders. We call this a reflective trust. In short, reflective trust is a more ‘mature’ trust, where consumers and other stakeholders acknowledge the inherent knowledge fallibility, ideological diversity, and political priorities of environmental policies. Reflective trust is a trust in that the standards are improvable, and that consumers and a vide group of stakeholders are needed in these processes of continuous modification – as individuals and as members of organisations. 

Trust always involves degrees of confidence, commitment, faith, and reliance; but Giddens (1990, 1991) also maintains that we can make the decision to trust based on the intrinsic reflexivity of modernity, which “refers to the susceptibility of most aspects of social activity, and material relations with nature, to chronic revision in light of new information or knowledge” (1991:20). There are accordingly different degrees of reflection in (mis)trust relationships. Trust may be based on more or less information, doubts, beliefs, reflections, communications, knowledge, and experiences. Although the ability among late modern people to develop reflective trust might be better than ever (because of individualisation, detraditionalisation, etc; see below), we nevertheless suspect much vulnerability among people by sticking to a kind of ‘simple trust’ that is not far from blind confidence or learned ignorance. Perhaps Giddens takes reflexivity too much as given, thus making him avoid developing many intriguing research question about what constitute barriers and opportunities for the development of a reflective trust that entails an active and constructive engagement in struggles towards improving such schemes or towards seeking better alternatives. In this book we ask how abstract systems such as labelling schemes, may facilitate various types of trust (or scepticism) among both end consumers and participating stakeholders.

1.3 Democracy through labelling?

Information, trust, and reflexivity with regards to instruments aimed at stimulating a more conscious consumerism can hardly be analysed without placing the issue in the contexts of democracy, deliberation and participation of the public. What similarities and differences can be found between instruments of more traditional democratic participation (the right to demonstrate, vote, etc.) and tools of political and ethical consumerism? Furthermore, the need to make explicit what criteria various actors see for “successful” instruments towards political consumerism makes it relevant to turn to  political theories of deliberation and participation: Given the disagreements, knowledge modifications over time, and frame dynamics that may appear surrounding green labelling schemes, on what democratic criteria could such policy processes and discourses be judged? Here we argue that different categories within theories of deliberative democracy (e.g., Dryzek, 2001; Hajer & Wagenaar, 2003) may be fruitfully compared with rhetoric and practices of our new green labelling schemes, something that will be done in subsequent chapters. Political consumerism has both a supply and a demand side. The supply side entails the creation of tools for political consumption, such as eco- or fair-trade labelling. The demand side includes all actors that choose to procure or purchase certain products – and to avoid other products – for political reasons. Both sides ought to be taken into account in analyses of how political consumerism is related to democracy. The following five key aspects of democracy will be given particular attention in this book, with regard to political consumerism: 

(a) Representation: What groups are included in, and excluded from the developments and criteria setting of tools of political consumerism.

(b) Participation: Is political consumerism a manifestation of an increased and deepened participation in politics or is political consumerism rather a version of a shallow, “fast” democracy (as in direct democracy through certain referenda, “touch-tone democracy”, etc)?

(c) Deliberative, communicative, and discursive democracy: To what extent do the actors and organizations involved in standards for political consumerism discuss, learn from one another, and make agreements, in light of new information that has emerged within the discussions? And to what extent do the debates take place between strong stakeholders, such as representatives of the industry, public agencies, NGOs and researchers, something which raises issues of the breadth of the deliberations? 
(d) Responsibility and accountability: Tools for political consumerism are constructed and negotiated in horizontal networks. Who, in such diffuse networks, may be held accountable for the environmental or social criteria if these turn out to be insufficient, or if they scare many consumers away from the products, and so forth? 

(e) Efficiency and output: What can be concluded about consequences of political consumerism (currently and in the future) in terms of environmental, health-related, social, cultural and political effects?

1.4 Solving environmental problems through the market?

What is the potential of green labelling as regards reductions of various environmental problems (i.e., the ‘substantive’ potential)? To be sure, we, as social scientists, are not trained to analyse, and draw firm conclusions about, policy instrument’s specific, ecological consequences. Yet, we may approach this question by investigating how social structures, processes, and actions may hinder or facilitate reflection, dialogue, activism, and political collaboration around environmental problems. It is difficult for a single organisation to know what is best for dealing with environmental problems (from all angles) and for designing solutions. Environmental problems 

· are manifest and interrelated at many different levels, 

· are stretched in time and space, 

· have both physical and social causes, and

· involve intricate patterns of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. 

On this basis, several scholars have argued for a more inclusive environmental policy-making (e.g. Lafferty & Meadowcroft 1996; Mol et al., 2000; Tatenhove et al., 2000, Pellizzoni 2004). Through constructive dialogue, reflection, negotiation, and compromise, groups with different concerns, knowledge and experiences may be able to shed light on different aspects of the problem and stimulate reflection and responsive measures to be taken. Labelling is interesting in this respect because it involves a great array of groups in the policy-making (Boström 2006a).  

However, labelling also takes place within a market setting. Can such problems as overfishing, biodiversity loss in forests, and discharge of chemical substances in agriculture really be solved or dealt with through the employment of the very same market practices and principles that are part of problems in the first place? 

The introduction of green labelling is often motivated by the failure of traditional state regulation to tackle environmental problems (Bendell 2000; Cashore et al. 2004); but as a market-based approach it certainly has its own problems. These include 

· unpredictability (due to market fluctuations), 

· free-riding (i.e., ’why should I pay more for labelled products as other consumers don’t do so’?), 

· reliance on voluntary compliance, hence it is difficult or impossible for authorities to enforce durable and extensive implementation, and 

· dependence on a stability of public opinion with a significant share of green political consumers, who are willing to demand labelled products or boycotting non-labelled products. 

At an abstract level, all environmental messages addressed to someone within the economic sub-system must be communicated in economic terms. Environmental communication must thus take into account a market structure which is fundamentally based on competition for exchange opportunities (Swedberg 1994). Green ideas must be communicated as economically relevant (by taking into account profits, costs, payments, productivity, and competitive advantage etc.). The environmental interest must be expressed through the products and services that the company sells on the market. Applied to green labelling, it is clear that it relies on economic values such as price premiums, market access, and competitive advantage, or preventing economic decline, loss of market share, and possible negative boycott campaigns that damage corporate reputation (e.g. Bendell 2000; Cashore et al. 2004). Still, ecology includes so much more than these factors. For example, the notion of the ecological is often conceived of in global and extremely long-range terms (cf. MacNaghten & Urry 1998) while companies must rely on existing technology and natural resources. They may profit and gain competitive advantage on long-term thinking but they must also be able to sell something ‘here’ and ‘now’. Moreover, environmental issues, such as organic agriculture, are often framed in holistic terms, but have to be dissected into component parts – for instance through standardisation – in order to be practicable in a market. This necessarily implies a degree of reductionism (Allen & Kovach 2000; Barham 2002). The dynamics of the marketplace forces the labelled practice to be economically efficient, and this pressure may combat some of the ideals and values that once motivated its very establishment. 

An essential characteristic of green labelling, which we have many reasons to come back to in this book, is that the labelling is based on symbolic differentiation, through which green-labelled products are distinguished from “conventional products”. Differentiation is essential for the identity construction of the labelling programme, while different actors have different motives and arguments for the differentiation (see chapter three). At the same time the labelling strategy has to fit in with existing market and industry structures – including the chains of production and distribution – in order to enable market penetration (if not an entirely new infrastructure is to be built up). This double need for differentiation and integration is likely to cause tensions and contradictions (Allen & Kovach 2000; Raynolds 2000; Guthman 2004). There is always a risk that the space for alternative trade, which was opened up by social movements, will be subverted by profit-seeking corporations that appropriate the values added by the labels, without adhering to the movements’ underlying social and environmental values (Raynolds 2000). 

Given these observations, it is clear that we should be a bit cautious and not on beforehand echo the promises and hopes around green consumerism that are disseminated from various policy-actors. Yet, much of the literature on labelling assumes that green values, norms, and ideas channelled through green labelling indeed can matter and make a difference, both in terms of green adaptation and democracy. This has to do with both economic and non-economic factors. 

Firstly, it is not self-evident what environmental or social considerations and measures are economically viable, so that they lead to profit, competitive advantage, long-term survival, and so forth. There is always an space open for interpretation, with many competing options regarding what is the best pathway for a company. An open discursive space on how to interpret economic circumstances does not only lead to internal definitional and political struggles within companies (Prakash 2000) but can simultaneously open up political space for social movements, citizens, consumers, media, and other external stakeholders to disseminate powerful ideas, for example expressed in  green labelling. There are many ways in which social movements can provide added economic value to a company on the basis of green ideas and values (see e.g. Waddel 2000). 

Secondly, non-economic institutions have always had an impact on economic institutions. Accordingly, Elisabeth Barham (2002:350) maintains that what she calls ‘values-based labeling’ brings about a partial shift from competitive to cooperative norms as a basis for market exchange, and that moral and ethical convictions may gain a stronger foothold in market practices. She draws on Polanyi’s theory of embeddedness and his notion that real markets – rather than the abstract, unfiltered, encompassing market in the neoclassical economic perspective – have historically been embedded in systems of norms and institutions. In this line of thinking, market transactions are never entirely free – and should not be – from religious, ethical, political, and ideological thinking and influence, since market transactions are carried out by interacting human beings and organizations (cf. Granovetter 1992; Garsten & Lindh de Montoya 2004).

Third, the introduction of labelling might have effects far beyond the operation of single businesses in the market arena. The introduction of labelling may stimulate more general ideas, dialogues and reflections on how to make any practice more environmentally or socially sustainable. Labels may refer to new visions of practices, by being based on systematic and co-ordinated experience and knowledge about such practices. Still, the result may not only be the label itself and its directly related certified practices. The label can also be seen and used as a model – a good example – that relates to a much broader field of politics and policy-making that help to create pathways towards sustainability. Likewise, labelling agents and stakeholders can use their voices in such politics, thus contributing their knowledge, experiences, and interests that have been developed through their involvement in labelling. 

It would seem odd to speak against the assumption that debates and broad dialogue among actors representing different interests, values, and ideas, have a potential constructive role in dealing with environmental problems through the market channel. Yet, we also believe that it matters substantially for the outcome how such debates, dialogues, and reflections are conducted. For this reason we also examine the policy context, the organizing, and the framing processes surrounding labelling schemes. Such context and process factors are introduced further below in this chapter. But first, in the next section, we introduce a central agent in the analysis of green political consumerism: the concerned public. We aim at comparing and contrasting a model of concerned consumer with the green consumer tools that are provided to these consumers. Is there a general mismatch between concerned consumption and production, between demand and supply of green consumer tools and goods? Do policy-makers within labelling activities develop a simplistic view on consumers (such as being overly autonomous and rational; cf. Cohen & Murphy 2001). In the concluding chapter, we get back to the issue that was introduced above: the potential for dealing with environmental matters through a market-based approach with the use of labelling. 

1.5 The concerned public: political consumerism, trust, and reflexivity

Political consumerism refers to the idea that many late modern consumers express non-economic values (e.g., around human rights, animal rights, global solidarity, and environmental responsibility) through the market arena, for instance through boycotting or ‘buycotting’ (i.e., positively choosing) certain products and producers (Micheletti, 2003; Micheletti et al. 2004; Sørensen, 2004; Boström et al. 2005; Klintman & Boström 2006b). Political consumerism can be seen as an example of ‘individualistic collective action’, in contrast to “collectivist collective action” (Micheletti 2003), which in turn refers to traditional patterns of political participation within nation-state representative democratic structures. The latter are ‘frequently viewed as time-consuming, limiting in terms of individual expression, and lacking a sense of urgency’ (2003:24). Instead, people look for more flexible, spontaneous, everyday channels to express engagement and responsibility surrounding various issues. Political parties are seen to be inert and as having difficulties in integrating new problems in their ideologies and actions. People express their political views and identities by choosing green mutual funds, organic food, and fair trade-labelled clothes; they make political statements by making trips to eco-tourism-labelled localities; and many people – such as vegans and vegetarians – have reform of modern food production in mind as they avoid entire product categories.

The initiation of tools such as green labels can be considered a dimension of political consumerism (Micheletti 2003; Micheletti et al. 2004; Boström et al. 2005), or an expression of political participation, or part of sub-politics (Beck, 1992) – and this is how green labels are conceived throughout this book. The political nature of labelling projects can, for instance, be noticed in their introduction. The growth of organic production, for example, that has led to organic labelling in several industrialised countries was based on a general criticism of conventional, industrialised, large-scale agricultural production, and to a degree even as a criticism of capitalist market exchange as such (e.g. Raynolds 2000). Yet, in order to fully grasp the relation between the production and consumption of green consumerist tools we need to develop an understanding of the individuals that – often or only occasionally – are engaged in buycutting or boycotting products. It is not assumed here that the demand for political consumerist tools is a simple reflection of the supply of the tools, or vice versa. There may be a gap between supply and demand. We will first briefly present some previous result from quantitative and qualitative research on the demand-side of green political consumerism. This followed by a discussion of some problems in the social scientific attempts to get a clear picture of green consumers. 

1.5.1 Who?

One stream in this emerging literature investigates what consumer groups are active through this kind of political participation. The literature on political consumerism or citizen-consumers generally contends that the conscious and active consumer on the market place (i.e., those who consider political, ethical, and environmental aspects when choosing products) are more likely to be found among well-educated, middle-class women (especially mothers), between 20 and 60 years old, with relatively good income, and who lives in cities in Northwestern Europe or in North America (e.g. Goul Andersen & Tobiasen 2004; Halkier 2004; Kennedy 2004; Tobiasen 2005; Micheletti & Stolle 2005; Strømsnes, 2005). The literature also indicates a positive trend in that an increasing number of people consciously boycott or buycott products for political and ethical reasons (Tobiasen 2005; Micheletti & Stolle, 2005). 

While some scholars are interested in explaining this growing phenomenon or the observed variation (e.g., Gilg et al. 2005), our aim is rather to understand some important implications of some of the observations (see below about the notion on “well-educated” political consumers). Two observations from three recent surveys (Tobiasen 2005; Micheletti & Stolle 2005; Strømsnes, 2005) are particularly important for developing some initial ideas about the relationship between the supply and demand of political consumerist tools. 

The first observation is that the people categorised as political consumers are also more interested in politics in general. Accordingly, it is not people who are very pessimistic and blasé towards traditional political institutions that are engaged in political consumerism, which is sometimes indicated (cf., Harrison et al, 2005). The relationship is rather cumulative. People with an interest in politics are also interested in politics in the market arena. They have a more positive attitude than non-political consumers towards the effectiveness of both traditional political participation, such as activities in political parties, as they have in political consumerist activities. Political consumerism is seen as a supplement among these people. Qualitative research reveals that traditional channels may still be seen as important to many people, but also as clogged up and boring, and it is difficult for citizens to identify themselves with the parties (Sörbom 2002). Concerned citizens are sceptical of political authorities; but they are not apathetic, do not feel powerlessness, and they do not despise politicians (Möller 2000). Those that are apathetic and disdainful do not engage in politics at all – neither on traditional arenas nor on market arenas. Political consumers are somewhat more oriented towards the left, but the connection is not strong statistically; they vote for all parties. Hence, political consumers are neither solely neo-liberals with an unconditional trust in global market transactions nor just representing a radical ‘anti-globalisation’ and ‘anti-capitalist’ movement. 

The second observation is that the general group of political consumers trust certain mainstream political institutions (WTO, EU, World Bank) less than do non-political consumers. On the other hand, political consumers trust consumer organisations (e.g., Swedish Consumer Agency, International Consumer Organizations,) more than what non-political consumers do (Micheletti & Stolle 2005:154-156). Both groups evaluate the UN positively, but political consumers more so. The two groups evaluate the Swedish Cabinet similarly (slightly positive). The strongest difference is in their valuation of global protest movements. Whereas non-political consumers clearly see them as a negative societal force, political consumers are positively inclined towards them. Non-political consumers are fairly indifferent towards multi-national corporations whereas political consumers have a clearly negative attitude. Micheletti and Stolle conclude that political consumers are critical in orientation and take a critical stance on mainstream, established domestic political institutions: ‘The analysis also shows that political consumers are more trusting of institutions that have the issues of transparency and accountability of consumer goods and the corporate world on the agenda’ (Micheletti & Stolle 2005:156). Tobiasen (2005) report similar results, ‘political consumers are slightly less inclined to accept authority’, but what really distinguish political consumers is not that they are more critical and sceptical towards the institutionalised political system and its capacities, but rather their ‘governance-understanding of politics, and that they perceive of themselves as sub-politicians, that is, as playing an active role in (global) politics where they assume a responsibility to attempt to deal with risks’ (Tobiasen 2005:137). 

The implications of these observations are that we have to think of concerned consumers not as merely passive recipients at the end of either the production chain or information chain. The studies indicate that concerned consumers are, in relative terms, politically active, and at least to some extent reflectively trusting authorities and expert systems. We will shortly get back to these points. 

1.5.2 Uncertainty and ambivalence

Important indications are provided from these surveys, but also it is still healthy to be slightly cautious when interpreting tendencies. Despite indications of reflexivity, it is important to note that the extensive studies say little about the consumer’s thoughts, assumptions, and reflections about the tools as such. They simply act as though eco-labels, fair trade labels or similar kinds of arrangements resonate with the identities, hopes, and political sentiments of consumers. 

It is especially interesting to elaborate on the positive correlation that several studies have indicated between high formal education and political consumerism. Our interpretation is that well-educated people are trained and stimulated to follow the flow of information, codes, and symbols that are disseminated from media and experts, and communicated in official debates. The more we live in a “knowledge society,” “information society” or even “post-industrial society” (e.g. Nowotny et al. 2001), the more important it becomes for individuals to be able to handle – and select among – an enormous amount of information, codes, and signs. Thus. to be able to see and define one’s own practices as political and ethical may require some familiarity with political discourses, such as feminist theory and green thinking. Not everybody may be able to translate slogans such as “the private realm is political” and “think globally, act locally” into everyday practices. Journalists, religious leaders, teachers, and environmental movement leaders are examples of actors that help to explain to people that they actually can play important roles and contribute to social change through consumer choice. This presupposes that the individual holds a sense of imagined global community (cf., Halkier 2004; Holzer 2005). People with less of formal education may perhaps be less inclined to define ‘trivial’ consumer choices as political and ethical. 

Yet, well-educated people can also be the most ambivalent ones. Perhaps a painful experience for many people who have invested in knowledge is that the amount of contradicting “truths” multiplies (cf. Bauman 1991). Sociology of knowledge has since the first half of 20th century (e.g., Mannheim, 1936/1985) emphasised – with an increasing intensity – that knowledge is not absolute, but rather dependent on the complex interactions between science, politics, and everyday life by which knowledge is produced in our contemporary risk society (Beck, 1995, Nowotny et al. 2001). 

People demanding green products are seldom fully confident that their actions are environmentally friendly in any complete way. They believe – or rather hope – that their actions are steps ahead on the right track. Qualitative research on green consumption and everyday politics has effectively revealed the uncertainties and ambivalence of individuals’ reasoning (Sörbom, 2002; Halkier 2001, 2004). Many people indeed see channels in their everyday life where they may express political attitudes, far detached from traditional, state-centred politics. An increasing number of consumers conceive consumption as an open, sub-political space (Sörbom 2002). They feel a responsibility to do something for the environment and for (other) social virtues; but they are most uncertain about the results of their own actions. It is difficult to know exactly what the problems are, and what is true and false in different problem definitions (through contradicting narratives). Moreover, even if there were a common understanding of what the problems are, ambivalence would remain concerning the most efficient means for dealing with the problems adequately (Klintman, 2006 forthcoming). 

The same individual can express confidence in the supplied tools, and at the same time genuine uncertainty: ‘All right, you can choose organic goods and then … say a quiet prayer that it’s OK’ (woman, quotation from Halkier 2004:231). Halkier concludes that ‘[a]mbivalence is the pervasive feature of consumers’ constructions of their own roles as risk-handlers’ (Halkier 2004:240). There are two sides of the coin here. On the one hand, the capacity of individuals has been strengthened historically by de-traditionalisation, secularisation, increased level of education among broad layers of the population, technological development, globalisation, increased gender equality, political modernisation, and so forth (Giddens 1990, 1991; Beck 1992; Nowotny et al. 2001). People become more reflexive, and are better equipped to think critically and to question authorities. On the other hand, as society becomes more complex, risky, differentiated; people become more dependent on expert systems (Giddens 1990, 1991). People need more and more advice about how to live their lives in order to make better choices, but face dilemmas as they get contradictory advice from various experts (Höijer et al. 2005). Contradictory advice in turn leads to a demand for – and thus supply of – further advice; and so the spiral goes on (Bauman 1991). 

This double picture of the societal development can easily be found in qualitative studies on green political consumption, in in-depth interviews with people. Green labels are one kind of instrument (created and operated in an expert system) that concerned people can choose to use and trust, or not. Consider again the respondents in the survey that can choose between “high trust,” “do not know,” “distrust”, or “mistrust”. How can subtle variations in people’s senses of uncertainty and ambivalence be detected in such studies? Actually, political consumers perhaps choose eco- or fair-trade labels because they do not know what else to choose to “do the right thing.” Perhaps they do not know what who else to trust on the market but the actors that are involved in labelling and certification: “Then I probably by KRAV-labelled [Swedish organic food label] and Green Keyhole [a Swedish health label] despite that they are really not so much to trust in, but I mean, what should one trust in?” (Quotation of retired woman, from Sörbom 2004:38; our translation). 

In official discussions about labelling and other consumer tools this side of consumer power is ignored. Policy makers tend to see one side of the coin – that environmental consciousness and individual responsibility are strengthened – but ignore the other side – people’s uncertainties and ambivalence. 

1.5.3 The average concerned consumer 

In this book we examine an image of the segment of the general public that could be labelled ”concerned consumers,” within which many are likely to be engaged in political consumerist activities. We can see from previous studies that these consumers are quite heterogeneous regarding their motives and thoughts about green products. Much of the literature provides nice typologies of various consumers (Nordic Council of Ministers 2001; Halkier 2004; Worcester & Dawkins 2005; see also chapters 3 and 8 in this book). Yet, we are interested in flushing out some common grounds among concerned consumers. Our reason for doing this is to compare such a model of the ‘average’ concerned consumer with the ambitions, framings, and green consumer tools that are provided to this consumer. Is there a general mismatch between concerned consumption and production, between demand and supply of green consumer tools and goods? 

Let us see where the narrative so far has led us. The average political consumer is 

Reflexive: (s)he is well educated, interested in politics, sceptical – but not disdainful –towards authorities. The average political consumer is prepared to revise her or his own previous thoughts and choices in light of new information, although the political consumerist behaviour involves a certain degree of routine. 

Ambivalence and uncertainty: s(he) has the capacity to choose on various bases, is educated in abstract thinking, drilled to make rational choices, and receptive to new information; but she cannot in a fundamental sense know for certain if her choices really are a step ahead on the right track. S(he) begins to question if there really is such a single right track as elite policy actors now and then try to convince her about. 

Capacity for reflective trust: s(he) may consciously choose whom to trust; (s)he admits that some authorities have to carry out the standardisation, although these can very well be non-state authorities. The average political consumer seldom trusts anyone without reservations; it is not blind trust, although public bodies and well-known voluntary organisations are preferable to corporations. Yet, she does not have the time, motivation, energy, knowledge, and so forth,. to scrutinize the authorities, including non-state authorities that she has chosen to trust. 
Yet, one may find two poles of trust among concerned consumers.  On the one hand there are people who are likely to hold an “excessive” (to put it normatively), public distrust towards eco-standards, perhaps based on cynical reasoning or feelings of powerlessness. On the other hand we may find people likely to hold a simple, unreserved trust in experts and eco-standards. The latter category may lack the experience, knowledge, and communication with the suppliers of the tools. In addition, they may be part of a general policy climate, framing context,  and organizational conditions that create little room for alternative visions and reflection. The very same individual may move between such poles and general “views” depending on shifting circumstances: “Various attitudes of scepticism or antagonism towards abstract systems may coexist with a taken-for-granted confidence in others” (Giddens 1991:23). 

If our model of the reflexive, ambivalent, and uncertain consumer capable of developing reflective trust represents something important, we are intrigued to ask in this book: Is it really possible to reach people with simple and unambiguous tools, with adequate information? Do the labellers wrongly expect simple trust among consumers? If there is a mismatch between the labelling tools and the trust among consumers, is there also a threat to the long-term sustainability of the labelling instrument itself? How can green labels and other consumer-oriented tools be developed that better match this model of the individual actor? In chapter 8 and 9, we will return to these and related questions. 

To understand the link between production and consumption, we need to investigate the production of the tools, something that in turn requires that we explore and develop analytical concepts that surround three focal points. That is the issue in the next section and in four chapters (4-7).  

1.6 Three analytical focal points: Framing, Organizing, Policy Context. 

Analytically, we distinguish between 

- process factors, which include framing and organizing, and 

- context factors, which include political culture, existing regulatory arrangements, organizational landscape, and technology. 

Below, we briefly introduce the theories on which our conceptual framework is based. 

1.6.1 Framing 

Our analysis of labelling processes is influenced by the interpretive policy analysis which is interested in how ‘different discourses, definitions and questions lead to different policy prescriptions’ (Fischer, 2003:14). Within interpretive policy analysis, the so-called  frame analysis, is particularly useful for understanding debates, discussions and compromises in green labelling and standard setting. Debates about labelling and green product criteria can be conceived as conflicts within, or between, frames. The definition of framing that is provided by Martin Rein and Donald Schön (1993) is particularly instructive:  

[F]raming is a way of selecting, organizing, interpreting, and making sense of a complex real​ity to provide guideposts for knowing, analyzing, persuading, and acting. A frame is a perspective from which an amorphous, ill-defined, problematic situation can be made sense of and acted on (Rein & Schön 1993:146).  

Green labelling is a process in which uncertain, dispersed, and complex knowledge as well as diverging values and interests are translated to a simple and categorical label. Through this process of categorization, certain limited and manageable parts of reality are included whereas others are excluded as “irrelevant,” “extreme,” or by simply not being seen at all by the labelling actors.  

Frames can be widely shared among a great number of organizations or they can be more specific for a certain organization. Actors refer to frames that are common in the general environmental discourse, for example, biological diversity, sustainability, and the precautionary principle – frames that are collectively recognised and used as a reference in the communication about environmental issues. Thus, framing occurs in a discursive context (cf. Steinberg 1998; Triandafyllidou and Fotiou 1998), but organizations interpret them slightly differently and make specific combinations of frames. Vague frames, such as ‘sustainability’ need to be systematised and concretised by organizations so that they become coherent with organization-specific identities, activities, and priorities (Boström 2004). Green labelling organisations and networks may themselves have to create frames that guide the labelling process. Frame analysis, in contrast to certain traditions within discourse theory, accordingly pays attention to actors’ potentially active role in the construction of interpretative schemes (cf. Swidler 1986). Framing can indeed be an intentional, strategic and conscious activity, but it can also occur without much reflection on basic premises.  The policy analysts can use framing theory for analysing both the explicit frames that policy actors construct, and more implicit and hidden assumptions and understandings. 

In chapter four, we present four underlying aspirations within the framing process: frame resolution, boundary framing, frame extension, and frame reflection.  These aspirations are partly overlapping and they are related, but they may also conflict with each other. We choose to use the term ‘aspiration’ to avoid, on the one hand, a bias towards intentions (cf. terms such as ‘goals’ and ‘objectives’) while at the same time stressing the agency, thus avoiding connotations of pre-determined ‘functions’ or ‘roles’. 

Frame resolution is the process when the different actors involved in labelling develop a common understanding, a reciprocal idea, about the purposes and their concerns surrounding, for instance. green labelling. A degree of frame resolution is necessary, because green labelling is a process in which uncertain, dispersed, and complex knowledge as well as diverging values and interests are translated to a simple, plain, categorical label. 

In this frame resolution process, some limited parts of reality are included whereas others are excluded. Equally necessary is therefore boundary framing (Hunt et al. 1994; Silver, 1997). Framing theory contends that simplification through framing always involves the creation of boundaries, where certain aspects are excluded (Fairhead & Leach, 1998; cf. Gieryn 1983). It is therefore an important task for the analysts of environmental policy making to derive the exclusion or disguise of certain environmental risks and arguments in the debates from the limitations constructed in the framing processes. The concepts of boundary framing and ‘adversarial framing’ denote processes where movements and counter-movements construct their separate framings in polarities, often as “good versus evil”; or “green versus grey”. In labelling it is important, and often a highly controversial issue, to determine the proportion of an industrial sector or individual producer that in principle should be able get their products labelled.  Framings of ‘precaution’, ‘perfection’, ‘cleanliness’, ‘biodiversity’, and ‘naturalness’ are all used in the creation of such boundaries (see chapter four). 

Even though certain stakeholders struggle intensely towards an exclusive label, most stakeholders understand that a powerful label cannot meet the full requirements of the most ideologically committed, green enthusiasts. Frame extension is the strategy of actors to extend their frames beyond their initial interests, goals, and knowledge basis. Frame extension includes frame bridging and meta-framing (Boström 2004; Klintman & Boström, 2004); which are efforts to increase frame resonance (Snow and Benford 1988) or cultural resonance (Gamson, 1992). 

These three framing aspirations create exclusion and inclusion of substantial themes. The question is only partly what is included and excluded (i.e., substance), but also how this process is going on (i.e., procedures), for instance if, and to what extent, frame reflection is part of the process. Are the participating actors conscious about the frames underlying the green labelling activities and debates, or are the general frames just taken for granted? Labelling and the framing of labelling may be a way to stimulate critical reflections on substantial matters, both among key stakeholders and among a general public. It is especially two versions of frame reflection that we have in mind. In a previous work on labelling activities (Klintman & Boström 2006a) we distinguished between intra-frame transparency and inter-frame transparency. This distinction makes it possible to analyse two ways concerning how to enable actors to make hidden or ignored risks more visible than would be manageable with a simple product label. In chapter four we shift our discussion by distinguishing between two similar terms: intra-frame reflection and inter-frame reflection. 

The focus on preconditions of a frame-reflective discourse and constructive reframing can in a fruitful way be combined with a study of strategies, resources and contest (cf. Boström 2004; Klintman & Boström 2004). However, this requires that the analyst not is caught in a narrow perspective of instrumental rationality and constancy of preferences among the groups studied. Frames refer to deeply subjective and cultural meaning that is often based on a fundamental dimension (ethical, aesthetical, economic, etc.) At the same time they are constructed strategically to appeal to different audiences. Framing processes and debates are therefore likely to create tensions, dilemmas, and inconsistencies. Likewise, the four underlying framing aspirations may not easily go in the same direction.  We assume that frame reflection is critical for the development of reflective trust. But do the other framing aspirations allow for frame reflection, and consequently for the development of reflective trust? 

Framing does not occur independently of policymaking or the organizational context. The four framing aspirations are influenced by other factors than framing efforts as such. Let us turn to organizing processes. 

1.6.2 Organizing

Labelling is always carried out in an organizational context. The development of particular organisational forms for the labelling may have great impact for the possibility to engage in constructive dialogue, reflections, and co-operation among actors. The forms can provide opportunities as well as limitations for the capacity among actors to engage in debates, to reflect, compromise, and make agreements. 

An examination of the organizing process must be based on a focus on the power resources – material, symbolic – and the expertise of each participating actors. In addition, it must focus not only on the establishment of formal organizations, but also on the mobilization of larger coalitions, advocacy networks (cf. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999) and social movements (McAdam et al., 1996). Social movement mobilisation and coalition building is a first step towards the establishment of labelling projects. Reform inertia is often explained by reference to one dominant iron-triangle consisting of actors representing an industry, trade unions, and state agencies. There need to be other powerful actors, or a network of actors, that succeed in breaking this iron-triangle, in order for new policies to be introduced (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1999; Hofer, 2000; Elliot & Schlaepfer 2001). Whereas previous theories of coalition building correctly emphasise the role of discourse and learning processes in coalition formation (Hajer, 1995; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1999), an explicit account of the significance of organization is typically missing in the literature. In chapter five we analyse what different explicit and implicit tasks a labelling organisation sets out to do.

Organising labelling is indeed anything but easy and straightforward. Actors have many different motives for engaging in the labelling process. They develop a broad array of arguments (chapter three) and multiple knowledge claims. Translating this complexity is not only a challenge to the framing activity, but also for the organising process. Labelling organisations tend to be fairly inclusive, for both substantial and democratic reasons (Boström, 2006a), but they also vary considerably in form. An important factor that varies is to what extent and in what way SMOs, especially environmental movement organisations (EMOs), participate; for instance, if they only have consultative roles or if they also have a  degree of formal decision-making power. In chapter five, we will analyse how such variation affects the formulation of labelling principles and criteria as well as debates, framings, and power struggles among groups. 

Labelling organisations often speak warmly in favour of nice standard-setting ideals, such as inclusiveness, independence, openness, and transparency. But it is an intricate matter to decide how such ideals should, and may, be organised in practice (Boström 2006a, b; Klintman & Boström 2006a). In chapter five we investigate question such as how to get weak actors more involved and how to prevent very resourceful actors, such as retailers, from dominating. Should the labelling organisation take any kind of notice to such power asymmetry (see also the concluding chapter)? In chapter seven we investigate the challenging task of practising and organizing such standard-setting ideals as independence, auditability, transparency, and scientific validity. They are all believed to improve the credibility of the labelling programme significantly; but the more stakeholders there are that mutually mistrust each other, the more crucial – and the more difficult – it becomes to practicing such ideals. 

The process of organizing is itself dynamic. It is not least affected by the many conflicting ideas and ideals that all actors have with regard to the process of organising. The process can easily go in one or the other direction, towards agreements and mutual, reflective trust or towards stalemate and deepened controversies. Successful organising can lead to the implementation of accomplished labelling schemes. But it can also have other consequences. One question that we are particularly interested in is whether the organising process can enable the development of mutual, reflective trust, including a mutual recognition of each others’ knowledge and intentions among stakeholders, while a constructive. mutual scepticism remains. This particular question is dealt with in the concluding section of chapter five and seven. 

1.6.3 Policy Context

Our book is also embedded within a political sociologist tradition in which governance, policy-making, standardisation, and the role of the policy context are regarded as particularly important factors. 

An extensive and growing body of literature is pointing at the shortcomings – or even irrelevance – of traditional, national state-centred politics, in times of globalisation, individualisation, as well as reflexive, political, and ecological modernisation. Indeed, the empirical focus of this book – green labelling – is often initiated as a critical response to the “failures” of existing regulatory institutions to deal effectively with various problems. The traditional, regulatory bodies are seen to be inert, cumbersome, top-down-oriented and insufficient. They are also claimed to legitimate risky practices, and to be closely integrated with exploiting interests. Finally, they are often seen to be unable to constructively deal with complex problems; therefore, both business actors and social movement actors are searching for other arenas to try to deal with the problems (Bendell 2000; Micheletti, 2003). 

The governance literature, more generally, is based on a claim that Western countries see a move ‘from government to governance’, meaning that the national state as the principal provider of control and regulation within the national territory is challenged by internal forces (e.g., individualisation, segmentation, fiscal crises and other ‘failures’) and external forces (e.g., globalisation), resulting in a search for new, multi-level, ways to govern society (Pierre & Peters, 2000). More diverse expressions of state authority and its exercise develops (Cutler et al. 1999; Rosenau 2003). Traditional corporatist interest representation in state-centred settings is replaced by wider policy networks, and we see more of joint policy-making and shared responsibilities between a broader range of public and private actors. Scholars within the field of environmental studies use the concept of ecological modernisation or political modernisation for discussing the emergence of new collaborative relationships between state, business, and civil society actors (e.g. Hajer, 1995; Mol et al., 2000; Spaargaren, 2000; van Tatenhove et al., 2000). Green labelling, or standardisation more broadly (Brunsson & Jacobsson, 2000; Boström, 2003), can be seen as an example of this general trend. Standardization is here understood as the issuing of rules that are voluntary (compared to directives), and that are written and explicit (compared to norms) (Brunsson & Jacobsson, 2000). In chapter two we will give examples of variants of eco-standards, such as green labels, environmental management systems, and environmental reporting standards. We examine the trend of an increasing transnational scope of the eco-standards. 

The overall trends towards globalisation and governance may be powerful but the development of new instruments is also dependent of place and history. Policy actors’ adoption of ‘ecological modernisation’ is not evenly distributed across countries. The national context and existing policy arrangements affect the development of new ones (Mol et al. 2000; van Tatenhove et al. 2000, Cashore et al. 2004). Despite efforts to globalise good corporate practices by establishing labelling schemes with universally applicable criteria, such as in the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements, the Marine Stewardship Council, or the Forest Stewardship Council, the arrangements are tangled and shaped by existing patterns in different countries. 

We are especially curious about why the tools for green consumerism appear to be easier to implement in certain countries and certain sectors, while implementation is more challenging in other countries and sectors. Why, for example, are there so many internationally recognized labelling initiatives in a state-centred political culture in Sweden compared with, for instance,  the situation in the US where we could expect seeing more of it due to its distinctive market-liberal and consumer-oriented political culture? 

We use four factors when investigating the role of the policy context. The factors may affect not only the productivity, effectiveness, or credibility of marked-based tools (such as labelling), but also the character of the debates and framing activities surrounding the labelling processes. We are particularly interested in whether there can be trade-offs between labelling goals, such as effectiveness and market penetration on the one hand, and consumer participation, trust, and insight on the other. In the analysis we use the following four factors: 

1) The political culture in various countries (or sectors) (cf. Christensen & Peters, 1999): The concept of political culture has to be divided into sub-aspects, including (a) the readiness for joint policy-making among various groups, including the state;  (b) the preparedness among groups to negotiate and search for pragmatic solutions or staging public protests; or (c)  the readiness among state actors to support or reject marked-based tools. 

2) Existing transnational and national regulation and rules: In order to pave out a ‘regulatory space’ (Hancher & Moran 1989) for new rule-making arrangements, initiative-takers frame previous regulatory efforts as failing in various respects. But they must still in certain respects relate to the existing regulatory frameworks (e.g. Streeck & Schmitter, 1985; van Tatenhove et al. 2000). Existing rules may protect labels and may be used as platforms or discursive reference points for the making of labelling rules, but they may also constitute barriers for the labelling. 

3) The organizational landscape and market structure: We expect that two aspects play an especially important role within this factor: (a) the positions and power resources of civil society groups (SMOs including EMOs) in a country or sector, and (b)) the degree of organisation and homogeneity of the market and industry structure.  

4) Infrastructure and technology: It may be a very different matter to label and defining principles and criteria that refer to approvable methods and techniques for a movable resource (such a seafood), and a stationary resource (such as forests, since it is easier to count trees than fish). And it may be a very different matter to develop consumer-oriented instruments for “abstract” product types and technologies (such as green electricity) compared to “concrete” and sensuous product types such as foods. 

1.7 Method and normative assumptions

We use a case study approach where we compare labelling projects across several sectors: forestry, paper products, fishery, organic production & food products, GM-food, green/ethical funds, and green electricity. 

For each case study we have employed a longitudinal perspective, that is, a focus on processes. Since we have not followed the processes in real time, it has been important to combine primary and secondary data in our study. Hence, a historical and dynamic dimension has been provided in the descriptions and analyses. In addition, we have compared primary cases in Sweden and the US (in the sectors of organic food, GM-food, and sustainable forestry) with a fairly rich material of secondary data from other European countries as well.  The country-comparison is particularly aimed at shedding light on  the role of policy context for introducing, framing, organizing, and debating green labelling.  

Our selection of countries for the collection of primary data is based on the goal of examining the ‘most different’ within a specific category of states, that is, as two poles in the liberal – capitalist continuum (cf. Christensen & Peters, 1999; Blyth, 2002). To be sure, some would argue that the best strategy ought not to be to compare two countries with substantial differences (in other respects as well, such as size and federal/non-federal structure), when the goal is to explain different policy outcomes. In their view, additional countries should be included in the analysis to ensure more robust results, that is, “correlations” between specific indicators of, for instance, “political culture”-variables and policy outcome. However, we maintain that choosing the criterion of “most different” countries is instrumental for identifying general common challenges. The intensive case study approach can be highly useful for contrasting  one setting with an opposite one to provide deeper understanding of the specific conditions for policy-making in each setting (cf. Christensen & Peters, 1999; Blyth, 2002). 

It is nevertheless important that the contexts of comparison be not too different. Also in this type of analysis there needs to be a degree of shared background without which comparisons would be meaningless (cf. King et al., 1994).  Our countries of comparison have followed certain similar historical patterns, for example, that consumer-oriented environmental regulation has been practiced in both countries for some time. Moreover, both countries are western liberal democracies with a deep cultural commitment to consumer empowerment (Strasser et al., 1998; Micheletti, 2003). This is true for several of the other EU-countries from which we will use examples as well. 

Choosing countries with different characteristics still presents the analyst with methodological challenges, especially if one wants to explain differences. It is important that explanations for different outcomes be discussed as well. Green labelling is influenced by factors such as unique political cultures and regulatory traditions (chapter 6). We maintain that the U.S. and Sweden (along with the other northern European countries) present quite contrasting and illustrative settings. Intriguingly, however, our secondary data from other Northern European countries indicate in certain respects results that are highly different from the Swedish ones, something that will analyse in chapter 6. 

Our comparisons across countries are further complicated by the fact that green labelling is part of – and affected by – various “global flows” (Oosterver, 2005). The global dimension is taken into account in our analysis through our longitudinal perspective, along with the use of documents from international negotiations and summits. Examinations of these broader data across time and national borders have helped us to avoid static, cross-national comparisons.  

Another way to enhance the possibilities with comparisons is to compare different projects in the same country. We expect that this will, inter alias, show that one singular national context does not determine how labelling projects are carried out. It is also important to look at traditions in different sectors as well as to give emphasis to the process-oriented factors. For instance, the electricity sector (where priorities of various energy sources and eco-labelling criteria have been debated) have in several countries been subject to far more conflict-impregnated debates and policy processes than have many other sectors, also in traditionally consensus-oriented countries. 

The book is based on a methodological pluralist approach. For each case study, we have interviewed a number of key persons representing different key organisations participating in labelling projects (i.e., social movement organisations, scientists, authorities, business, labour, and labelling administration). In addition, we use documents such as homepages, reports, minutes, newsletters, stakeholder comments on standards drafts (Swedish: ‘remisser’), press releases, and not least surveys, and other research conducted by the labelling organizations themselves. Furthermore, we use a number of secondary sources. 

The various documents have of course been essential sources of facts and figures around various aspects of the labelling schemes and their organizational arrangements. Moreover, the documents have enabled an analysis of public statements, positions, and arguments from various labelling stakeholders. The interviews of our study are crucial complements to the document analysis. We have conducted XXX interviews in total. The interviews lasted from 30 minutes to 2 hours and 30 minutes. Each interviewee has been asked both specific and general questions. We selected informants that have had long experiences with dealing with issues in their respective field. Our study could therefore make use of their specific expertise. The informants were asked to give an adequate and balanced picture of the general views, attitudes, understandings, and conflicts around labelling issues in the organization they represented. Accordingly, the informants we choose had to be well aware of their own organizational setting (often as directors, board members, and managers) and professional network. We designed a specific interview guide for each interview (questions specific for the organization), although a set of general questions were addressed in most interviews. As an example, we asked questions about access, whether they think that certain actors – themselves or others – have been excluded or included in the labelling practice, and if certain ideas and issues have been included or excluded. Key questioning themes surrounded the interaction processes: for example, (a) if the labelling project has been marked by conflict or a collaborative atmosphere, (b) if it has led to common understandings and expectations or if disagreements and controversies have continued or even increased and (c) if the distribution of roles among stakeholders in the labelling arrangement were regarded as fair and reasonable. There were also questions about strengths and weaknesses in the labels. Some interviewees had substantial knowledge about contextual factors such as existing regulation to which the labelling is related. 

Parts of the case studies have been discussed in previous reports and articles the book refers to. The next chapter will include short presentations of the different cases. More thematically motivated illustrations, descriptions, and comparisons will be provided in subsequent chapters. A few words should be mentioned about the normative positions in this book. To be sure it is beyond our aim to prescribe to policy actors what decisions they should make. Nevertheless, we have the ambition to recommend what aspects and challenges of consumer policies they should take into particular account and consideration. As to labelling, we start with the presumption that such consumer-oriented market instruments exists and that they are seen as promising tools by various groups of actors in meeting social, environmental, and health-related challenges. Hence, whereas the book in several parts brings up more fundamental issue of problems with the consumed amounts of products, our focus will rather be how to improve labelling and other market-oriented instruments, in terms of consumer involvements in setting the criteria of the instruments, in terms of less harmful outcomes, such as fairer trade and reduced environmental harm. Still, one cannot avoid that another type of “improvement” of such consumer instruments would be that it does not suffocate or silence more fundamental calls for reduced amounts of consumption. 

1.8 The Structure of the Book 

This chapter is followed by Chapter 2, with an introduction of our cases, and of the broad range of eco-standards that exists in various countries. Chapter 3 presents arguments for or against labelling among various organizations and actor categories. In Chapter 4, we use a framing perspective to elaborate on developments and conflicts surrounding labelling schemes. In particular, we shed light on four framing aspirations and on how they may conflict with each other. A crucial issue dealt with here is whether the framing processes are likely to enhance or reduce a reflective involvement and trust among consumers in the potential for less harmful patterns of consumption. The organizing of standards for concerned consumption is the focus of Chapter 5. This includes coalition building of standard-setters, and the development of formal labelling organizations. This chapter examines the general patterns in the organizing process, and analyses the different forms. The overarching challenge in this process is, as we see it, how to develop a mutual, and reflective trust among the actors involved. Chapter 6 elucidates the policy contexts in which the developments of eco-standard criteria take place. Four factors of policy contexts are distinguished here. Chapter 7 deals with the problem of mutual mistrust in eco-standards and the role of standard setting ideals such independence, transparency, auditability and scientific validity in dealing with mutual distrust. In Chapter 8, we go back to the end-consumers again, and relate our findings of previous chapters to the ‘average’ concerned consumer. This chapter problematises what ‘successful’ policies of green political consumerism ought to entail, by distinguishing between diverse goals of consumerism, such as consumer insight trust, influence, communication surrounding instruments and policies aimed at a more concerned consumerism. Chapter 9 concludes our findings and relate them to urgent policy issues of today and of the future. 
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