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Abstract:
Patagonia,

triple bottom line: being profitable as well as environmentally and socially
responsible thyits business practices. Patagonia has used its environmental achievements to

diff % itself in the marketplace and in doing so has received great brand recognition
wz@ne apparel industry and amongst consumers. This paper’s intent is to assess if
Pataodnia’s business practices reflect its mission to reduce harm to the environment or if it is
classic case of green marketing. In this case study of Patagonia’s organic cotton line, the
implementation and enforcement of environmental and labor standards the company uses will be
evaluated. This paper will travel through Patagonia’s global supply chain to explore the
monitoring and transparency mechanisms Patagonia uses to add credibility to its products.
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1. Introduction



Copyright 2007. No quotation or citation without attribution.

Textiles and their end-products rank as the world’s second largest industry, just after food
products. Approximately, 10% of the world’s productive energies go into clothing
manufacturing, making textiles one of the largest polluting industries in the country.” These
growing environmental concerns have spawned recent trends for organic and eco-friendly
products in the fashion and apparel industry. Although still a niche market, consumer% ¢
increasingly purchasing organic clothing that incorporate environmental, econo ocial
responsibility. With increased consumer demands concerning the origins a@r content of

(\Q&ate themselves in an

, more scrutiny has been

their purchases, apparel manufacturers and retailers are looking to di

already saturated market by “greening” their clothing lines. In
given to the farming and manufacturing processes and la@)n itions that comprise of a
garment’s end product.

Patagonia, a leading pioneer in outdooﬂxtailg’ng, has been at the forefront of this
movement for environmental sustainabi%%agonia has committed to many environmental
causes, including the company’s og(r}V for environmental grants, LEED Certified buildings,
FSC Certification, 1% for t (&rganization, and Common Threads Garment Recycling
Program to name a fe @ ver, Patagonia promotes itself as having “The Cleanest Line” and
has launched m endable initiatives that in theory reduce harm to the environment.
However, Jlilkke most business Patagonia ultimate bottom line is profit. This paper investigates the

N

ruthf

t atagonia’s environmental proclamations. In doing so, a case study of
Patagonia’s 100% organic cotton program will be analyzed to determine if its business practices

in its global supply chain accurately reflects its mission statement or if this is merely an act of

greenwashing? The monitoring methodologies, use of third party certifications, and practice of
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internal monitoring along the global supply chain will be accessed to determine the credibility

and transparency of Patagonia’s organic cotton line.

I1. What is the Problem? Detriments of Conventional Cotton
As the world’s principal clothing fiber, cotton farming only comprises of 3% nﬁk ¢
world’s farming acreage, however, conventional cultivation uses approximately, he

world’s insecticides and 10% of the world’s pesticides.” The conventional @e of planting
the same variety of seeds on thousands of acres is called monocultu oculture leaves crops
extremely vulnerable to pests and diseases. To combat pests an Q;, conventional
methodology uses a barrage of hazardous chemicals incl fertilizers, insecticides and
pesticides that toxify the soil, air, and ground water @ ing it one of the most damaging fibers.
Seeds in the US are predominately geneticall)ﬁﬁdiﬁed (70%) and are treated with fungicides
and pesticides.” Toxic chemicals, whic the soil, are used to regulate the rate of growth
of seeds, optimize the number of 11(539{1 control for uniformity. Synthetic nutrients,
herbicides and pesticide are (g to fumigate seeds in order to prevent fungi growth, destroy
unwanted weeds and @ e insects. In the process, these chemical attempts to exterminate

1nsects cause re \%‘r
ro

research fi r chemicals. In the U.S. today, for every new pesticide developed for cotton

use, a ¢ of $100 million and 8 to 10 years are necessary.”

rior to the harvesting stage, defoliants are used to kill plants and remove leaves. The

ins of insects to grow and multiply. New insects strains spawn further

spillover of the chemical usage from crop dusting planes seep into nearby water supplies,
waterbeds, farmhouses, drinking water sources, and run-off into irrigation ditches. These

harmful chemicals damage eco-systems, destroying bird and wildlife populations. During the
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ginning process, leftover cottonseed containing harmful herbicides, pesticides, synthetic
fertilizers and defoliants, is considered a by-product and transformed into oils. Cottonseed oil
ridden with pesticides is found in snacks such as cookies and potato chips and used for animal
feed."

The detriments of conventional cotton go beyond the cotton fields and travel a@e ¢
supply chain. At the manufacturing stage (spinning, weaving, knitting, dying a 18hing), the
chemical processing is used to soften the fiber. In the production and manu@ing of cotton, a
slew of toxic chemicals are added at different stages of a products’ li({&le. These include
silicone waxes, harsh petroleum scours, softeners, heavy metals; Qand soil retardants,
ammonia, and formaldehyde. Although these chemicals typically"bleach away pesticides and
insecticides, these chemicals generally become pern gound. These chemicals are slow
to biodegrade and have recently been linked t&ol;able” carcinogens. At they dying and
printing stage, toxic residues from the pe found in wastewater and cause problems of the
central nervous system, respirat(oq%, headaches, dizziness, and skin and eye irritations."

Farmers and workings t, the¥gins and spinning mills are forced to work in toxic
environments, and co l@e are exposed to pollutants in the soil and water resulting in
nearby communj K’d with high rates of cancer. The U.S. EPA categorizes five of the top
nine pesticj &nide, dicofol, naled, propargite, and trifluralin) used for conventional cotton
to be t@gdangerous chemicals."" The World Health Organization estimated that pesticides
polson approximately three million people yearly and 20,000 to 40,000 are killed."" At the
consumer level, claims have been made that chemical residue, especially for children, cause
adverse health effects. There also is a risk for potential toxicity and contamination by dioxins

resulting from bleaching and dying processes.™
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Clearly, the societal and economic costs to produce conventional cotton t-shirts has a
devastating and enormous impact on the air, water and soil quality that impacts global health.
Furthermore, the policies and practices commonplace within the industry directly contribute to
the existence of global poverty. Coupled with United States subsidies to the cotton industry and

drive for corporate profitability, cotton farmers and garment workers in the developin 1d dre

Q
&Q

II1. Organic Cotton Q
Various stakeholders, including consumers, non-profit or 1ons, environmental

challenged with social and economic hardships.

activists, and companies along the supply chain have be mote aware and more vocal about
the hazards of conventional cotton. These stakeho ve turned to the use of organic cotton,
where farming and manufacturing processes Lﬂ§<e methods and materials that reduce harm to
the environment, cultivate fertility, and %Quild biologically diverse agricultural systems.

Organic farming methodology s&%ﬁynthetically compounded chemicals such as
ol

pesticides, growth regulatorg, iants, fertilizers and genetically modified seeds with natural

fertilizers, and beneficial ins&¢ts such as ladybugs to control insect infestation. In addition, crop

rotation with co er fertility and soil microbiology and weed control is managed with

precision tiddage old-fashioned methods. To be considered certified organic, organic farms
must ontinued the use of pesticides for at least three years, the time it takes to rebuild
the\goilJs natural fertility.” Furthermore, farms cannot use hard chemical bleaches or dyes and
must be allergy-free. Although organic farming demands more intensive and innovative
management, it offers an opportunity to product differentiate, and position companies for

profitability and long-term growth. New market exposure and aggressive marketing has resulted
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in a surge in organic product sales. In 2001, global organic cotton product sales were $245
million, with the United States at $86 million. In 2005, worldwide sales increased by 35% to
$583 million, with US growth of 55% to $275 million."" This has spawned an eco-chic

movement in the fashion industry where high and low-end retailers alike, are trying to grab a

slice out of this emerging market. 4 ¢
IV. Global Standards C)

In the United States, the USDA’s National Organic Progra has set regulations
for the organic certification process based on standards set in the ¢ Food Production Act
of 1990. Surprisingly, these government regulations we lenfented because of a push from

the cotton industry. According to Mark Bradley, as @ epute administrator of the USDA’s
NOP, “The cotton industry came to us, the goATngnt and said ‘We want you to regulate
us.”™ However, although the USDA rs recommended criteria for organic
processing/manufacturing and i r% of organic cotton, these regulations stop at the farm
level in the US. Currently, the &ks universal certification and labeling standards concerning

manufacturing and pr d@ rocesses for sustainable textiles such as organic cotton. (See

ion Flow Chart)

o

Th government regulations has ignited reaction from the demand side. To offer
greaterency, non-profit organizations, farmers, retailers, manufacturers, brands and
actiyists are leading the way in developing standards to improve environmental and social
aspects of the global supply chain. For example, the Global Organic Textile Standard (GOTS) is
commonly used by international supply chains to set guidelines for dye requirements,

haberdashery, and the social and environmental impact of caused by production. Suppliers
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also seek out certification standards for EU 2092/91, organic production standards created for the
European Union that also sets criteria for importation of organic manufacturing from developing
countries and JAS, which sets regulation for organic production and importing criteria in Japan.
Non-profit organizations, such as the Organic Exchange have also set voluntary industry
standards such at the OE Blended Standard and OE 100 Standard for 100% organic co@% ¢

These voluntary guidelines involve the regulation standards for the manufacturi ction

operations of organic agriculture. < )
Certification bodies such as Control Union (previously Skal:: (&deration of Organic

Agriculture Movements (IFOAM), International Organic Accre%ﬁ ervice (IOAS) have also
taken initiatives to develop and enforce broader certificafions, at an international level. In the
marketplace brands can use ecol-labels to offer or Qty and to differentiate products to
consumers. Labeling can also be a preventivs{ﬁ&%sqre to suppress attacks from vigilantes.*”

Many national and international labelinds such as the European Union’s EKO Label,

Japan’s Eco Mark, and the Norcﬁ@es’ White Swan are examples of eco-labeling the US

can model itself after. %
V. Patagoni@y and Background
niay

subsidiary of Lost Arrow Corporations, is a privately held company that

Pa
deb tﬁ@gf 3 by a group of surfers and climbers. In 2006, Patagonia totaled $270 million in
reéu)&, wielding market power in the green apparel market.™ A purveyor in outdoor clothing
and gear, Patagonia manages its research and development, design, manufacturing,

merchandising and sales of all its products. Holding a competitive advantage in technical

innovation, it is the leader in the outdoor retail industry. Patagonia prides itself on its deep
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commitment to environmental and socially sustainable industrial practices, and continually

launches new products that are dedicated to its mission statement:

“Build the best product, cause no unnecessary harm, use business to inspire and implement

solutions to the environmental crisis.” 4 ¢

An unusual mission statement, company founder Yvon Chouinard’sfyision for long-term
sustainability and low environmental impact has attracted employees ‘&d to shared
environmental causes. Currently, Patagonia employs 1381 peop Qwide, with 11 staffed in

XVi

its Environmental Analysis Department.”™ Its impressiv ironmental responsibility agenda
and human resources practices have result in a hig yee retention rate compared to
industry averages. Moreover, the level of cus@r loyalty and brand recognition surpasses the
size of its company. Customers rely on ia for its technical excellence, performance and

XVii

quality, with only 20% of its cu;@ing about the environmental impact of their
e

purchases.”" However, in a ¢ ive market where technological performance has become

more difficult to diffe e@ atagonia has successfully been able to differentiate is products

with its environ formance. These initiatives have been used as a cornerstone to

Patagonia’ markéting and public relations.

@gth of Patagonia’s organic cotton line originated in 1994, when organic agricultural
actiyist) Will Allen, took a group of representatives on tour of cotton farms in the San Juan
Valley in California. This marked a pivotal, evolutionary event in Patagonia’s history propelling
the company to look within its supply chain to reduce environmental damage. Conventional

cotton methodology footage and findings were presented to the company and the Board of
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Directors. As a result, Patagonia has sent over 350 people to conventional cotton farms, to see
first-hand the social, economic, and environment costs the cotton industry is causing to the
environment and people. In 1996, with the Board’s approval, Patagonia committed to
manufacturing only 100% organic cotton clothing. It led an emotionally charged three- day
supplier conference to convince existing suppliers to make the switch with them. It t@t On
to create marketing and communication materials to its suppliers, consumer, an itors to
generate a demand for the organic market. This ignited Nike, Adidas and L@;ge the
organic cotton plunge as well.*"" Furthermore, to inspire and promot(&ironmental awareness,
Patagonia, sponsors environmental internships to their employee gonia employees can
leave their jobs for up to two months with continued sal y aid benefits, to intern at an
environmental organization of their choice. This o a@a;

onia employees the opportunity to

explore, learn, and actively participate in compating environmental issues, including

conventional cotton. QQ
VI. Organic Exchange

The Organic EX\'@@ OE) is a non-profit, membership based organization comprised

of leading retail ands, whose mission is to “Catalyze market forces to deliver sustained

environm , edpnomic, and social benefits through expansion of organic fiber agriculture.”™™
The O@r many different services to promote and educate the benefits of organic agriculture
including educational symposiums to spread awareness about the environmental and social

benefits to organic cotton products, development of new business models and tools to support

greater use of organic inputs, and increased consumer awareness of organic farming and product
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availability. Recently, OE has been responsible for setting voluntary standards for organic
agriculture manufacturing/production processes.

Patagonia, along with other large retailers such as Nike, has been with the OE since its
inception in 2002. Today, the OE is staffed with fifteen employees and twelve members sit on
the Board of Directors. The Board, comprised of cotton industry representatives, lackQ ¢
representation from environmentalists, workers’ rights groups, or government p@%ion. In
addition, the Executive Director, LaRhea Pepper, is also a US organic cotto@ryer and has an
invested interest in maintaining a competitive advantage in the indust setting stringent
organic regulation, making barriers to entry high. The OE beli¢ y setting and

implementing voluntary regulations standards, certified pramufactirers and retailers can justify

and market certified organic products as a perceived % d value, which can be sold at a 20%-

40% price premium. (\ .

It is important to remember that s a non-profit organization established for for-

profit purposes. OE’s mission s}@lone, gives rising concern regarding a conflict of

interest. Currently, Jill Dumaify thedEnvironmental Analysis Director for Patagonia is acting
Chairperson of the Bo 1@ OE and Patagonia’s spinning supplier, Thai Alliance Textile also
sits on the Board: ernance make-up of the OE and its Board bring suspicion concerning
the creatio nitoring of standards given the groups that are setting the standards for

organi't

Although admirable that retailers and farmers demonstrate initiative to setting universal cotton

are also the same groups who are implementing and enforcing these standards.

farming and manufacturing organic processes it also offers these businesses a competitive
advantage to their products. This monetary incentive may be cause to question if these

measures are effectively implemented and monitored, or pre-empt government regulation.
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VII. Patagonia’s Internal Monitoring Mechanisms
In implementing the Board’s decision to go 100% organic cotton in 1996, Patagonia

approached existing suppliers to join in their organic movement. Patagonia urged suppliers to
help in the development and implementation of greening the supply chain. In doing S& ¢
Patagonia convinced suppliers this organic “co-venture” would be a competitivge to
both Patagonia and its suppliers. However, many suppliers discouraged by the high costs and

market risk declined Patagonia’s offer. Today, Patagonia is supported byxonly 90 suppliers

compared to Gap’s 2,000.”* This manageable number allows Pat greater control and
oversight of the manufacturing/production processes to thdt the quality and integrity of its
products meet compliance and that standards are bet t. However, with corporations

increasing operations overseas, typically to d@pi{lg countries, where production costs are

lower and less stringent environmental 1 laws are enforced, there is an incentive to both

cheat and collude. Patagonia is (\{X(cgyon to this as will be evident in the case of Thai
gonia outso

Alliance Textile. %
Like most retailers,
developing c@gonia encourages farmers to take an active roll in the certification

urces cotton fiber and production predominantly to

process. Indoingyso, Elissa Loughman, Social Responsibility Manager at Patagonia, reports that
this o retailer allows its farmers to choose their own certifiers. Although Patagonia claims
all'eertifiers are USDA accredited, Patagonia is enabling their suppliers the option to use sub-par
standards for certification. Given the costs of certification and perceived values, farmers may
have an incentive to use third-party certifiers who are cheaper, require fewer and less thorough

inspections, and are less stringent on organic and environmental standards. This combination for
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location sourcing and third party certifier selection proves to be advantageous for both Patagonia
and farmers.

Patagonia, whose profitability relies on timely and continuous delivery of organic cotton,
has an incentive to allow for this process to exist. If a farmer is de-certified or production is
stalled because farms do not meet regulatory standards, Patagonia risks losing a seasorﬁ%r'
for production, a risk that could amount to millions of dollars in potential profit 1
Patagonia’s best interest to delegate authority to farmers to select monitors @VGS increased

assurance that its supply of organic cotton fiber and volume will be fi {&at a reasonable
price. If farmers can keep production levels up and minimize pf1 Q cheaper monitoring fees
and regulations, Patagonia reduces the risk of economic tainty in the supply chain. From
the organic farmers’ perspective, where organic fa Qods are more costly and time and
labor intensive than conventional farming, thmnr%ot economically afford to lose a contract
because of de-certifications. QQ

To ensure that environmeant and |{labor standards are being met to Patagonia’s
expectation, the company requises it8’suppliers to abide by its Code of Conduct and CSR
manuals. However, b c@ s a privately held company, these standards and procedures of
which Patagoni nds§ of its manufacturers/suppliers are not available to the public, this
offers little4gansparency or credibility in its standard development and implementation. The
public % bitity to review and evaluate these standards raises suspicion as to how stringent,
thogough, and applicable these internal codes are to its suppliers’ countries. Why does Patagonia
not make its Code of Conduct public? In keeping its code private, the metrics Patagonia uses to

design its standards, how and who adopts it, whether and how compliance is monitored, and

whether the rules actually achieve what Patagonia’s mission statement purports it does is under
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speculation. Perhaps, this form of self-regulation is a strategic move Patagonia has enforced to
appease critics and deter regulations. By not disclosing its CSR standards, Patagonia limits the
information left to public scrutiny that could tarnish is brand reputation.

Additionally, to monitor that environmental and labor conditions are being met to
international organic manufacturing standards Patagonia uses third party certifiers to n‘%s'
that factory compliance is being met. Although, Patagonia’s monitoring selecti ndent
on where factories are located, Patagonia mainly refers to the Fair Labor AS@IOH’S (FLA)

accredited monitors for selection.™ The FLA is a non-profit organizatiomwhose mission is to

“combine the efforts of industry, civil society organizations, an s and universities to
protect workers’ rights and improve the working conditi orldwide by promoting adherence
to international standards.”™" FLA has been under sCrutiny since convened by President

Clinton, where critics complain that the FLA (){np.ly a tool of corporate public relations by the
apparel industry (Patagonia being a co iliate) and has yet to improve industry labor

conditions. The FLA bases it’s if(%g on voluntary codes of conduct, which vary from code
to code and company to comp &.A also has a Code of Conduct of its own, but is very vague

and fails to address spc@s es relating to different industries and different countries. “FLA

companies will ¢ th€ factories to be inspected and the inspections will be conducted by

monitors ch@sen;gontrolled, and paid by the companies themselves.”™ " This in effect, makes
FLA a type of internal monitoring mechanism for Patagonia where Patagonia is
ac@bility for monitoring its own Code of Conduct for compliance. Because monitoring of
compliance is conducted in a closed system, this minimizes public disclosure of unflattering

facts.
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To increase public access and deter from public criticism, FLA makes public its annual
reports and its website includes FLA tracking sheets from years 2002 to 2006. These tracking
sheets lack any teeth in that they are not considered audits but merely recommendations for
improvement on environment and work conditions. In attempts to find tracking sheets for
Patagonia factories only one chart was available in 2004 from a factory in Southeast A&%i th
2003, three audits (2 Southeast Asia and 1 in the US) were made public. This p %ﬁncems
that because the FLA, after the initial period does not require a set number @QI’I@S to be
inspected, the number of inspections and factories chosen are limited f&ased. After the
passing the initial period, Patagonia can theoretically receive ‘a% proval from the FLA

without visiting 95% of its factories. These tracking shege st likely pre-selected and

screened to showcase factories more compliant and@
monitoring. (\ .

VIIL Case Study: Thai Alliar(%;i»e

One of the first progranis, Patdgonia implemented was its partnership with Thai Alliance

the transparency of adequate

Textile. In 1995, Tha}@ started its organic cotton program with Patagonia. As one of the

first and reputab inners in Thailand, it supplies both 100% organic and organic cotton

blended withyconyentional cotton to the world’s leading apparel brands. Thai Alliance claims to
use r@%fed organic cotton. To avoid contamination with its conventional cotton and
bl@ cotton, Thai Alliance takes such measures as to store 100% organic cotton fiber in
separate warechouses and uses only gas forklifts to move the raw materials to avoid exhaust air
emitted from diesel engines that contaminate organic cotton. To verify its organic processes,

Thai Alliance looks to third party certifier Control Union to certify that its spinning processes
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meet voluntary international standards. In communicating with Khun Thaweeeporn
Theeratattanon, Operations and Mill Director for Thai Alliance, he indicated and provided
documentation for the different certifications Control Union certificates. This includes a
certificate for Products from Organic Production, GOTS Textile Certification, Transaction
Certification for Sustainable Textile Products, and Certification for Organic Exchange& ¢
Guidelines. (See Appendix 2). The Certificate for Products from Organic Prod the
Transaction Certification is illustrative documentation for each organic cott@e. These
certifications and fiber content are traced using an industry on-line tra{&system. The cotton
fiber in a garment can be tracked down to the company, certificats Qreditations, bale number,
cone number as it moves along the supply chain.

Although, Thai Alliance offers Patagonia a aper trail from fiber to fabric, the
monitoring process raises several issues of COWL JFirst, in reviewing the GOTS Certification
and OE Exchange, both of which expire%%ber 7, 2008, indicates inspection occurs only

once a year. This gives rise to s;@}n the frequency of the voluntary standards being met.

The garment industry typic ns on four seasons, where new production and design is

constantly changing. V\@ lots of cotton continuously needing examination, does

certification onc r provide adequate verification that global standards are continuously

being implemented and enforced? Furthermore, details are not provided as to if there is any
unann@gnspections, how inspections are taken place and in what environmental context,
whe, is jnterviewed, and if complaints from employees or managers are ever collected. This
becomes an even more pressing concern, when Thai Alliance contracts with companies such as
Nike and Timberland who both buy organic, blended, and conventional cotton. If there is only

one yearly inspection, the possibility that organic manufacturing/production processes are
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violated as well as the likelihood that conventional and organic cottons are mixed and sold to
Patagonia at 100% cotton increases.

Additionally, Control Union is a privately held company, and chooses to not make public
its monitoring process, selection/training processes for monitors, company audit reports, or it
there have be any de-certifications and how many. Since monitoring processes of Cor@ni&n
are not publicly available, it is difficult to evaluate how thorough its monitorin e8s,is.
Considering three of the four certifications Khun Thaweeporn provided wer& by the
same person, S.K. Pathirago, this questions if the certifier is qualifie (&ess all three organic
standards adequately and how much time does he spend at the fa ensure that these
standards are being met. Furthermore, if S.K. Pathirago # onsible for all of Control Union’s
inspection for Thai Alliance there could exist a stra @ ness relationship, where the monitor is
more inclined to provide certification, dismismilations, and conduct less thorough inspections.

Furthermore, pressured by low n costs and short lead times there is an incentive

for Thai Alliance to cheat. Cer‘i@n be expensive, especially if Thai Alliance has to
ly

certify each cotton lot and apn new certification accreditations. The economic costs from

the risk of losing larg&t@t from de-certification gives Thai Alliance an incentive to cheat.
S

Lastly, there exi f collusion in both the Thai Alliance-Control Union and Thai

Alliance-fq‘o relationships. In the former case, because Control Union generates revenue
from @\ g fees and Thai Alliance’s reputation relies on certification, both monitor and
m@ee have an incentive to collude. In the latter case, Patagonia and Thai Alliance have an

incentive for colluding against the consumer in the interest of profit.
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IX. Transparency
Patagonia has implemented many different programs to increase the level of transparency

in it products. Firstly, in order to track goods along the supply chain Patagonia partakes in OE’s
Online Tracking system. The system, for industry use only, helps to easily track the purchase
and use of documents of certified organic cotton of products along the supply chain effic ntly.
and easily. This service is free to members, but non-member can purchase an accoQ)r
$600/year. The intent is to provide retailers improved confidence that the g @s followed
their organic standards. However, this program, also poses several un ngquestions. If the
Online Tracking System is available to only OE members or by e@e account, this may
discourage different groups along the supply chain to use this service. Lack of participation in

this virtual data chain translates into lack of inform@@cking service is able to provide.

It is unknown how many suppliers along the su«p%y chain participate in this virtual system and
el

how representative is it of the actual practi ing enforced. Each organization is responsible

for inputting their own data into the ﬂ\&T his opportunity leaves room for error and allows

for organizations to cheat. &
%its products, Patagonia’s website offers “The Footprint

To provide trace%
Chronicles” that aEQVN mers to trace five representative Patagonia products and their
a

environmentad _ithp from design through delivery. The Chronicles illustrate to consumers the

pros a@% of producing each garment with compelling graphics, blogs, thoughtful

auditor. For each product, Patagonia touches on such issues as where and what materials were

s, and YouTube clips of interviews with factory managers, workers and a social

involved, the energy used, and the labor standards practiced. Other CSR websites, including
Wal-Mart have sought advice from and mimics Patagonia’s Chronicles. In contrast, however,

Wal-Mart’s Sustainability website simple journeys through its global supply chain. It indicates
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how Wal-Mart’s production as a whole is attempting to reduce its carbon footprint, yet it offers

XXiv

no detail as to specific products, factories, standards or certifications.™ " Patagonia, on the other
hand, supplies information that consumers can use to contact or further research and evaluate
individual manufacturers and working and environmental conditions along Patagonia’s supply
chain. 4 ¢

The Chronicles has received great applaud from the public and apparel i

however, could this just be a marketing ploy, a gimmick for transparency? @etailer whose

bottom line is profit, consumers must question how Patagonia screens(a&etermines what
information it provides on its website. A question of contemplat n the green apparel
industry where standards validate production, why does on1 fail to discuss the certification
standards it practices, its monitoring mechanisms, mation regarding third party-certifiers
for organic production? Patagonia’s business@nplishments have been anchored by its ability
to successfully market itself as an envir | and socially responsible company and it prides

itself on producing the “Cleane&@owever, if Patagonia’s business practices were truly
d

green, why does it not pron@ arket to consumers, the certifications and monitoring
processes it partakes i @ f this information in meeting specifications for organic
regulations, giv validity that organic processes are actually occurring.

Ac mgto Mike Simpson, a Patagonia Contract Manager, Patagonia plans to launch a
new po increase transparency known as “Track and Trace.” Another Organic Exchange
praject,/the “Track and Trace” allow consumers to trace the origin of a garment along the
different stages of production. With each ‘responsible’ garment purchased, “Track and Trace”
will attach a bar code affixed to the price tag that will enable consumers to personally plug in the

information into the computer that will take them through the entire value chain of their
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purchase. The system will supply information from fiber to fabric including: cotton farms that
supplied fiber, cotton bale number, ginner processor, and knitting/weaving conversion processes
at the factory level.™" Similar to Patagonia’s other transparency programs, this tracking system
in theory provides great traceability and credibility for organic production but in practice does
this tracking system give consumer a false sense of security that their organic producti‘%u&
are actually organic? There is in incentive from all levels of the supply chain to r
provide inaccurate information that may be detrimental to their product. Tk@ed system of

transparency, relies heavily on the trust that Patagonia and is supplier!&ose all encompassing

X. Conclusion

With increased globalization and the i@ﬁtt‘x’s weak regulatory infrastructure, the

and truthful information.

environmental and social impacts from oduction/manufacturing and jobs associated
with them have come under magnafied septitiny. So, do Patagonia’s business practices uphold to
the environmental and social s &s that it has set forth in its mission statement? This case
demonstrates that Pat g@ taken initiative to greening its supply chain by training and
demanding sup mply with international voluntary standards. However, the mere fact

that suppliers,a these standards does not necessarily translate into thorough, transparent

cthodology. Patagonia’s, as a pioneer in organic apparel has adopted many
voluntary standards along its supply chain that offers a paper trail from fiber to fabric, however,
because its monitoring and transparency mechanisms occur in a closed system this leave room

for corruption and collusion.
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The fact that Patagonia is private allows the company to withhold valuable information to
consumers to evaluate the CSR standards they profess to uphold, given no metrics as to how
these regulations are implemented and enforced. Although there are several noteworthy
criticisms of Patagonia’s monitoring methodologies in its organic cotton line, it is important to
remember that Patagonia has helped to pioneer and trail blaze the path for monitorin A ¢
transparency in the apparel industry. To provide more transparency and credibild
products, a system needs to be created where industry pioneers who are pro@g organic

products are not the same actors that are creating and monitoring the {&glards. Patagonia
offers a detailed paper trail along is global supply chain, howeve Qse of its closed
monitoring system, there is still no guarantee that these s rdsyare put into practice. However,
because the system currently lacks any legal or pub ‘% ountability there is little, if any
incentive, for Patagonia to re-evaluate is metr@r onitoring and transparency.

As a consumer, Patagonia providéSw@pldthora of marketing information regarding the

detriments of conventional cott(@its catalogue, website, in-store displays and marketing
|

materials, and through its publigrelations. However, when I visited the Patagonia flagship store

in Cardiff-by-the-Sea @1 a, | was surprised that there was Patagonia labels that self-

proclaiming “10 ic” (See Appendix 3) yet products lacked any label or certification

from a thirdepartyymonitor. In asking a salesperson, what standards and certifications did

Pata o demonstrate it products were made from 100% organic cotton fiber, the staff
membey guided me to the website, but could offer me no information as to any organic labels or
certifications. Given no true indication that certified organic cotton was used, this could leave
Patagonia vulnerable to vigilantes blowing the whistle. Discontented NGOs, consumers, or

environmental or social activists could pose a threat to Patagonia’s reputation and brand strength
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if their cotton line isn’t truly 100% organic by holding protests, boycotts, or making these facts
known to the media. Clearly, to prevent any negative press and market share loss, Patagonia
should evaluate its monitoring and transparency processes. Although, it has implemented many
monitoring and transparency mechanisms, too little information is given to the public to
adequately assess its paper trail. But then again, for a company whose bottom line is

perhaps this lack of disclosure is a strategic business move.
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XI. Discussion Questions

1. How does Patagonia’s affiliation with the FLA pose a potential conflict of interest? Does its
association with the FLA represent a truly independent third party monitor?

2. Because Patagonia is a privately held company, how does self-regulation through i\é%e of
Conduct pose itself as a problem?

3. Do you think that standards and regulations should continue to be volunt @ necessary
to have a shadow of state?

4. In what way does Patagonia’s reduction of certified suppliers increase ®gnfidence in
Patagonia’s organic products? In what ways does it not?

5. What are the problems of sourcing from suppliers that also‘%&cmre products for other
companies?

6. The lack of strong government oversight is a maj e 1n outsourcing. Would moving
manufacturing back to the U.S. enable Patagonia to b monitor its suppliers’ activities? If not,
how can Patagonia strengthen its monitoring ess)

7. In your opinion, do Patagonia’s effor enuine or are its programs merely an exercise in
green-washing?
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XII. Appendix

Appendix A

Accreditation Organization

Government or
private organization

Certifier
/ \ &
Organic Farming Standard
Processing/Manufacturing
Standard

|

» Production » Finished
Fa Product

ORGANIC EXCHANGE - 2007
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Appendix B
Organic Cotton Certificate

070RG04

CERTIFICATE FOR PRODUCTS FROM ORGAN!C PRODUCTION
1Body issuing the cestificate {name and address) 2. Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91 /Skal International Standards
Reference number of the certificate

* Control Union Certifications '
Kazim Dirlk Mah. Kurtulus Cad. No: 8711 06.004294.TR026
3540 Bornova, [zmir - Turklye
L
3. Seller of the product (name and address) 4. \nspection Body* (name and address}
KADIOGLL TARIM TICARET VE SANAYI A.S. Control Union Cenlf' cations, "
1SCILER CADDES! NO.176-35230 ALSANCAK . Ka 3 ¢ d: 8'(!1 S

IZMIR ! TURKEY

5. Praducer or processor of the product name and
address) -

KADIOGLU TARIM TICA

‘ Address of place ¢ destinatmn‘ T

HATALLIANGE TEXTILE COMPANY, LIMITED

270 KA1 S01 WADKUSANG SUKSAWASDI RD.;

‘PHRASAM| UTJEDEE SAMUTPRAKARN 1 0290

& | THAILAND R
1 .. Marks and numbers, Confainer no(s), number and kind “Frade'name of lhe product NI Grosa mess "
BELO‘N FROM ORGAN ic PRODUCTION METHODS.: ; : 3

25161527 L8S 1

G C‘COTTON TOP: QUALITY AVAILABLE FROM 105.060,00 KGS
12. Net mass

dd. 11 .o1‘.'zoo7 -
- 282.969,75 LBS
103.860,00 KGS

LUIZMD11915 * dd. 14.01.2007

13. Alternative units™

. KADI BRAN 'OT NO: KADDG-022 480 BALES

: -'CONTAINER NO: FSCU 943750-0 / KKEU 7149592 / KKFU 714086-7 / TGHU 743167-1 { :
’ KKFU 728553-6 )

| A '\A/ES"\HPRODUCTION YEAR: 2008

’ 1 Daclaratlon of the body Issuing the mrtnﬁcate

i S Thls is to cemfy lhat ths praducts designated above have been obtained in accordance with the rules of production and on
: spemon m' the organic production method, as set out and monitored by the contrel body maentioned in box 4.

| 15 Addmonal denlarahon (tf appropriate)

16 Pla}c.e of issue th_é cerificate

Control body for witl'r the ru!es on orgamc produchon mathods.
The ﬂn‘n ;wihich carrigd, out] the last aparation (processing, packaging, labelhng) on the batch. v
dtess-of the firm where the batch wili be defivered, if-different from the ‘address in bax 7. PR
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GOTS Certification

N

CERTIFICATE

CERTIFICATE N CBO20400 UT5-02,.2007

Tigrd ol ailention:
Textile
GOTS

Faslied o

Thai Alliance Textile Co., Lid.
Bangkok, THAILAND
Project in: THAILAND

Standard:
“Global Organic Texlile Slaodard - GOTS"
slandarda for the pracessaing of finrea from certifiad organls agriculture.

Valid untll: 7 Navember 2008

Cislrul Urizn Cerlitizaticns declarss ta heve inspected the unitis). andor productisi of thve above mentioned
dlienk. and awe found trem in accordance with the standande meantionsd sbava.
rlifinaale: arwers e aniljs), amdion prondiact(s! as mentioned in the alahenticated anns of ths
vl ilinizles,

o Turezs anfil Tuvlber outice, proeidel el i stasenetionesd clienl anlimees meeling he
# dreniin b Ghoenl conbrsl wilh Conlrol Urien Cerlilicaliors,
i sl Grndreol Ui Carlilizsdines performs, his cerliliesale is opodalad arl

ket inkes ferge
Ltz o cortif cotion: Dadlarcd by
20 ALKIET 20T ——
" Plas and dala of (2508 —_—
CuloriEine 04, 10 Sepilen by 2007 On behalt ot tha Managing Directs
DN .
\\ M. 5. K. Pathirage
A Certitier
Cantral Lmion Sertiflcations
P.0. Box 161
B000 AC Zwalle

Thic: K hurizens
hup AR TR R
v I A T R TR T

ConTROL UNlQN CERTIFICATIONS
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Transaction Certification

TRANSACTION CERTIFICATE FOR SUSTAINABLE TEXTILE PRODUCTS

 iEling e sretdnata neme wal rlaes) T reorrd SIENAS o sustina e siv

L pruduslian,
Cantral Ualon gertificetions 3. Pralitre bom vna: o i e oo
Manmrwanizan &= el poTeT
BO1 BZ ZWOLLE i
METHERL AIOS X i
2, Sed & ol thg poada? ine-ra ard seicogas) A, FEpaaien body™ (s o s sddrass)
o Adlase Testik G . TR Coniral Uniun ceifgainne Bur.
|7F Tawe: [T, G2 Siom Fret Mecuwen baan d-8
= M Bangarl. 011 EZ TWHLE
© Ha AR L HETHERLAMDS
' 1
3 Prohna o proisasens ol e WUzt (s ad F tirarirg o dspaish
adirsas
Thed AlEsree Towdc Ca. LEL THAN &K 3 i
2l Kool S0 Wochucong S svmendadl Aned,
Clhiraag
10255 = amutprakarm
THAILAMD
7. Crrsignee |eme ard sddress] T Cotizy o JRSTCEATN ’
Caliial Clislb 1 G, LI EQRES Sauth)
Loy Higl T, — —_—
oOxE GJIr'\c;.‘s g, Eurm Gu, i 4. Ackbess and phocs of s red wa®
Heowl,
REAES iEeutt)
T8 T b e mTABArs, 2nmiarer A3TEr, NIMIET smA VL.t an e 07 e oo, 1@ 5ss man
Gl 2 amaraaks T ol sr s oo liliel Proiaion  |ebbaheh Hross, ref i | Lare b
i war . nnrhors - st aiabid
! Celss v TEOER, pRRKRD roO& S kais 207 Lelrooied 14275 G038
. ~E Mt mans
L L ganly FRCNsia T meth o,
nrlss AT COSZ00T el D501 200 TR ke
=3I err. 1 THEL STATZERA Jud, Gid- -2 T
Tl s B RE I o A it
I3t FFHEN Conkmi s ol i, 218

14, CBdera iR 01 i S0y (3301 bz coeliliceis
THis 13 7 3o B Lkl thes orcifuls Gk 12%ed abzea haos Baom obosinee 0 arca-carce el 13 MeE o prrcha and o

“rapoetas of 190 e el e G e od, zuterd NITHT e Ry hA rspection el o dficadcr hady rerlaaed
.
TE. poadensl Seelaiz §F apa'iaie
0. Phyas e ldale of sann Sturp o e eung oy

kb a0g, B akr 2207

Hgrre ord sagdluts 81 DR pamer

On el of anaging Dirsr o
-

Pa rege o

*Copw abay ke
Sise bz Th Ihmocclion nd otilisofos beck for Srenpl Bnco with 17 s & 000317 pradnrta methods.

Hire 5: Tho firn shiel: car1sd A i ez oparaian (pruuessa. Gk na, kedlag) an e Leh

DGr o The BAGFEER ™ M fom whier il vl L Aeoerad, B it erd oo U & o33 am T,

Des 130 @6 “mEIMA IR rabors 40 B ghea, wl o3 39E0D 16N In supplemery U e deciarsiers In broas 1 ard i2
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OE 100 Certification

CERTIFICATE

CERTIFICATE W% £A020400E-01.2007

Fleld of sttention:
Textile
Organc Exchange 100 Guidelines

T 102

Thai Alliance Textile Co., Ltd.
Bangkok, THAILAND
Project in: THAILAND

Slanilad.
©E 100 Siandard of The Organic Exchangs

Valid until: ¥ November 2008

Condrul Unics Cartiications drslire: 6 hase ingpected ths untisl, andiar procect (33 ol he above metiionisd
W, and heve tound them n aecondaniz: wilh the standanas mertioned obowe.
s preers tha ks, anc or productss) s menlivoed in the authenticated annex < this
serificats.
1lorse unli rurther notics, providesd thad thie above-mantoned clien? cominuess riessing the
= v dawn In the sllent omtract with Contral Lininn Certi ramcns
Maasas o0 e annual |napuv Wt (inas ool Uslan Cenifications performas,
ket inla farcs.

=l
iz certfics

Ihiz cortfics

LIEta of certhcation: Lo
0 FuGUET EI0T

Flacs tnd sl i
Llolombo-14, 2 &

—
on uchaifcﬂth:l.\l\:tmuuin!; Direc:lar
',

M. S K. Parhirams

Cartiliar

Contro Unlen Cartitications
PO Bax 161

ENIO0 A el

Tiex Metbuerl: i

ISUIN ety s NI e )

D10} S5 00

A CONTROL UNION CERTIFICATIONS
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Appendix 3
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