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Once jettisoned as a de-politicized form of agency, with limited power, especially vis-à-vis production (Schnaiberg 1980), consumption, it’s meaning, and the power it can exert are now being rethought by both scholars and activists (Goodman and DuPuis 2002; Hartwick 2000; Lockie 2002; Miller 1995).  Consumption is now being advanced as a potentially powerful form of political agency.  Through their purchasing practices, consumers are viewed as being able to affect production practices and the social and environmental implications of such practices.  Thus, consumption represents a potential new form of agency for individuals and presents new opportunities for social movements.  

This paper will explore some of the factors behind the shift in how consumption is understood, and the potential power of consumption as a form of socio-political agency.     I argue that a series of political economic changes have changed the regulatory and business environments in ways that empower consumption.  First, there has been a weakening of the regulatory capabilities of states, and a concurrent increase in the role of corporations in regulation (Newell 2000).  This shift in regulation I conceptualize as a shift from government to governance.  Second, it has become increasingly necessary and also profitable for corporations to be greener and more socially responsible, as society moves toward a “risk society” (Beck 1992) and economies toward “economies of quality” (Callon et al. 2002).  The combined effect is a (re)empowering of consumption and changes in opportunities for social movements.  From the perspective of individuals, consumption now can be understood as a form of agency for expressing their social, environmental and moral values, and political positions (DuPuis 2000; Lockie 2002).  From the perspective of social movements, consumption has become a new tool that can be used to pressure corporations, as well as governments (O'Rourke 2005).  It is this latter perspective that this paper will primarily examine.  

This paper will examine how the shift from government to governance and towards a risk society and economies of quality is affecting consumption and its use by social movements in the context of the global agrifood system.  The global agrifood system is an ideal area to explore these questions, as it is experiencing clear shifts in its organizational and governance structures (Busch and Bain 2004; Marsden et al. 2000).  First, there has been a trend of devolution of authority for regulation from the state to private actors (Marsden et al. 2000).  Second, consolidation and concentration in the retail sector is shifting power downstream, radically restructuring agrifood commodity chains, and elevating the economic importance of consumption (Busch and Bain 2004).  The outcome is the emergence of a risk avoidance food system and economies of quality in the food systems of industrialized countries (Hughes 2005; Ponte and Gibbon 2005).  Thus, retailers increasingly are imposing standards on commodity producers and processors to reduce risk, maintain their reputations, and differentiate themselves and their products (Busch and Bain 2004; Reardon et al. 1999).  At the same time, there are robust agrifood and environmental movements advocating for “alternative” food and agricultural practices and networks that are socially just and environmentally sustainable (Murdoch and Miele 1999; Murray and Raynolds 2000; Renard 2003).  Increasingly, these movements are focusing on consumers and using consumption as a way to force change in the global agrifood system (Konefal and Mascarenhas 2005; Shreck 2005).  

As a case study, this paper examines the marine and ocean conservation movement and the way it is focusing on consumption and the market with its “sustainable seafood” campaigns.
  Over the last five years, market- and consumer-based campaigns have grown to become the most prominent component of the marine and ocean conservation movement.  Examples of market- and consumer-oriented initiatives include: single-species campaigns, such as “Take a Pass on Chilean Sea Bass” and the “Farmed and Dangerous” campaign against farmed salmon, seafood cards that provide consumers with information on which fish species have healthy populations, collaborative programs with chefs, campaigns targeting large retailers, private labeling programs, and a certification program for sustainable fisheries, the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC).  The movement for marine and ocean conservation is trying to conserve the oceans and marine life through changing people’s consumption habits, the marketplace for seafood, and retailers and restaurants buying practices.  Data on the marine and ocean conservation movement comes from 30 in-depth interviews with activist involved in the movement.  

This paper is divided into seven sections.  The first section outlines changes to states and political systems over the past three decades, and the ways that these changes have weakened both the capability and willingness of states to regulate, especially in the areas if social welfare and the environment.  In the second section, the emergence of risk society, and the ensuing advent of economies of quality, is discussed, as well as the implications that these developments have for consumers and consumption.  Next, the implications for social movements of the decline in the regulatory power of states, the emergence of a risk society, and the advent of economies of quality are examined.  Here, I argue that opportunities for movements are increasingly economic, and, consequently, movements are increasingly using market-based strategies.  To situate these political and economic changes, and the turn to market-based strategies by social movements, I examine recent developments in the global agrifood system, and the use of a market-based approach by the marine and ocean conservation movement.  Next, I return to the question of consumers and consumption, and argue that consumer movements and the strategic use of consumers and consumption by social movements.  In concluding, I discuss future possibilities and limitations to consumer agency, and the ways that movements are strategically enrolling consumption.      

From Government to Governance: The Decline of State-centered Social Movements 
The last three decades have been marked by a series of political transformations that have weakened the regulatory capability of states.  First, was the rise of neoliberal ideas beginning in the mid to late 1970s.  Next was the globalization of governance, as the global extension of production and markets created new economic and regulatory demands that increasingly could not be dealt with at the level of the nation-state (Jessop 2003).  This upwards scaling has resulted in the formation of new supranational governing bodies, such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), multilateral governing bodies, such as the European Union, and trade regimes (i.e., North American Free Trade Agreement).  Currently, states and governing systems are in the midst of another transformation: the shift from government to governance (Jessop 2002a; Rhodes 1997; Swyngedouw et al. 2002).  This entails, among other things, the establishment of regulatory networks where the state is just one of several actors.  Each of these three transformations is briefly outlined.  

The core tenet of neoliberalism is less government is better.  This is based on the belief that the market is the most efficient means of allocating resources, carrying out social welfare, and social and environmental regulation (Peine and McMichael 2005).  Thus, the promulgation of neoliberal ideas has led to a rolling back and reduction in the size and functions of many regulatory state bureaucracies (Jessop 2002b).  This served two dual purposes.  The first was to reduce state expenses, while the second was to limit political and social restraints on the economy.  The outcome of the neoliberal restructuring of states has been the ascendancy of the ideological belief in small government, devolution of authority, privatization, and the growing use of the market for social provisioning and regulation.  The result has been increases in the power of transnational corporations, as controls on their activities have been weakened, and they gained a significant role in social provisioning and regulation (Marsden et al. 2000).   

The global extension of the economy has further limited the regulatory capacity of states (Jessop 2003).  On the one hand, the global character of much of the economy limits the amount of control nation-states are able to exert over economic transactions within their borders.  One the other hand, the pace at which many economic activities are now taking place is at such a speed that states are often unable to develop and implement policies fast enough for the needs of business (Reardon and Farina 2002).  One response has been the creation of global regulations and standards and corresponding enforcement mechanisms.  These include everything from the regional trade regimes to WTO rulings.  

While globalization and neoliberalism are often portrayed as producing a withering away of the nation-state (Ohmae 1995), this is a misinterpretation.  The state continues to be an important actor in economic, social, and other matters.  Rather, what is occurring is a “qualitative” transformation of the state and its roles (Kelly 1999).  As Jessop (2003, 17) argues, “the processes that generate globalization can only put pressure on particular forms of state with particular state capacities and liabilities, such as Keynesian Welfare State.”  Put differently, what has happened is that the constitution of the state, its responsibilities and how it functions have undergone significant changes over the last three decades, and these changes have affected opportunities for social movements.        

One way to conceptualize the current changes taking place to states is as a shift from government to governance (Jessop 2002a; Marsden et al. 2000; Rhodes 1997; Stoker 1998; Swyngedouw et al. 2002).  Governance is a network-based approach that, ideally, functions through processes of dialogue and negotiation, rather than a state-led system of regulation.  Thus, whereas the state previously had sole authority over regulation, today it increasingly shares regulatory functions and responsibilities with other, non-state actors, such as supranational governing bodies and private actors (i.e., corporations and non-governmental actors) (Swyngedouw et al. 2002).  In other words, what has changed is that business and social movements are no longer just limited to influencing the development of regulation through lobbying and other forms of political pressure.  Rather, they are now often co-participants in the development, implementation, and enforcement of regulations.  For the state, this means that it no longer has complete authority over regulation.  For example, in Great Britain, where the state has devolved much of the authority for food safety to the retail sector, the legitimacy of the state is now partially tied to that of retailers (Marsden et al. 1997).  

The changes to states and political systems over the last three decades have clearly altered the political opportunities for social movements.  There is widespread agreement that the neoliberal restructuring of the early to mid 1980s generally closed off opportunities for labor, environmental, and leftist movements.  In contrast, the impact of globalization on social movements remains contested; with some scholars seeing new opportunities, and others more obstacles (Sklair 2000; Smith et al. 1997; Tarrow 2001).  Similarly, the implications of the shift from government to governance remain largely unknown at this time.  One the one hand, it is clearly closing off some opportunities for social movements in that the rules for participating in policymaking and regulation are no longer clearly demarcated (Swyngedouw et al. 2002).  On the other hand, to the extent that social movements are able to influence the ways that emerging systems of governance are structured, the shift from government to governance may generate new opportunities.  Furthermore, the shift towards governance has enabled the development of non-state regulatory bodies, such as certification councils, which social movements are increasingly using to try and regulate business.  However, the most prominent response by social movements to the above changes to the state is a shift away from the state and political system.  Increasingly, social movements are targeting corporations directly, and using strategies that bypass the state, such as market- and consumer-based strategies.  

Risk, Quality, and Economics

Increasingly, wealth and profit are no longer just a question of production expenses, the price of goods, and the quantity of goods sold.  Questions of risk and quality have become increasingly important to how business operates (Cochoy 2003).  On the one hand, this is because consumers are increasingly considering a good’s or company’s riskiness, in addition to price, when deciding what to buy.  Thus, it has become increasingly important for business to avoid risks, and be perceived as not-risky.  On the other hand, firms are increasingly learning that competing on price is a zero-sum game, especially in markets with oligopolistic conditions.  Consequently, firms have begun to compete on such things as quality, convenience, and service, in addition to price.  The combined effect of increasing consumer concern over risk and constraints on price-competition has been (1) increased differentiation of both companies and products, and (2) the elevation of the economic importance and political power of consumption.  

In his pioneering work, Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity, Beck (1992) argues that risk has replaced class as the dominant organizing principle in society.  While Beck overstates the importance of risk vis-à-vis class, Beck’s notion of a “risk society” does capture the rising importance that risk plays in modern society.  In risk society, no longer is it just a question of having enough food to eat, clothes to wear, and a place to live.  Now people are also increasingly concerned whether the food that they eat, clothes they wear, and places that they live are safe and healthy.  No longer can they assume that the leading institutions of society will necessarily protect them.  This is because in risk society, people’s trust that government, business, and science will protect from risks has eroded.  For example, recent events such as food safety crises, the approval of genetically-modified organisms, the transfer of tainted blood, the distribution of contaminated water, and US government’s response to Hurricane Katrina all serve as examples of the diminished capacity of government, business, and science to keep people safe.  Thus, for many people, consumption is now just as much about avoiding risks as procuring goods.  

In risk society, Beck (1992, 77; emphasis in original) argues that what is of critical importance are the not only “the health consequences, the consequences for the life of plants, animals and people, but the social, economic and political side effects of these side effects.”  In other words, risks can destabilize governments, affect markets, cause changes in voting patterns, and produce protest, among other things.  Thus, recognizing that being perceived as a risky company, or as selling risky products, can have negative implication in the marketplace, firms are increasingly trying to represent themselves as socially and environmentally responsible.  Consequently, the business community has begun to develop mechanisms to avoid and protect themselves from risks, such as corporate social responsibility policies, codes of conduct, private standards, and third-party certification (Blowfield and Frynas 2005; Gunningham, Phillipson and Grabosky 1999; Hatanaka, Bain and Busch 2005; Hughes 2005).  

Risk is often translated into and understood as quality in the economy.  For example, what consumers want are quality products, i.e., products that are safe, well-made, produced using fair labor practices and in ways that are environmentally sustainable.  That is, they want products that are not risky for them, others, and the environment.  Thus, from the perspective of business, quality control has become of utmost importance.  Not just in terms of controlling technical imperfections in the production process (i.e., consistency and uniformity), but also socially.  In other words, quality control has become just as much about the social (and environmental) conditions and relations of production as the technical conditions and relations (Cochoy).  

Observing this change in how quality is understood and its increasing importance in the market, Callon et al. (2002) argue that “economies of qualities” are emerging in many industrialized countries.  By this they mean that economic competition is increasingly revolving around quality, in addition to price.  Put differently, it is the qualification and re-qualification of products that is the primary locus of competition.  Thus, sellers seek to attach qualities (i.e., eco-friendly, good labor practices) to their products that distinguish them from others (i.e., singularization) and appeal to consumers.  By doing so, they are able to raise the value (i.e., profitability) of goods and attach consumers to specific goods.  For example, ethically informed consumers may be willing to pay more for goods produced using fair labor practices.  Thus, by using fair labor practices to produce goods and labeling them as such, a company may be able to charge more for its goods and develop a dedicate customer-base.  This may prove more profitable than producing undifferentiated commodities, especially as competition has intensified in many bulk commodity markets.  Consequently, we see a proliferation of the attributes now being attached to goods, and intensified competition among firms to capture value added and niche market opportunities.   

Cochoy (2003; 2004) argues that the shift towards a risk society and the consequent development of economies of qualities has led to the politicization of the marketplace.  In other words, decisions regarding production practices, product attributes, and marketing strategies are no longer just technical questions decided by experts, but negotiated decisions between actors within and outside of commodity chains.  Cochoy outlines four characteristics of market politicization.  First, it produces a “voluntary and substantial politicization of products” as political characteristics are added to products as a way to sell them (Cochoy 2004, 16).  Second, it extends product differentiation beyond its traditional scope to include social, ethical, and environmental values.  Third, it reverses Marx’s commodity fetishism.  That is, rather than hiding the conditions and relations of production, market politicization leads to more transparent supply chains and opens them to inspection by outsiders (i.e., consumers and social movements) (Hudson and Hudson 2003).  For example, with the advent of the idea of traceability, consumers increasingly are able to trace the products they buy back through each stage of the production process.  Lastly, Cochoy (2004, 17) notes that, paradoxically, market politicization “uses the market power as the only means to fight against its abuses and to relay the criticism against globalization.”  Thus, for Cochoy, with globalization and weak international law, the market and competition around ethical and political preferences is the only means to counter exploitive political economic practices.  

The emergence of a risk society, economies of quality, and the politicization of the market have generated new opportunities for social movements to target companies directly.  Competing on environmental, cultural, and ethical qualities has made companies vulnerable to campaigns by social movements.  Movements can push companies to adopt stronger environmental, health, and/or labor, standards, and become certified to demonstrate that they are actually following legitimate standards.  Where companies are making false claims i.e., greenwashing), movements can publicly expose such claims.  Given heightened consumer awareness, such strategies have the potential to be highly effective, as even small changes in a company’s market share can significantly impact its profitability. 
Social Movement Opportunities 

The traditional strategy used by social movements has been to pressure governments to enact legislation on their behalf (See Figure 1).  For example, in the US, the women’s movement pressured the government to enact equal-opportunity laws; the civil rights movement pressured the government to pass laws against segregation and discrimination; and the environmental movement pressured government to put into place laws protecting the environment.  This approach, and the way that different configurations of the state affected movements and their likelihood for success, has been studied using the political opportunity approach (McAdam 1996; 1999).  Scholars using this approach have documented the ways that the openness vs. closure of the political system (i.e., degree of democracy), stability vs. instability of political alignments (i.e., party balances), the support vs. absence of elites (i.e., political elites supportive of movements), and how the state responds to movements (i.e., degree of repression) affect movement mobilization and success (McAdam 1996; 1999).  While useful, the political opportunity approach tends to be state-centered.  Thus, its focus is too narrow for theorizing movement opportunities and strategies in today’s world (Pellow 2001).  

Neoliberal reforms, globalization, and shift to governance, have made states both less capable and willing to advocate on behalf of social movements.  In response, social movements have begun to use alternative strategies (Bartley 2003; Newell 2000).  Specifically, movements are increasingly targeting corporations directly and trying to get them to make changes in their practices.  Given the weakened regulatory power of states, and the increased power of transnational corporations, Newell (2000, 120) argues that targeting companies now often “offers the prospect of higher ‘returns’” than pressuring the state.  In other words, social movements may be able to achieve greater change at a faster pace through the market and pressuring corporations than through the political system and pressuring the state.  

Newell (2000) divides the strategies that social movements are using to target companies into two categories.  One is a “liberal governance” approach, which involves working with corporations cooperatively.  One example of this approach is “third-wave environmentalism.”  Here, environmental movement organizations work directly with corporations (Dowie 1997).  For example, through its “Environmental Alliances” program, Environmental Defense seeks to work with businesses to improve their environmental performance.  Just recently, this program resulted in a

supermarket chain and catering company announcing new environmental and health standards for farmed salmon (Environmental Defense 2006).  

A second form that a liberal governance approach has taken is the establishment of non-governmental social and environmental governance mechanisms (Bartley 2003; Gereffi et al. 2001).  These include things like certification programs, such as the MSC, “alternative” production and trade networks, for example Fair Trade, and codes of conduct.  Thus, social movements are bypassing the state altogether and establishing their own (sometimes in conjunction with industry) governance mechanisms.  Consequently, responsibility for and the power to decide labor and environmental standards are shifting from states to non-governmental organizations and industry, in many instances (Newell 2000).  

The second approach Newell (2000) outlines is “critical governance.”  This encompasses campaigns that publicly target corporations, often using confrontational tactics.  Typically such campaigns focus on the market, and include the use of boycotts, public demonstrations, the use of the media, and/or letter writing.  Consumers are often a key component of such campaigns, as movement organizations often seek to use consumers as a way to exert pressure on firms (Bailey et al. 2003).  The aim of such campaigns is to exert enough pressure on firms through threatening their reputations and/or market shares to get them to change their practices.  Example of this approach include campaigns to get Staples to carry more recycled paper, Nike to introduce labor codes of conduct, and European food retailers to stop carrying foods containing genetically-modified organisms (Bailey et al. 2003; O'Rourke 2005; Schurman 2004).  Often the groups engaged in critical governance hold more radical positions, and thus are less willing to compromise.  Furthermore, in contrast to movement organizations that view working with business as an effective strategy, organizations engaged in critical governance strategies tend to see directly confronting corporations as their only option, given the weakened and unresponsive character of the state.  

While useful analytically, the divide between liberal and critical strategies tends not to reflect the practices of social movements.  Rather, movements tend to uses strategies from both approaches simultaneously.  In some instances, there is a division of labor among movement organizations where some use confrontational strategies while others work behind the scenes.  This is the case in much of the environmental movement, where you have some organizations publicly targeting corporations (i.e., Greenpeace), others establishing certification programs (i.e., World Wildlife Fund), and other working behind the scenes with corporations (i.e., Environmental Defense).  In other cases, the same organization may engage in both liberal and critical strategies simultaneously.  In such cases, an organization may be publicly trying to pressure a company at the same time as it is negotiating with the company backstage.  

Since movements are increasingly taking advantage of economic opportunities, using the market, and targeting firms directly, the political opportunity approach no longer sufficiently theorizes social movement opportunities.  Examining the anti-biotech movement in Europe, Schurman (2004) has sought to extend the idea of political opportunities to the economy, arguing that “industry opportunity structures” are also important for social movements.  She argues that the way a particular industry is organized, the character of competition, its culture, and the nature of the goods and products it produces and sells can all affect movement mobilization and strategy.  Schurman’s (2004) extension of the political opportunities approach provides a useful theoretical framework for analyzing the new political economic (Pellow 2001) opportunities facing many social movements. 

The Global Agrifood System

Like many manufacturing industries, the food and agriculture sector has experienced significant political and economic restructuring, including the globalization of production, over the past two decades (Busch and Bain 2004; Peine and McMichael 2005).  The result is the emergence of new forms of economic organization and new modes of governance.  Specifically, retailers have replaced processors as the lead actors in most supply chains (Busch and Bain 2004; Ponte and Gibbon 2005), and the use of private standards, third-party certification and joint public-private regulatory mechanisms have become increasingly prominent (Hatanaka, Bain and Busch 2005; Marsden et al. 2000; Reardon et al. 1999).  Paralleling these changes has been an increase in consumer regarding food safety and quality, as well as how food is produced (DuPuis 2000; Goodman and DuPuis 2002; Lockie 2002). 

Much of the change in the global agrifood system over the past decade and a half has been driven by changes in the retail sector.  After remaining largely stagnate for much of the post World War II era, the food retail sector began to significantly consolidate and concentrate in the 1990s (Konefal et al. 2005; Wrigley 2001).  Whereas in 1992, the top five grocery retailers controlled 19% of the US market; by 2005 their market share had grown to 48.3% (Caspers-Simmet 2003; Hendrickson et al. 2001; Progressive Grocer 2005).  While the original consolidation wave focused on in-market mergers and acquisitions, mergers and acquisitions have expanded to include other markets (Wrigley 2001).  Consequently, at the same time that they are becoming more consolidated, retailers are also extending the scale of their operations.  The outcome has been the development of global retailers (Reardon and Berdegue 2002), such as US-based Wal-Mart, which now has stores in 10 nations, and France-based Carrefour, which has stores in 29 nations (Busch 2004).  

The outcome of this consolidation, concentration, and transnational expansion has been the development of retail oligopolies and buyer-driven supply chains in the global agrifood system (Busch and Bain 2004; Ponte and Gibbon 2005).  As leading retailers have gained an increasingly large market share, power has shifted towards them in the global agrifood system.  In short, it is largely retailers, not producers and processors, that now manage supply chains, set product attributes, and determine prices (Gereffi et al. 1994; Konefal and Mascarenhas 2005; Wrigley 2001).  Seeking to take advantage of their lead position, the major retailers have begun to innovate supply chains.  Consequently, they are introducing new management practices and technoscientific apparatuses (Busch and Bain 2004; Konefal et al. 2005; Ponte and Gibbon 2005), and placing additional demands on their suppliers.  The outcome are supply chains that are increasingly vertically coordinated through the use of private standards, third-party certification, and information technologies.  

Oligopolization is also producing changes in the character of competition within the global agrifood sector, particularly in the markets of developed nations.  As the retail sector becomes more consolidated and concentrated, retailers are increasingly competing on quality, in addition to price (Busch 2004).  In other words, the marketplace for food in the US and other industrialized countries is moving towards what Callon and colleagues have termed “economies of quality.”  Here, it is the qualification and re-qualification of products that has become the primary locus of competition.  Rather than trying to undersell their competitors, retailers are attaching qualities to their products and their stores (i.e., environmentally sustainable, socially just, animal welfare, etc.) that distinguish them from others (both within their stores and at other stores) (Callon et al. 2002).  For example, retailers have begun to develop their own private labels in an effort to set their products apart from both other retailers and national brands.  Thus, Safeway now has its own ‘Safeway Select Organic’ label, Ahold USA “Nature’s Promise,” and “Kroger “Naturally Preferred’ (Euromonitor 2005).  In this way, retailers are trying to differentiate the marketplace for food, and create products that consumers are willing to pay premiums.  

To ensure the quality of their products, and ensure the best price, large retailers are increasingly developing their own private standards for production and product quality, as well as monitoring mechanisms to ensure compliance by suppliers (Hatanaka et al. 2005; Reardon et al. 1999).  Through standards, retailers are giving the products they sell specific qualities, including intrinsic qualities (i.e., taste and appearance) and extrinsic qualities, such as how they are produced (i.e., labor, environment, animal welfare).  In this way, retailers are using standards as strategic instruments of product differentiation, agrifood chain coordination, market creation, and share growth.  To ensure that suppliers are complying with specific standards, retailers have also begun to require that suppliers are third-party certified (Hatanaka et al. 2005).  In an increasing number of instances, a certification chain now parallels the supply chain, as documentation assuring everything from product quality to production conditions travels downstream alongside products (Mutersbaugh 2005).  

As a few larger retailers gain increasing control of a large percentage of the market, producers have little choice but to comply with such private standards, or face the prospect of going out of business (Farina and Reardon 2000; Freidberg 2003).  Thus, retailer standards are becoming de facto mandatory for producers.  The outcome is a system of governance in the global agrifood system that is increasingly private.  While public regulations and standards may continue to set baselines, it is private standards that are increasingly structuring supply chains, configuring production, and establishing the rules of the game for global trade.  For example, while the WTO recently struck down the European Union’s ban on genetically modified crops and food, the decision may have little effect if European retailers continue to choose not to carry genetically modified products.   

Concurrent with these changes, consumer interest in the safety and quality of food, and how, where, and by whom it is produced has also increased in industrialized countries (DuPuis 2000; Murdoch et al. 2000).  This has had three important consequences.  First, it has increased the market for high quality foods, and foods produced in humane and environmentally sound ways, and using fair labor practices (Goodman 2003).  In the US, the high rate of expansion of Whole Foods, a grocery chain that markets itself as a provider of high quality and sustainable foods, is evidence of the growing market for such goods.  Second, retailers have become more vigilant in monitoring their supply chains to avoid consumer backlash that could result from food safety or quality problems (Busch 2003; Hatanaka et al. 2005).  Third, increased consumer awareness has also created opportunities for social movements (Lockie 2002). Movements are now trying to enroll consumers as allies in efforts to reform food and agricultural practices.  

It is within this context that the marine and ocean conservation movement decided to launch a market-based campaign.  While movement leaders were not fully cognizant of the development trajectory of the US agrifood system at the time, the market strategies they choose converged with the emerging structure of the US agrifood system.  The emergence of retailers as lead actors, heightened consumer awareness, competition on quality, and the use of private standards and non-governmental regulatory mechanisms have created opportunities for the marine and ocean conservation to reform fishing and aquaculture practices through the marketplace.   

Sustainable Seafood: Using the Market to Save the Oceans 
Overfishing has long been a concern for environmentalists.  However, it has been an area where they have achieved little success, as evident by the continual deterioration of fish stocks.  The environmental community thought that they had won a significant victory in 1996 when they got the Sustainable Fisheries Act passed.  The act stipulated that the National Marine Fisheries Service and its eight regional management councils had to reform management plans to (1) “prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks,” (2) report and minimize bycatch, and (3) “designate essential fish habitat for all federally managed fish species and minimize adverse effects of fishing on those habits” (Marine Fish Conservation Network, 1).  However, the marine and ocean conservation movement, has been taking “defensive action ever since” the passage of the act.  In the words of one activist, “we have been just trying to save what we gained.”

Given their relative lack of success in pressuring the US government to enact legislation to protect fisheries, combined with the fact the fishing industry is becoming increasing global, the movement for marine and ocean conservation decided that it needed to try a new approach.  In the late 1990s, spurred partially by foundation funding, and seeing the success of a market-based campaign in the forestry sector, the marine and ocean conservation movement launched a market-based campaign.  By launching a market campaign, the movement expanded its focus to include the demand side, in addition to the supply side.  That is, the movement wanted to try to influence fishing and aquaculture practices through the marketplace.  

Spearheading the movement was the David and Lucile Packard Foundation, which launched what it calls the “Seafood Choices Initiative” in the late 1990s.  The goal of the initiative was to “harness the power of consumer choice and market forces in favor of ocean conservation.”  The program first sought to raise consumer awareness regarding fishing practices and the state of fisheries and the oceans.  Doing so, the movement hoped would begin to create a market for sustainable seafood.  To accomplish this, the movement began producing seafood cards, which provide information on what seafood is good for people to eat, and what seafood people should not eat.  It has also sought to educate “gatekeepers” and get them to become public advocates/spokespersons.  This effort has focused largely on chefs, seeking to take advantage of the celebrity chef crazy that has gripped much of the US.  

A second component of the market-based approach was a series of single-species campaigns.  These campaigns tried to curb the demand of a single species, usually one that was severely overfished and facing collapse or, in the case of aquaculture, causing significant environmental degradation.  Examples of single species campaigns include: “Give Swordfish A Break,” Take A Pass On Chilean Seabass,” “Caviar Emptor,” and the “Farmed and Dangerous” salmon campaign.  All of these campaigns were initiated, in response to uncooperative governments and industry.  Thus, affecting demand was viewed as the only way to exert pressure on both the fishing industry and governments to begin to changes practices and policies.  

The “Farmed and Dangerous” campaign is a good example of a single species market campaign.  It is spearheaded by the Coastal Alliance for Aquaculture Reform (CAAR), which is made up of nine environmental groups and one First Nation in British Columbia.  Their goal is to make salmon farming environmentally sustainable, which for them means replacing open-water net-pens with closed containment systems, among other things.  The “Farmed and Dangerous” campaign has three components.  The first is educating consumers.  They kicked off the campaign by holding a press conference in Vancouver where they said, “government has failed us, the only way we believe that we can protect wild salmon and marine ecosystems is by going to consumers.”  They asked consumers to “Think Twice About Eating Farmed Salmon.”  In interviews they noted that they were very careful to not make it seem like they were telling consumer what to do, but rather saying, “You have the power to make this decision and to be active.”  The result is that knowledge of salmon farming and its impacts has increased dramatically in British Columbia, and consequently it has become a political issue.  The group has also had some successes in other markets (California, Oregon, and Washington), but not nearly to the same degree.  

The second component is working with restaurants and chefs to get them to stop selling farmed salmon and to get them to become public spokespersons.  The focus is on both chefs in British Columbia and throughout the US and Canada.  For example, they have flown in leading chefs to see salmon farms, meet scientists, and meet First Nations that have been negatively impacted by the farms.  Thus far they have got over 130 restaurants to sign on to the campaign.  The third component is campaigns that target supermarkets.  In initiating this part of the campaign they first did chain of custody research to identify what retailers were selling farmed salmon in what markets.  Next they approached retailers regarding changing their procurement practices regarding farmed salmon.  After getting no responses, they decided to make the campaign more confrontational.  They informed several retailers that they were going to take out a full-page advertisement in the New York Time that was critical of salmon aquaculture and would name them as selling farmed salmon from British Columbia.  One green retailer negotiated their name out of the advertisement and entered into dialogue with CAAR, which eventually resulted in them phasing out farmed salmon from British Columbia, but not all farmed salmon.  After the advertisement ran, Whole Foods canceled their orders of farmed salmon from a company in British Columbia (Dickens 2003).  One salmon farm company also contacted CAAR soon after, and entered into discussions.

CAAR then launched a campaign targeting one retailer in particular, Safeway.  The campaign, called “Smarten Up Safeway,” includes advertisements in Safeway’s major markets, like San Francisco, demonstrations in front of Safeway stores, letter writing, and shareholder activism.  In one media blitz, CAAR placed advertisements in every billboard in the Pleasanton, California train station (Pleasanton is home to the corporate headquarters of Safeway) and on most major bus routes in San Francisco.  The advertisements were confrontational, saying, for example, “With all the chemicals in Safeway’s farmed salmon, you might as well eat the packaging.”  According to CAaR, part what they are trying to do is juxtapose the fact that Safeway is selling farmed salmon that is bad for the environment and bad for communities against the image that Safeway is trying to project.  As one member of CAAR noted, Safeway is trying to do this “new re-branding ‘green is for life,’ a branding that they feel selling farmed salmon contradicts.  While Safeway continues to be resistant to CAAR’s demands, they are paying attention and monitoring the situation.  The question is at what point will Safeway decide that the movement represents a threat to their profitability and decide to take action.   
The last component of the sustainable seafood movement was to develop a mechanism to ensure that seafood that was advertised as sustainable was in fact sustainable.  The movement also recognized that if they were going to spur demand for sustainable seafood, there had to be a supply of it.  Thus, the marine and ocean conservation movement with the transnational corporation Unilever formed the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) in 1997.
  According to World Wildlife Fund (WWF), the purpose of the MSC is to “provide powerful economic incentives for sustainable well-managed fisheries” (qtd. in Constance and Bonanno 2000), while the goal for Unilever was to secure a long-term supply of fish.  It was also perceived as a way to regulate fisheries without the aid of government.  As of 2005, the MSC had certified 11 fisheries representing over 3% of the global edible seafood market (Bridgespan Group 2005).  The MSC label appears on 223 seafood products, 18 retailers carry MSC certified products (Marine Stewardship Council 2006), and Wal-Mart, the largest retailer in the US, recently announced it will begin carrying MSC certified products.

  

The sustainable seafood movement has reached a point of transition.  It has had some success raising issue salience around overfishing and the environmental impacts of aquaculture, it has got the support of much of the “white-table cloth” restaurant community, and some of its single species campaigns have had success, most notably the “Give Swordfish A Break” and the Caviar Emptor” campaigns.  However, a report commissioned by the Packard Foundation to review its “Seafood Choices Initiative” found that there has yet to be significant change in the US seafood market (Bridgespan Group 2005).  Thus, the question facing the movement is how to move sustainable seafood from a niche market to the mainstream market, as niche markets are not able to exert enough pressure on the fishing and aquaculture industries to force widespread change.  To accomplish this, the external review of the Seafood Choices Initiative proposed that the Packard Foundation concentrate more of its funding efforts on influencing big buyers, such as retailers, food distributors, and chain restaurants, to change their procurement practices.  The reported concluded that given the concentration levels of the retail sector, especially supermarkets, getting a few retailers to change their procurement practices could significantly increase the demand for sustainable seafood (Bridgespan Group 2005).  Thus, the movement is seeking to take advantage of the economic opportunities presented by the current retailer-driven global agrifood system. 

Several marine and ocean conservation organizations are already working with retailers.  The New England Aquarium has been working with Royal Ahold USA to develop environmental sourcing standards for its seafood products.  Just recently, Environmental Defense, Wegmans Food Markets, a small grocery store chain in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic, and Bon Appétit Management Company, an on-site restaurant company serving over 190 corporations and universities, announced a new purchasing policy for farmed salmon that requires suppliers to meet environmental and health standards (Environmental Defense 2006).  However, the biggest development was the announcement by Wal-Mart in February of 2005 that it would shift to stocking its North American stores with wild-caught fresh and frozen fish that are MSC certified.  

Taking a different approach, Greenpeace recently rated the sustainability of seafood at the leading supermarkets in Great Britain.  They rated supermarkets by whether they had (1) sustainable seafood sourcing policies, (2) supported sustainable initiatives, (3) had labeling and/or promotions of sustainable seafood, and (4) how many of the most overfished species they sold (Greenpeace 2005).  Greenpeace then made the results public in an effort to pressure the worst supermarkets to change their practices.  Greenpeace also launched a public campaign against the retailer with the worst rating, Asda.  On March 28, Asda announced it had stopped selling fish that are considered severely overfished, and will shift to all MSC certified fish within the next five years (2006).  As more funding becomes available, and success is achieved, both collaborative and confrontational campaigns that target big buyers will most likely become more common.  

As the above overview demonstrates, the marine and ocean conservation movement has used both liberal and critical strategies in its market campaigns.  The movement has sought to both work with retailers behind the scenes and to publicly confront them.  However, as the movement shifts from establishing the idea of sustainable seafood and raising the salience of the idea to achieving actual change in the marketplace, it appears that the movement is becoming more liberal in orientation.  Consequently, there is some debate among organizations in the marine and ocean conservation movement regarding the future of the more consumer-based and critical strategies.  While such a shift presents opportunities for significant change, there may also be potential drawbacks if the more critical components of the movement are allowed to fade away (or are forced out).  

Discussion: Consumer Movements vs. the Strategic Use of Consumption 

Having provided an overview of the current market-based approach being used by the marine and ocean conservation movement, I want return to the role of consumers and consumption in social movements.  An important distinction needs to be made between consumer movements and the strategic use of consumption by movements.  In some instances, movements or issues arise out of consumer concern.  These can properly be considered consumer movements, as long as consumers remain an active component of them.  However, in other instances, existing movements, try to educate and mobilize consumers to advance their cause.  These movements tend to strategically use consumers, and, often, consumers play a minor role in the movement.  These movements are not consumer movements.  Thus, greater precision is needed in analyses of consumer movements and movements that strategically use consumption, as the two are not the same, but are often conflated.       

The sustainable seafood campaign is not a consumer movement, as the idea of sustainable seafood did not arise from consumers.  There may have been latent consumer demand for seafood that was caught/produced sustainably.  However, it was not until movements actively began promoting the idea of sustainable seafood that a market for it began to emerge.  In other words, the idea of sustainable seafood resulted from efforts by professional environmental organizations to come up with a more effective approach to protect marine life and the oceans.  Specifically, the driving force beyond the sustainable seafood movement was the Packard Foundation.  In this way, the sustainable seafood began in a very top-down manner, with the Packard Foundation making funding available for market and consumer based initiatives.
  Thus, the movement for sustainable seafood was not the result of consumer concern, but rather an outcome of efforts by foundations and movement organizations to develop effective strategies, given current political economic conditions.  

Several factors contributed to the development of a market-based sustainable seafood campaign.  First, the political opportunities for the marine and ocean conservation movement had become increasingly constrained.  Second, the structure of the seafood industry made directly pressuring it quite challenging (i.e., globally dispersed and very diverse).  Third, the emerging retailer-led structure of the global agrifood system was conducive to the use of strategies focusing on the market and consumption.  In this way, the development of a “consumer” movement for sustainable seafood was the outcome of foundations and movement groups trying to take advantage of current political and economic opportunities, and not an outgrowth of consumer concern.  

By not separating the strategic use of consumption from consumer movements, agrifood and environmental scholars may also be overstating the agency of consumers.  While consumers are an important component of the sustainable seafood movement, they play a relatively minor role in it.  Their role is largely limited to that of buying sustainable seafood, not buying unsustainable seafood, writing letters, and participating in public demonstrations.
  They have little input into the movement, its choice of strategies, and the kinds of campaigns it undertakes.  Thus, the agency of individual consumers in the sustainable seafood movement is quiet limited.  Rather, it is in their image as a collective body that consumers have power, and it is this image that movements seek to enroll and leverage.        

However, the power of the sustainable seafood movement is largely derived from consumers.  This points out the contradictory position of consumers in today’s society.  On the one hand, they have very little actual power, especially in day-to-day activities.  On the other hand, consumers have power in that they can reject the movement.  In doing so, consumers have the capability to undercut the efficacy of the movement.  Put differently, the agency of the consumer in society and the economy remains quite contradictory.  To paraphrase Marx, consumers make choices, but not under conditions of their own choosing.  

Conclusion

This paper has sought to embed the emergence of the idea of consumption as a political force in the political and economic changes of the past three decades.  Neoliberal restructuring, globalization, and the shift towards governance have all weakened the regulatory power of states, especially in the areas of social welfare and the environment.  Consequently, this has made the state less receptive to social movements and less capable of legislating on their behalf.  At the same time, neoliberal restructuring, globalization, and the shift towards governance have also fostered the emergence of risk society and economies of quality in industrialized countries.  The transformation of risk and quality into sources of economic competition has elevated the importance of consumption, and created opportunities for the politicization of consumption.  First, with competition on quality, opportunities for consumers to influence the kinds of goods produced and how they are produced have increased.  Second, as the perspectives of consumers are incorporated into economic decision-making, the notion of quality has expanded to include social, ethical, political, lifestyle, and environmental values.  The result is that companies are now more attuned to consumers and their preferences, and consumers are increasingly using consumption as a vehicle to express their values and politics.   

Facing less receptive and less powerful states, social movements have begun to try to engage consumers and use consumption and the market to achieve the changes and reforms that they desire.  Thus, while neoliberal restructuring, globalization, and the shift towards governance have all weakened regulatory constraints on business, and competition on quality has generated new revenue streams, they have also made some companies more vulnerable to social movements.  The result has been the emergence of a new model of change that uses the market and consumption for social movements (See Figure 1).  Here, movements seek to reform production practices directly through pressuring retailers, or through using consumers to pressure retailers (Bailey et al. 2003; Konefal and Mascarenhas 2005; O'Rourke 2005).
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Figure 1: Market-based Social Movement Campaigns

However, for movements concerned with food and agriculture, this market-based model may be evolving into one where consumers are largely cutout.  Observing recent developments in the sustainable seafood movement, the momentum of the movement is towards working with larger buyers, such as large retailers.  Several factors are contributing to this shift.  First, while organizing consumers has increased the salience of the issue of sustainable seafood, it has had marginal effects on how seafood is caught and produced thus far.  Second, the movement has discovered that organizing consumers is quite arduous and expensive, and that consumers can be quite fickle.  Several interviewees noted maintaining consumer interest in the long-run has become quiet challenging, as consumers are getting continuously bombarded with new information and asked to support new causes.  Thus, consumer fatigue is a significant issue for social movements.  Third, many interviewees also noted that seafood is so complex that it is difficult to provide accurate data to consumers.  For example, data on the sustainability of various kinds of fish often have to be simplified so that it can categorized as “sustainable,” “okay,” and “don’t eat.”  This often creates conflicts and contradictions.  Fourth, the emergence of large buyers in the global agrifood system has presented opportunities for the sustainable seafood movement to have tremendous influence on both the demand and supply of seafood through just working with a few companies.      

Seeing the opportunities offered by working with large retailers, the momentum of the movement is towards collaborating with large retailers to get them to change their procurement practices.  From the perspective of the movement, this approach has several potential advantages.  First, given the power of the leading retailers in the global agrifood system, they have the ability to dictate up supply chains (i.e., to producers) what kinds of seafood they want and how they want that seafood caught, produced, and processed.  Second, large retailers control such a significant market share that they have the ability to create a substantial market for sustainable seafood through offering and promoting it.  Third, instead of having to educate, organize, and mobilize large numbers of consumers, movement organizations can concentrate their efforts on just a few large actors.  Lastly, conveying complex information to retailers is easier than educating consumers.  Thus, through such an approach the marine and ocean conservation movement has the potential to have an immediate impact on fishing and aquaculture practices.  

While collaborating with large retailers is a logical and potentially effective strategy for the marine and ocean conservation movement, there are also several possible dangers to such a strategy.  Most notably, the movement could become dependent on retailers.  As retailers have significant control over both the market and supply of sustainable seafood, a power imbalance may arise between retailers and movement organizations.  This could result in retailers deciding what counts as sustainable and what does not, among other things.  Unless the movement continues to generate consumer and citizen interest in sustainable seafood and/or is able to get public policy enacted that protects fisheries, the movement will have little check on the power of retailers.  Thus, if the marine and ocean conservation movement in seeking to work collaboratively with large retailers curtails its more critical campaigns, this could undermine its primary leverage point over retailers.  Furthermore, working with the large buyers has already begun to create fissures within the sustainable seafood movement, as some of the more conservative groups have begun to undercut the more radical groups through entering into agreements with retailers.  Given these possibilities, the sustainable seafood movement has to be careful not to become too enthralled with the immediate gains that may be possible though working with retailers and neglect the more populist and critical components of the movement, which have the potential to actually create a “consumer” movement for more sustainable seafood.  

Lastly, as movement groups work more closely with large retailers there is the danger that consumers will once again be largely cutout of the power structure of the global agrifood system.  Given the current trajectory of the sustainable seafood movement, there is the possibility that a new model of social change that flows from movement groups through retailers to producers will emerge (see Figure 2).   
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Figure 2: New Model of Social Change?

If such a model does emerge, consumer agency in the global agrifood system will be increasingly constrained.  Under such a model, social movements and retailers will get to decide the kinds of food people eat, and how, where, and by whom it is produced.  While the political economic changes over the past decade and a half have generated new opportunities for consumers, these opportunities are now in danger of being co-opted by social movements and retailers, both of which are increasingly claiming to represent consumers (see Marsden et al. 2000 regarding retailers).  Thus, the agential and powerful consumer is threatened.      

References

2006 (March 28). "Asda changes policy on seafood." in Checkout.
Bailey, Conner, Peter Sinclair, and Mark Dubois. 2003. "Pushing Paper: Market Demand and Market-Based Environmentalism." in Rural Sociological Society Annual Meeting. Montreal.

Bartley, Tim. 2003. "Certifying Forests and Factories: States, Social Movements, and the Rise of Private Regulation in the Apparel and Forest Product Fields." Politics and Society 31:433-464.

Beck, Ulrich. 1992. Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity. London: Sage Publications.

Blowfield, Michael, and Jedrzej George Frynas. 2005. "Setting new agendas: critical perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility in the developing world." International Affairs 81:499-513.

Bridgespan Group. 2005. "Seafood Choices Initiative Evaluation." San Francisco: The Bridgespan Group.

Brown, Paul. 2004. "Crisis of credibility for 'green' fisheries." in The Guardian. London.

Busch, Lawrence. 2003. "Virgil, Vigilance, and Voice: Agrifood Ethics in an Age of Globalization." Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 16:459-477.

Busch, Lawrence. 2004. "The Changing Food System: From Markets to Networks." in XI World Congress of the International Rural Sociological Association. Trondheim.
Busch, Lawrence, and Carmen Bain. 2004. "New! Improved? The Transformation of the Global Agrifood System." Rural Sociology 69:321-346.

Callon, Michel, Cecile Meadel, and Vololona Rabeharisoa. 2002. "The economy of qualities." Economy and Society 31:194-217.

Caspers-Simmet, Jean. 2003. "Concentration Called Troubling Trend." in Agri News.
Cochoy, Franck. "A brief history of 'customers,' or the gradual standardization of markets and organizations."

—. 2003. "The Industrial Roots of Contemporary Political Consumption: The Case of the French Standardization Movement." Pp. 145-160 in Politics, Products, and Markets: Exploring Contemporary Consumerism Past and Future, edited by Michele Micheletti, Andreas Follesdal, and Dietlind Stolle. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books.

—. 2004. "Is the modern consumer a Buridan's donkey? Product packaging and consumer choice." in Elusive Consumption, edited by Karin Ekström and Helene Brembeck. New York: Palgrave.

Constance, Douglas H., and Alessandro Bonanno. 2000. "Regulating the global fisheries: The World Wildlife Fund, Unilever, and the Marien Stewardship Council." Agriculture and Human Values 2000:125-139.

Dickens, Jillian. 2003 (November 19). "Cancelled orders for Creative Salmon." Pp. http://www.westcoastaquatic.ca/article_creative_cancelled1103.htm.  Accessed on April 10, 2006 in The Westerly News. Ucluetet, CA.
Dowie, Mark. 1997. Losing Ground: American Environmentalism at the Close of the Twentieth Century. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

DuPuis, Melanie E. 2000. "Not in my body: rBGH and the rise of organic milk." Agriculture and Human Values 17:285-295.

Environmental Defense. 2006. "Oceans Alive." http://www.oceansalive.org/home.cfm 

Accessed on April 10, 2006.

Euromonitor. 2005. "Global private Label Retailers & Suppliers." 

http://www.euromonitor.com/mrm/default.asp: Accessed May 22, 2005.

Farina, Elizabeth M. M. Q., and Thomas Reardon. 2000. "Agrifood Grades and Standards in the Extended Mercosur: Their Role in the Changing Agrifood System." American Journal of Agricultural Economics 82:1170-1176.

Freidberg, Susanne E. 2003. "Culture, conventions and colonial constructs of rurality in south-north horticultural trades." Journal of Rural Studies 19:97-109.

Gereffi, Gary, Miguel Koreniewicz, and Roberto P. Korzeniewicz. 1994. "The Organization of Buyer-Driven Global Commodity Chains: How U.S. Retailers Shape Overseas Production Networks." Pp. 95-122 in Commodity Chains and Global Capitalism, edited by Gary Gereffi and Miguel Koreniewicz. Westport, CT: Praeger.
Gereffi, Gary, Ronie Garcia-Johnson, and Erika Sasser. 2001. "The NGO-Industrial Complex." Foreign Policy 125:56-65.

Goodman, David. 2003. "Editorial: The quality 'turn' and alternative food practices: reflections and agenda." Journal of Rural Studies 19:1-7.
Goodman, David, and E. Melanie DuPuis. 2002. "Knowing Food and Growing Food: Beyond the Production-Consumption Debate in the Sociology of Agriculture." Sociologia Ruralis 42:5-22.

Greenpeace. 2005. "A Recipe for Disaster: Supermarkets' Insatiable Appetite for Seafood." London: Greenpeace.
Gunningham, Neil, Martin Phillipson, and Peter Grabosky. 1999. "Harnessing Third Parties as Surrogate Regulators: Achieving Environmental Outcomes by Alternative Means." Business Strategy and the Environment 8:211-224.

Hartwick, E.R. 2000. "Towards a geographical politics of consumption." Environment and Planning A 32:1177-1192.

Hatanaka, Maki, Carmen Bain, and Lawrence Busch. 2005. "Third-party Certification in the Global Agrifood System: Causes and Consequences." Food Policy 30:354-369.

Hendrickson, Mary , William D. Heffernan, Philip H. Howard, and Judith B. Heffernan. 2001. "Consolidation in Food Retailing and Dairy: Implications for Farmers and Consumers in a Global Food System." Denver, CO: National Farmers Union.
Hudson, Ian, and Mark Hudson. 2003. "Removing the Veil? Commodity Fetishism, Fair Trade, and the Environment." Organization & Environment 16:413-430.

Hughes, Alex. 2005. "Responsible retailers? Ethical trade and the strategic re-regulation of cross-continental food supply chains." Pp. 141-154 in Cross-continental Food Chains, edited by Niels Fold and Bill Pritchard. London: Routledge.

Jessop, Bob. 2002a. "Governance and Meta-governance: On Reflexivity, Requisite Variety, and Requisite Irony." Lancaster, UK: Department of Sociology, Lancaster University.

—. 2002b. "Liberalism, Neoliberalism, and Urban Governance: A State-Theoretical Perspective." Antipode 34:452-472.

—. 2003. "The Spatiotemporal Dynamics of Capital and its Globalization -- and how they Challenge State Power and Democracy." Department of Sociology, Lancaster University: http://www.comp.lancs.ac.uk/sociology/soc132rj.pdf.

Kelly, Philip F. 1999. "The geographies and politics of globalization." Progress in Human Geography 23:379-400.
Konefal, Jason, and Michael Mascarenhas. 2005. "The Shifting Political Economy of the Global Agrifood System: Consumption and the Treadmill of Production." Berkeley Journal of Sociology 49:76-96.

Konefal, Jason, Michael Mascarenhas, and Maki Hatanaka. 2005. "Governance in the global agro-food system: backlighting the role of transnational supermarket chains." Agriculture and Human Values 22:291-302.
Lockie, Stewart. 2002. "'The Invisible Mouth': Mobilizing 'the Consumer' in Food Production-Consumption Networks." Sociologia Ruralis 42:278-294.

Marine Fish Conservation Network. "Caught in the Act." Washington, DC: Marine Fish Conservation Network.

Marine Stewardship Council. 2006. "Annual Report 2004/05." London: Marine Stewardship Council.

Marsden, Terry, Andrew Flynn, and Michelle Harrison. 1997. "Retailing, Regulation, and Food Consumption: The Public Interest in a Privatized World?" Agribusiness 13:211-226.
Marsden, Terry, Andrew Flynn, and Michelle Harrison. 2000. Consuming interests: The social provision of foods. London: UCL Press.

McAdam, Doug. 1996. "Conceptual origins, current problems, future directions." Pp. 23-40 in Comparative perspectives on social movements, edited by John D. McCarthy Doug McAdam, and Mayer N. Zald. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—. 1999. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency 1830-1920. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Miller, Daniel. 1995. "Consumption as the Vanguard of History: A Polemic by Way of an Introduction." Pp. 1-57 in Acknowledging Consumption: A Review of New Studies, edited by Daniel Miller. London: Routledge.

Murdoch, Jonathan, and Maria Miele. 1999. "'Back to Nature': Changing 'Worlds of Production' in the Food Sector." Sociologia Ruralis 39:465-483.

Murdoch, Jonathan, Terry Marsden, and Jo Banks. 2000. "Quality, nature, and embeddedness: Some theoretical considerations in the context of the food." Economic Geography 76:107-125.
Murray, Douglas L., and Laura T. Raynolds. 2000. "Alternative trade in bananas: Obstacles and opportunities for progressive social change in the global economy." Agriculture and Human Values 17:65-74.

Mutersbaugh, Tad. 2005. "Just-in-space: Certified rural products, labor of quality, and regulatory spaces." Journal of Rural Studies 21:389-402.
Newell, Peter. 2000. "Environmental NGOs and Globalization: The Governance of TNCs." Pp. 117-133 in Global Social Movements, edited by Robin Cohen and Shirin M. Rai. London: Athlone Press.

Ohmae, Kenichi. 1995. The End of the Nation State: The Rise of Regional Economies. New York: Free Press.
O'Rourke, Dara. 2005. "Market Movements: Nongovernmental Organization Strategies to Influence Global Production and Consumption." Journal of Industrial Ecology 9:1-14.

Peine, Emelie, and Philip McMichael. 2005. "Globalization and global governance." Pp. 19-34 in Agricultural governance : globalization and the new politics of regulation, edited by Vaughan Higgins and Geoffrey Lawrence. New York: Routledge.
Pellow, David N. 2001. "Environmental Justice and the Political Process: Movements, Corporations, and the State." Sociological Quarterly 42:47-67.

Ponte, Stefano, and Peter Gibbon. 2005. "Quality standards, conventions and the governance of global value chains." Economy and Society 34:1-31.

Progressive Grocer. 2005. "Views from the Top." Progressive Grocer http://www.progressivegrocer.com/progressivegrocer/images/pdf/pg-top-50-2005.pdf, Accessed February 21, 2006:74-84.

Reardon, Thomas, and Julio A. Berdegue. 2002. "The Rapid Rise of Supermarkets in Latin America: Challenges and Opportunities for Development." Development Policy Review 20:371-388.

Reardon, Thomas, and Elizabeth Farina. 2002. "The rise of private food quality and safety standards: illustrations from Brazil." International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 4:413-421.
Reardon, Thomas, Jean-Marie Codron, Lawrence Busch, James Bingen, and Craig Harris. 1999. "Global Change in Agrifood Grades and Standards: Agribusiness Strategic Responses in Developing Countries." International Food and Agribusiness Management 2:421-435.

Renard, Marie-Christine. 2003. "Fair trade, quality, market and conventions." Journal of Rural Studies 19:87-96.

Rhodes, R.A.W. 1997. Understanding Governance: Policy Networks, Governance, Reflexivity, and Accountability. London: Open University Press.
Schnaiberg, Allan. 1980. The Environment: From Surplus to Scarcity. New York: Oxford University Press.

Schurman, Rachel. 2004. ""Fighting "Frankenfoods": Industry Opportunity Structures and the Efficacy of the Anti-Biotech Movement in Western Europe." Social Problems 51:243-268.
Shreck, Aimee. 2005. "Resistance, redistribution, and power in the Fair Trade banana initiative." Agriculture and Human Values 22:17-29.

Sklair, Leslie. 2000. "Social Movements and Global Capitalism." Pp. 291-311 in From Modernization to Globalization: Perspectives on Development and Globalization, edited by J. T. Roberts and A. Hite. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Smith, Jackie, Ron Pagnucco, and Charles Chatfield. 1997. "Social Movements and World Politics." Pp. 59-77 in Transnational social movements and global politics : solidarity beyond the state, edited by Jackie Smith, Ron Pagnucco, and Charles Chatfield. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press.

Stoker, Gerry. 1998. "Governance as theory: five propositions." International Social Science Journal 50:17-28.

Swyngedouw, Erik , Ben Page, and Maria Kaika. 2002. "Sustainability and Policy Innovation in a Multi-Level Context: Crosscutting Issues in the Water Sector." Pp. 107-131 in Participatory Governance in Multi-Level Context: Concepts and Experience, edited by P. Getimis, H. Heinelt, G. Kafkalas, R. Smith, and E. Swyngedouw. Opladen: Leske & Budrich.

Tarrow, Sidney. 2001. "Transnational Politics: Contention and Institutions in 

International Politics." Annual Review of Political Science 4:1-20.

Wrigley, Neil. 2001. "The Consolidation Wave in U.S. Food Retailing: A European 

Perspective." Agribusiness 17:489-513.

Social Movements





Retailers





Producers





Consumers








Producers





Retailers





Social Movements

















� The marine and ocean conservation movement is a subset of the environmental movement.  Many of the activists I interviewed divided the environmental movement into land-based environmentalism (i.e., natural resources, land-use, air quality, waste disposal) and ocean/marine environmentalism.  While the two forms of environmentalism are connected, they often function as separate movements.  The movement for marine and ocean conservation consists of environmental organizations whose focus is on both land and ocean issues (i.e., Environmental Defense and World Wildlife Fund) and organizations that are concerned solely with issues pertaining to marine life and oceans (i.e., Blue Ocean Institute and SeaWeb).














� The development of the MSC was spearheaded by the WWF, but had the support of many of the other environmental organizations involved in marine and ocean conservation.  Since its formation, the MSC has become an independent organization, primarily funded through grants (84%) (� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Marine Stewardship Council</Author><Year>2006</Year><RecNum>1978</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1978</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Marine Stewardship Council,</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2006</YEAR><TITLE>Annual Report 2004/05</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Marine Stewardship Council</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Marine Stewardship Council. 2006�).   


� However, the MSC and its certification practices have been controversial within the marine and ocean conservation community.  The marine and ocean conservation community has contested several of the fisheries that the MSC has certified as sustainable, including New Zealand hoki, South Georgian Toothfish, and Alaskan Pollock fisheries � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Brown</Author><Year>2004</Year><RecNum>1975</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>5</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1975</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Brown, Paul</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2004</YEAR><TITLE>Crisis of credibilty for &apos;green&apos; fisheries</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Guardian</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><DATE>February, 21</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Brown 2004)�.  In January 2004, two reports commissioned by the leading foundations funding much the MSC were critical of the MSC on several fronts.  


� A number of certification schemes also exist for aquaculture, especially shrimp and salmon, the two most controversial.  Environmental organizations, aquaculture industry bodies, and third-party certifiers have developed programs.  However, they all remain contested, and many have faced severe criticism.  With funding from the Packard Foundation, the WWF has initiated an effort to establish an independent certification body that would be similar to the MSC for aquaculture.


� This is not to say all the campaigns that fall under the rubric of sustainable seafood originated are a result of funding opportunities.  For example, the campaign against farmed salmon in British Columbia began as a grassroots campaign among several British Columbian non-governmental organizations (i.e., environmental and First Nation).  However, for the majority of active campaigns today, their roots can be traced back to the Packard or another foundation.


� However, the power of the sustainable seafood movement is largely derived from consumers.  This points out the contradictory position of consumers in today’s society.  On the one hand, they have very little actual power, especially in day-to-day activities.  However, on the other hand, various organizations (i.e., social movements and retailers) mobilize consumers in quite powerful ways, which gives them power.  Consumers also have power in that they can reject the movement.  Thus, undercutting its power.  





PAGE  
24

