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ABSTRACT
Early, Melissa, M.S. May 2012 Resource Conservation
An Inquiry into Eco-Labeling: The Promise of Predator Friendly Certification (PFC)
Chairperson: Dane Scott, Ph.D.

Agricultural landscapes play key roles in preserving biodiversity through
habitat protection while providing ecosystem services necessary for rural
livelihoods. There is a small, but growing movement among agricultural producers
to live with nature rather than to dominate nature. Within this larger agriculture
movement are efforts to live with predators rather than eliminating them through
lethal means. This is reflective of the changing conversation around predators in
the New West. Means of co-existence include livestock guardian animals, electric
fencing, fladry, range rider patrols, rotational grazing, and lights etc. One grassroots
effort in this area is Predator Friendly Certification (PFC). PFC is a 2nd party
verified eco-label that embraces and merges the notions of agriculture and
conservation through the utilization of such innovative strategies. In theory, eco-
labels offer the dual promise of price premiums and simultaneous environmental
benefits, certifying a commodity’s process of production and unique quality. PFC
offered a distinct opportunity to better understand the promise and future
advancement of a particular, grassroots eco-labeling effort.

This qualitative research study interviewed 17 PFC producers, 8 potential
producers who inquired yet chose not to seek PFC, and 5 members of the PFC
founders circle. PFC efforts provided insight into the growing phenomenon of eco-
labeling as a strategy employed in the alternative foods movement to address
process and quality. Notably, despite the fact that PFC is not generating a price
premium, small numbers of dedicated producers utilize these practices because of
their philosophical and ethical commitments. According to those interviewed, 3rd
party verification is critical for marketplace expansion, institutional accountability,
and future price premium generation for values-based eco-labels. This research
generated suggestions for PFC to increase participation and marketplace expansion
as the eco-label transitions to another eco-label, Certified Wildlife Friendly (CWF).
These findings also indicate that interest in ecosystem health is equally as important
as animal welfare for producers. Facilitating partnerships with the 34 party verified
eco-label Animal Welfare Approved (AWA) may help expand the values of PFC/CWF
to a larger circle of producers and consumers in the marketplace. Lessons learned
from PFC’s struggles and evolution are valuable to any grassroots values-based
labeling effort.

Keywords

Agriculture, Conservation, Native predators, Eco-labeling, Predator Friendly
Certification (PFC), Lack of Price Premium Generation, Sustainability
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PREFACE
FARMING WITH THE WILD

“Conservation implies self-expression in the agricultural landscape rather than blind
compliance with economic dogma”
-Aldo Leopold

Agricultural activities account for enormous environmental alterations that
result in the loss of habitat and biodiversity. The zero sum competition between
agriculture and habitat is not necessary. Living with carnivorous predators is a
daunting proposition for some farmers and ranchers in terms of economic viability
and social acceptance (Muhly and Musiani 2009). However, an ecosystem devoid of
keystone predators such as wolves, grizzly bears, and cougars is a landscape poorer
in long-term ecological integrity (Eisenberg 2010). Throughout the history of
United States domestic livestock production, predators have been pursued and
eradicated from their native landscape with a vengeance (Ferguson 1983).
Predators are really just a “link in the chain,” necessary for a landscape’s
ecologically interdependent function, critical elements of the public and private
landscape too (Ferguson 1983: 132). With the increasing wolf population in
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, and across the Rocky Mountain West in recent years, the
dynamics of predator-prey relationships have changed in a landscape increasingly
facing the pressures of exurban development and habitat fragmentation across the
“New West” (Maestas et al. 2002). The “Old West” mentality of “shoot, shovel, and
shut-up” is in the process of evolvement and transformation to co-existence and
adaptation in the “New West” (Maestas et al. 2002). The debate over wolves, for

example, is and will continue to always be “about public values, not just economic



costs and benefits” (Nie 2003: 219). The question of whether or not to eradicate or
live with predators is a question of social values (Nie 2003). Ultimately, living with
keystone predators and predation are risks of the livestock business.

In her essay, “The Farmer as Conservationist,” Catherine Badgley (2002:
206) discusses the growing importance of reconciling the goals of agriculture and
wildlife conservation. She titled the essay from Aldo Leopold’s ecological
principles, which eloquently respect the values of working landscapes as well as
preserved wilderness. Badgley’s (2002: 206) essay discusses three themes: “the
enduring and essential role of agricultural landscapes for maintaining native
biodiversity; the role of farmers as conservationists; and the imperative that society,
especially conservationists, support farmers.” According to the Wild Farm Alliance,
the adverse environmental impacts of farming and ranching can be minimized by
“farming with the wild,” which calls for the perpetuation of uninhibited ecosystem
function on our “working landscapes,” critical not only to species but to individuals
and communities practicing rural livelihoods (Imhoff, et al. 2006: 85). Ranchers
have traditionally been opposed to the reintroduction of predators like wolves and
grizzly bears (Badgley 2002). Over 15 years ago, the return of the wolf to
Yellowstone National Park and also the privately owned range subsequently
occurred in the midst of the livestock industry facing challenges to maintaining
economic viability (Muhly and Musiani 2009: 2439). Predators have long been
eliminated through lethal means, but there is an expanding conversation about
more ecologically and ethically informed interactions with predators (Badgley

2002). Approaches of using non-lethal methods to deter native predators from



livestock conflict are departures from the most common practices utilized by
traditional ranchers. Actually, livestock production “may provide indirectly an
important benefit for wolf conservation,” as expanses of undeveloped private lands
are buffers around public lands and habitat to wide-ranging wildlife species (Muhly
and Musiani 2009: 2439). This is part of the “Old West” versus “New West”
mentality. Maintaining working landscapes and promulgating biodiversity are
interdependent goals of the farmer or rancher, for example, and the consumer
buying commodities produced in the tradition of sustainable agriculture, products
that are typically very high quality. In his essay “The Farmer as a Conservationist,”
Leopold stated, “The landscape of any farm is the owner’s portrait of himself,”
where conservation “implies self-expression in that landscape, rather than blind
compliance with economic dogma” (Callicott and Freyfogle: 1999). Leopold
elaborates in “What is a Weed,” illustrating the false premises that characterize
public predator control:
because too many cougars or wolves were incompatible with livestock, it
was assumed that no wolves or cougars would be ideal for livestock...the
scourge of deer and elk which followed their removal on many ranges has
simply transformed the role of pest from carnivore to herbivore. Thus we
forget that no species is inherently a pest and any species may become one.
Leopold (1949) famously elaborates upon the job of predators in trimming herds to
proper sizes to fit the range in his essay “Thinking Like a Mountain,” where he
recounts mountainsides defoliated by over zealous deer populations in the face of
wolf extirpation.

Conservation oriented farming methods are critical for long-term ecological

function, a concession increasingly made by producers and appreciated by



consumers. According to farmer and writer Wendell Berry (2002: 239),
“Industrialism is an economy before it is a culture,” whereas agrarianism, or
traditional family farming, is a two-pronged culture and economy of rural living. As
stated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, sustainable agriculture should “...over
the long term, satisfy human needs, enhance environmental quality and natural
resource base, make the most efficient use of nonrenewable resources and integrate
natural biological processes, sustain economic viability and enhance quality of life,”
whereas Wendell Berry succinctly stated, “it does not deplete soils or people”
(Leopold Center 2011). Recently, the intrinsic values of living with predators such
as wolves, bears, coyotes, cougars, and more has gained recognition. The value of
living with predators on the working landscape has gained recognition and made
headway with those in the commodity marketplace through the preferences of
consumers buying alternatives, with attributes like fresh, local, grass-fed and more.
In her essay, Badgley singles out Predator Friendly Certification (PFC), at the time
overseen by Keystone Conservation, a 501(c) 3 nonprofit in Bozeman, MT, as an
eco-labeling effort that embraces and merges Badgley’s (2002: 206) notions of
“farmer as conservationist.” Eco-labels are one tool in the toolbox of addressing
perils of consumption devoid of knowledge through the complexities of consumer
power in the marketplace. For instance, in this thesis, certification is illustrated by
values-based certified labels such as organic, Forest Stewardship Certified (FSC),
Marine Stewardship Certification (MSC), and Animal Welfare Approved (AWA).
Theoretically, these eco-labels reward the producer for environmentally sound

practices, by internalizing the environmental costs of production, which are often



externalized in the form of pollution, environmental degradation and loss of
biodiversity. The environmental costs are internalized by establishing a price
premium for ecologically sound and humane production practices. PFC embraces
farming with the wild, as the focus is on non-lethal coexistence, certifying
commodity producers who recognize and appreciate the presence of native
carnivores on the landscape. Becky Weed, a longtime PFC certified Montana
rancher, agues that the risk assumed in order to share space with charismatic
wildlife is well worth it, saying:
What makes the Northern Rockies region special is the presence of these
extraordinary mammals and the habitat that sustains them. If [ wanted to
remove all risk from ranching, I would move to a cornfield in Illinois”
(Badgley 2002: 209).
Valuing the keystone role of predators in regulating ecological functioning on a
ranch or farm is an inherent part of conservation. The long-term hope of these
types of labels is that as consumers become aware of ecologically and ethically
sound production practices they will pay a premium for certified commodities.
Within the global food sector, certification and eco-labeling systems are
expanding the most rapidly; niche-market coffee certification leads the way
(Raynolds, et al. 2006). Labeling is a strategy employed within the larger framework
of the alternative agro-food movement, which has the potential to create meaningful
change. The alternative marketplace provides space for potentially transforming
the dominant food system, by “challeng[ing] the forces seeking control of the system
and the very structures of capital itself (Hassanein 2003: 85). In her article,

“Toward a Theory of Value-Based Labeling,” Barham (2002) argues that the rapidly

growing phenomenon of value-based labeling has not been adequately studied; PFC



offers an opportunity to research and better understand the promise (benefits) and
pitfalls (barriers) of a particular, grassroots eco-labeling endeavor. For sweeping
change in the agro-food system to occur, Buttel (1997: 352) maintains that change is
borne of agricultural sustainability initiatives; these initiatives are “are the most
important social forces that could provide a countervailing tide to global integration
of the agro-food system, to the decline of household forms of agricultural production
and to structural blockages to achievement of sustainability” (Hassanein 2003: 80).
Barham (2002: 358) further writes: “to the extent that values-based labeling can
make a useful contribution to solving these problems, all actors involved will want
to know how to evaluate the promise of particular labeling efforts and how to avoid

the pitfalls.”

Research Objectives

This thesis explores the promise and the barriers of the Predator Friendly
Certification (PFC) eco-labeling scheme. PFC producers in the commodity
marketplace recognize that there are no “one size fits all solutions” of wildlife co-
existence, so they creatively practice numerous and durable non-lethal methods.
PFC initially received attention in the press, with a 2000 article in Time, for example,
and showed much promise, yet has expanded very slowly under Keystone
Conservation. By studying the PFC certification program, this research provides
insights into the growing phenomenon of eco-labeling as a strategy employed in the
alternative foods movement to address process and quality (Barham 2002). The

factors and barriers that keep the PFC label from fulfilling its’ promise are also



evaluated. Using PFC as a case study, this research hopes to provide some new
insights into the grassroots eco-labeling efforts. This research asked the question:
What factors have limited the fulfillment of PFC values and goals and what factors
might affect the advancement of this eco-labeling effort, in some form, in the future?
Interviewing the founders of the Predator Friendly movement, PFC certified
producers, and producers who inquired into certification but chose not to seek it
fulfilled these goals and accomplished these research objectives. This project is
limited somewhat in scope, due to the specificity of focus, so an additional project is

necessary to understand the consumer standpoint.

Thesis Organization

Chapter 1 provides some historical background of values based eco-labeling,
a theoretical understanding of eco-labels in the marketplace, and a short analysis of
the promise and barriers found in four certification schemes: organic, Forest
Stewardship Certified (FSC), Marine Stewardship Certified (MSC), and Animal
Welfare Approved (AWA). These particular certification schemes are discussed
because of direct and indirect relationships to PFC, in terms of grassroots program
evolution and in the case of organic and AWA, overlapping attributes of certification.
Chapter 2 discusses the history of the PFC eco-label through interviews with five of
the original founders, the on the ground application of PFC practices, and describes
the verification standards for certification. Chapter 3 discusses the data collection
methods, the sample set, and limitations to the research. In Chapter 4, the analysis

of PFC producer perspectives reveals the larger context of the application of



predator friendly practices on the ground along with the limitations of the eco-label
in terms of goal achievement and its future advancement. In Chapter 5, the analysis
of producers who inquired yet chose not to certify further reveals the barriers to
PFC certification as well as the future trajectory of the eco-label. This chapter also
discusses the application of predator friendly practices embedded within the larger
framework of sustainable agriculture. Chapter 6 draws conclusions based upon the
voices of these interviewed producers, draws lessons learned from PFC based upon
comparison with other certification regimes, and situates the scope of the PFC eco-
label in the context of its future trajectory towards the Certified Wildlife Friendly
(CWF) eco-label. Finally, the Epilogue further discusses the future evolution of the
grassroots PFC eco-label as it transitions to the better institutionally organized and

financially funded CWF eco-label under the Wildlife Friendly Enterprise Network.



CHAPTER 1 - LITERATURE REVIEW
VALUES BASED ECO-LABELING CERTIFICATION

In order to create a context for the story of PFC, this chapter will discuss the
theoretical background of values based eco-labels. Values-based labels are a
manifestation of social resistance to the systemic ills of industrial agriculture, posing
concerns and solutions rooted in “process and quality” of production (Barham 2002:
350). Under the theory of eco-labeling, standards are upheld and the true social and
environmental cost of production is internalized in the final price of a commodity. It
is not unfairly externalized in the form of social capital loss and environmental
degradation. The imposed constraints on producers from certification labels are
theoretically compensated in the establishment of the property right to utilize the
label for the furtherance of increased market value for products (Gurthman 2007).
Eco-labels offer a dual promise to address social and environmental justice
manifested in a commodity (Guthman 2007: 458). A certified commodity embeds
values by the seal of certification when educated and motivated consumers hold
trust in the certification agent (Treves and Jones 2010). Eco-labeling works within
the framework of capitalism to generate revenue reflective of production’s true cost.
Labeling schemes are voluntary; producers adhere to the labels standards due to

moral commitment, economic incentive, or a combination of both reasons.

Addressing Process, Embracing Quality

The proliferation of eco-labeling in the past two decades signifies growing
social, environmental, and animal welfare concerns on behalf of many producers

and consumers. By accepting a price premium, consumers implicitly agree to pay



for something more than the tangible commodity. Consumers may demonstrate a
preference for commodities that exhibit desired attributes while producers seek “a
fast track route to improve practices, boost credibility, and increase sales”
(Gulbrandsen 2005: 17). The benefits may not be seen directly by the consumer at
the time of purchase, but trust in the integrity of certification is supposed to ensure
the deliverance of values-based attributes. Consumer interest and demand for
“natural” (minimal processing, having no artificial ingredients or color additions),
“organic” (free range animals not given any antibiotics or growth hormones,
produced by farmers emphasizing an overall state of harmony with the land and
processed at a USDA inspected facility), grass-fed, and local (produced within a
certain radius of one’s foodshed) continues to grow, illustrated through a
willingness to pay for these perceived internalized benefits (Thilmany et al. 2006).
As economists say, ‘there is no free lunch,” but various eco-labels seek to certify that
lunch might be free of pesticides, synthetic growth hormones, and /or animal
cruelty. With this general theoretical overview in mind, in the next section, the

theories of Karl Polanyi will help explain eco-labeling on a deeper level.

Polanyi’s Theory of Embeddedness

Economic behavior is “embedded and mediated by a complex, often
extensive web of social relations” (Hinrichs 2000: 296). Markets are socially
structured institutions, steeped in culture and meaning that sometimes recognize
the inequities of food production. The idea of social embeddedness is rooted in the

works of Karl Polanyi, who stated “the human economy... is embedded and
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enmeshed in institutions economic and non-economic. The inclusion of this non-
economic is vital” (Hinrichs 2000: 296). Polanyi believed that a social system based
upon the unrestrained “free market,” where land and labor are reduced to nothing
but factors of production without an appreciation of the larger social context is
inherently destructive and cannot be sustained for a considerable period of time
(Barham 1997: 241). For example, embeddedness may become part of the “value-
added” into a farmers’ market commodity, as characteristics of the shopping
experience, such as personally talking to the farmers and seeing photos of the actual
pasture, are desired interactions.

In reaction to this loss of meaning in this excessive utilitarian view of reality,
a “double movement” is born as societal groups begin to organize around the cause
to restrain the expansion of unfettered industrialism (Barham 1997: 241). To
citizens concerned about process and quality, the market is no longer a location of
“quality” commodity exchange, but merely an idea co-opted by industrial efficiency
and robbed of “process” as commodities devoid of meaning dominate the
marketplace (Barham 2002: 350). According to the theory of Polanyi, citizens
generate social protections as a natural response to inequities they perceive within
the free market. Here, the true cost of production is all too frequently not borne by
the consumer, as the market cannot be relied upon provide environmental justice.
Regulations, laws, or social institutions that speak out against industrial paradigms
are mechanisms utilized by grassroots citizens to address the inequities of the
market. Thus, eco-labeled commodities “incorporate moral values at the same time

that they help retain economic value” as they are an expression of accountability
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that may be appreciated by values motivated consumers and contribute towards a

more equitable society (Guthman 2007: 459)

A Situated Understanding of Eco-Labeling

The eco-labeling movement exists in something of a paradox. Efforts to
counteract the fundamental flaws of unjust production and trade utilize the same
market mechanisms that generate inequities. Working through the mainstream
market, however, is an approach that continues to gain traction for using value-
based labels as a way to counter the ills of industrial agriculture. This is seen in the
proliferation of eco-labeled commodities garnering market share. Consumers
supporting values-based labels instigate regulatory decisions about ecological and
human health, working conditions, and remuneration (Guthman 2007). The moral
responsibility of market choices is recognized by increasing numbers of consumers
who seek to transform their purchasing choice from an individual action into “an act
of social solidarity” (Barham 2002: 357). This sentiment is reflective of Polanyi’s
view that the illusion of disparate production and consumption removes the burden
of responsibility from society, which is fundamentally dehumanizing (Guthman
2007: 458).

When consumer choices are motivated by moral values and not economic
efficiencies, the market ceases to be driven by the economic ideal of “perfect
competition among abstract sellers and perfect competition in the hands of abstract
buyers,” but instead as a marketplace with great significance and consequences

behind the commodity (Barham 2002: 352). Networks linking producer and
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consumer supporting values-based labels are “short supply chains” (Guthman 2007:
459). Moreover, the labels embed and link information for the consumer about both
the process and quality of the commodity they are purchasing. Embeddedness is a
term of description for economic behavior entrenched in social relations (Jaffee
2007). The concept of embeddedness is more than “friendly antithesis of the
market,” but a deeply layered evolving social relationship between producers and
consumers, actually, a means of transformation (Jaffee 2007: 23). Tangibly,
embeddedness is reflected in eco-labeled commodities for sale at farmers’ markets
or in local community supported agriculture operations because the intentional
support of consumers generates economic revenue while building familiarity and
trust between producer and consumer (Jaffee 2007).

Clashes for authenticity and accountability will continue in the world of eco-
labeling. Very distinct interests and motives of participants in the system drive the
future trajectory of eco-labeling. For example, to many grassroots activists, the
integrity of all the seal of certification represents can be out at risk when a large
corporation adopts the seal to gain a new market or a market advantage (Jaffee
2007). The task of standing firm to the original intent and values of an eco-labeling
effort remains a challenge as these efforts grow from the grassroots level into the
mainstream marketplace. The tension of staying true to the founding principles of a
labeling effort as it scales outward to new horizons is a natural growing pain of
marketplace expansion. When attributes such as “free of pesticides” or “devoid of
animal suffering” are labeled separately rather than under organic certification,

studies find that consumers are willing to pay more for such identified attributes
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(Hustvedt el al. 2008). Fueled significantly by growth in the organic sector in food
and animal fiber, over 52 million consumers in the U.S. identify themselves as part
of a population segment of the economy interested in “lifestyles of health and
sustainability” (Hustvedt et al. 2008). Hustevedt et al. surmise that “given the
difficulties of organic production, animal fiber producers may be wise to tap into the
“lifestyles of health and sustainability” consumer segment for other production
attributes (2008). Such a claim bolsters the idea that consumers are not only
interested in food commodities backed by a values-based label, but apparel too.
This consumer population segment focused on sustainable, holistic living is the
same consumer segment that the Wildlife Friendly Enterprise Network seeks to
capitalize upon in generating marketplace support for their evolving label, Certified

Wildlife Friendly (CWF), (what PFC is morphing into) discussed further at the end.

Theory to Practice: The Need for Certification

Values-based eco-labels are one tool towards correcting the ills of the
industrial food system, by providing a price premium to producers who uphold the
values implicit in the certification labeling (Treves and Jones 2010). As noted, the
paradigm of certification presumes that consumers are willing to pay increased
prices for producer practices of enhanced ecological or social integrity. Certification
requires accountability of verification (34 party is most desirable), through agents
such as the USDA or an accountable private enterprise. At the core of certification
lies knowledge that the certifier truly certifies the integrity of the standards.

Concerned consumers need this knowledge because the modern industrial food

14



system creates a “distancing” of production and consumption, which makes
marketplace choices blind (Eden 2011: 171). Eco-labels strive to solve this
“distancing” problem in a variety of ways, but require a curious and/or educated
consumer (Eden 2011: 174). Certification entails confirmation to specified
standards, typically grounded in the basis of an audit achieved to a certain level that
ensures accountability (Taylor 2004). The growing tension between certifications
that “hold the bar and those that raise the bar on social and environmental
conditions” will likely continue (Raynolds et al. 2006: 159). Producers themselves
are 1st party certifiers, so certification is built solely upon trust between producer
and consumer. Keystone Conservation, for example, is a 2nd party certifier of the
Predator Friendly label, and theoretically could hold producers accountable with
yearly farm /ranch audits, a higher application cost, and rigorous non-lethal co-
existence verification; this has never happened. Keystone Conservation, for
example, has faith that no unscrupulous producers certify and corrupt this eco-label
built entirely on trust.

A 3rd party provides written quality assurance “that a product, process, or
service confirms” to rigorous standards (Taylor 2004: 132). Thus, 3" party
certification provides greater objectivity and accountability through an independent
certifier, and is the most trusted. NGO certifiers “have the greatest legitimacy, given
their corporate independence and are growing the most rapidly” as the quest to
verify compliance with process and quality bolsters the claims for social and
environmental definitions and production (Raynolds et al. 2006: 149).

Transparency, or clarity in the chain of generation, is a hallmark of 3rd party

15



verification. Governmental 3 party verification is frequently used in organic
certification while other niche marketed products increasingly rely upon NGO-
based certification. This is a type of 3rd party certification that establishes
independence from corporate and state interests, enhancing legitimacy (Raynolds et
al. 2006: 150, 159). Until the adoption of a 3rd party certifier, like the USDA or
credible private agent, the risk for loose standards or lack of annual accountability is
significant. First and 2rd party verification lack the transparency inherently part of
3rd party verification, but weaker levels of certification are not always at risk for
corruption. Much depends on the motivations of the players in the movement, as
eloquently revealed in the PFC case study. As discussed in detail in the Epilogue, the
future evolvement of the PFC eco-label is contingent upon the move to 3rd party
certification for varied concerns. Itis important to remember that this need for
certification is rooted in the works of Polanyi, who sought meaningful connections
between the process of commodity production and quality, where the identity is
obvious and not cloaked by industrial efficiency.

Eco-labeling scholar Barham identifies the connection between Polanyi'’s
recognition of the double movement of societal self-preservation and the
materialization of agro-alternative social movements that embrace “re-localization
of food production, consumption networks more closely tied to community-level
institutions, environmental protection, and stewardship through farming” (Barham
1997: 241). She refers to the theories of Polanyi in her eco-labeling discussion,
since he viewed land and labor as “fictitious commodities,” ingredients treated as

commodities, unfortunately, their whole identity of social implications fails to be
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captured (Barham 1997: 240). Eco-labeling offers a “knowledge fix” to the problem
of distancing, which exposes the effects (environmental and social, for example) of
production, also known as “defetishizing” a commodity (Eden 2011: 171). Through
purchasing certified commodities, consumers exert political force and may “unravel
the magic of the commodity, rather than reveling in its seductive delights,”
perpetuated by fetishized goods, such as gold jewelry, for example, or a succulent
corn fed steak from an industrial ranching operation devoid of knowledge of
process and quality (Eden 2011: 171). There is an important connection between
the blindness of distancing and the ignorance of the modern consumer purchasing
based upon efficiency and price. The relationship between distancing and ignorance
is parallel to the relationship of process and quality of production couched in
sustainable agriculture. The means of production are implicit in the quality but the
knowledge fix it provides is part of the process history.

Eco-labeling offers a “lifting” of the process and strip away the moral
ambiguity. Herein lies the necessity of revealing the “hidden abode of production”
to consumer scrutiny and knowledge in the marketplace, addressed through eco-
labeling (Mutersbaugh 2005: 400). Eco-labeling may help a person decide and
address his or her relationship to food or food related issues in one’s community.
Quality, local commodities increasingly garner consumer support from “food
citizens,” people eschewing passive roles of consumption and production and
making meaningful choices based upon food democracy (Hassanein 2003: 79).
Food democracy’s core idea is that people have an imperative to actively participate

in and renovate the food system fraught with the status quo of industrial
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production. Regardless of eco-labeling certification, the players in sustainable
agriculture initiatives steadfastly believe that small-scale, diversified sustainable
farms, such as those represented in the PFC movement remain the catalysts for
transformation in American agriculture (Jaffee 2007). PFC eco-labeling is a

fascinating case study.

Meaningful Eco-Label Examples

With this background information in mind, the remainder of this chapter will
discuss several examples of voluntary eco-labels. The purpose of these discussions
is to shed light on the later analysis of PFC through producer interviews. By studying
other eco-labels, which have been successful or had and limited success, lessons are
learned that apply to the following case study of PFC and its future advancement
under CWF. In sum, “labels tell consumers stories about what makes the
commodities behind them important” and in a devolutionary way, “put regulatory
control at the side of the cash register” (Guthman 2007: 472). The credence staked
in an eco-label by consumers depends upon a desire to know the commodity. This

requires an awakening.

Organic Certification

Once only a niche market, certified organic agriculture has grown, literally,
out of grass-roots movements several decades ago to impressive market share in
natural and conventional grocery stores alike. It has become a $30 billion industry,

generating a price premium for each commodity (The Economist 2006: 73). Organic
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agriculture emerged as an oppositional movement to the ills of industrial
agriculture in the 1960s. “Grassroots, consumer-based confidence in and demand
for safe foods that are produced and processed using environmentally sound,
humane, and socially just practices,” roots the organic movement, and the attributes
should be pursued in dynamic form that preserves root integrity, state organic
purists (Sligh 2002: 280). Organic began as a “real competitor to industrial food”
(Sligh 2002: 277). It has resonated with the educated masses over the past two
decades especially, and it has steadily gained market share as consumers voice a
demand for food grown without synthetic pesticides, antibiotics, or hormones.

In terms of Polanyi’s theory, organic certification offers the promise of
revealing, or defetishizing, the commodity so our relations with nature are also a
social interaction. Incentives to defetishize, such as certifying to uphold organic
standards, resonate with producers and knowledgeable consumers alike. Disclosure,
or process and quality, behind the commodity is a central principle of organic
agriculture and an attribute desired by green consumers (Allen and Kovach 2000:
226). An anonymous marketplace alienates us from the true identity of the
commodity born of nature and the associated people. Anti-capitalists concede that
itis in the interest of green capitalists to fight from within the system, by utilizing
market forces such as advertising, lobbying, and marketing for support of certified
commodities (Allen and Kovach 2000). Revealing production methods is an
incentive for green producers to distinguish themselves. Disappointingly, organic

standards do not necessitate the disclosure of social dynamics invested in the
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production of organic tomatoes, which may be picked by the hands of migrant labor
paid as cheaply as possible.

The USDA oversees organic certification nationally through the accreditation
of 3rd party verification agents, such as each state’s Department of Agriculture. USDA
allocated cost-share opportunities, of up to $750, or 75% of the cost of organic
certification are helpful to small-scale newcomers to organic certification (Cost
Share 2012). Also, the opportunity cost of becoming and remaining certified is an
economic impediment for small-scale producers. The National Organic Program
defines organic production practices as “maintaining or improving natural
resources,” with resources defined as “soil, water, wetlands, woodlands, and
wildlife,” which Keystone Conservation referred to in a 2010 grant proposal for the
benefit of PFC. Regrettably, the idea in organic labeling of co-existing with
predators is all too frequently lost in translation with an emphasis on other certified
attributes. This failing will hopefully some day be addressed. The truest intent of
organic is an ecologically sound sustainable agriculture, where all facets and inputs
of a landscape are taken into consideration. Currently, some organic producers are
choosing to be predator friendly, but there is no accountability in requiring organic
operations to seek co-existence with predators. This undermines the fullest intent
of organic in its’ commitment to sustainable agriculture. If organic ideals are
interpreted and absorbed fully, these ideals include the realization that native
predators are part of the organic burden to bear through management that solely
promotes respect. Today’s standards and practices for organic certification contain

contradictions and inconsistencies, unable to capture the original idea of organic
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agriculture, a grassroots holistic philosophy rooted in ecological values. Organic in
its truest form asserts “a commitment to holism and ecological sensitivity,” as
agricultural commodities are devoid of pesticides, growth hormone, and synthetic
chemicals while theoretically including the recognition of native predators (Allen
and Kovach 2000: 224).

However, there are some disadvantages to certification success. Eco-labels
can be co-opted into the industrial model they are ironically trying to oppose; the
danger of co-optation grows as the movement expands. From its beginning as an
alternative to “all of agriculture,” to current mainstream integration, the organic
movement now faces challenges as a result of its massive horizontal growth (Sligh
2002: 281). During the 1990s boom decade of organics, more and more of the large,
industrial players moved into the organic certification realm for “the profits it
promised rather than the values it embedded” (Jaffee 2007: 216). The power of the
market veered the original intent of the organic movement slightly off course by
“allowing any scale of farm to be certified organic” (Jaffee and Howard 2009: 4). For
organic purists, it is distressing that organics have become a significant facet of
monoculture, industrial scale marketing through “rapid industry consolidation,”
where big corporations have joined in and are buying out small producers (Jaffee
and Howard 2009: 5). Also, technologically efficient farming is pursued by the big
producers towards the maximization of profit, a way that is “anathema to the
original organic idea” and threatens the grassroots integrity of organic production
(Allen and Kovach 2000: 225). Such challenges are certainly not anticipated for PFC

or in the future, CWF, but are helpful to understand to illustrate what happens when
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a grassroots eco-label is co-opted. Considering whether organic agriculture can
facilitate environmental sustainability within the market system, authors Allen and
Kovach (2000) believe the organic movement is situated to continue making
advances in holding society and the state more accountable to production processes.
Singlehandedly, the organic movement cannot revolutionize the industrial food
system but in conjunction with other related efforts, makes viable inroads.

Organic and Animal Welfare Approved (AWA) (discussed later as another
eco-label gaining momentum and held by a number of certified organic producers)
are two related eco-labels that provide a natural opportunity for collaboration. The
powerful, durable consumer demand for agricultural commodities produced
without plant pesticides and livestock antibiotics anchors the organic movement
and is certainly related to animal husbandry practices. There are many small-scale
producers and family farmers, however, holding up the original integrity of the
organic movement, certified and non-certified. The schism between stakeholders
who value the overall market expansion and those that feel the original values have

been profoundly discounted will continue.

Forest Stewardship Certification (FSC)

Another relatively successful eco-label is Forest Stewardship Certification
(FSC). FSC served as the model of inspiration for the fisheries eco-label that will be
discussed in the next section. Instituted by environmental groups, forest
certification emerged as a novel tool during the 1990s, in the wake of mass

consumer mobilization against neo-tropical deforestation (Cashore et al. 2004).
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Specifically, the failure of intergovernmental processes to address the
environmental inequities of clear-cutting in the rainforest brought the idea of
certification, instead of strict boycotting, to the forefront. Interestingly, a few of the
original FSC founders worked as Peace Corp volunteers in South America in the
1980s and were able to successfully utilize entrenched relationships from previous
community forestry projects to mobilize money towards positive, non-exploitative
harvest projects (Bartley 2007).

In 1993, “governance without government” came to light as FSC established a
set of standards to distinguish forest products meeting environmental standards of
sustainability, thus furthering the global economic trade of wood (Eden 2011: 176).
Around 1995, support for the FSC in the U.S. gained momentum, and in 1996, the
FSC Council built region specific working groups to create certification standards
governing sustainable management regionally, an ecological nod to place-specific
forestry (Cashore et al. 2004). As an alternative to the tropical timber boycotts, FSC
gained additional financial traction with the support of major U.S. foundations,
players embedded within the movement as grant-makers expanding upon a
organizational dynamics (Bartley 2007: 231). Bartley (2007) claims that the
coordination of foundations and grassroots (at times radical) activists
synergistically facilitated coherency among diverse ideologies and players in the
movement. Various foundations acted to lend economic support to this uniquely
private form of governance (as global governance was lackluster), explained by one
foundation official:

[ think the logic of certification was very powerful, ... shifts that were going
on in the background were saying...we need to pay attention to the private
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sector --- we can no longer use these traditional regulatory approaches

because they’re not working anywhere....certification had tremendous

promise - very exciting... (Bartley 2007: 243) .

Standard verification is carried out by 3rd party “independent certification bodies,”
accredited by the central FSC office (Eden 2011: 176). Symbolized by a “tick-tree”
eco-label, the seal of FSC verifies a “chain of custody” standard stipulating that the
certified product is not a non-certified commodity through this lens of traceability
(Eden 2011: 177). FSC lumber at Home Depot, for example, is geared toward
attracting a segment of green consumers and perhaps the seal of FSC educates the
uninformed consumer. Working within existing capitalist systems, FSC leverages its
power and gains traction towards pushing forestry and the wood products industry
to more sustainable options.

Industry efforts countering FSC arose by the establishment of the Sustainable
Forestry Initiative (SFI), a competing certification seen by FSC supporters as “a
threat” to “(FSC) efforts to increase the stringency of rules governing sustainable
forestry practices” (Cashore et al. 2004: 88). Trying to emerge as the dominant
certification agent, the competing FSC and SFI each promulgated a climate of deep
polarization between industrial forest companies and private smallholders (Cashore
et al. 2004). Considering the reduction of public lands timber harvest during the
past couple of decades, FSC emphasized bringing industrial and non-industrial
private forest owners onboard with critical shares of timber (Cashore et al. 2004).
Historically, FSC has floundered and failed to gain traction with independent

smallholder forest owners, due to economic barriers in process such as high initial
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certification costs. The challenge of gaining traction and acceptance by small
producers is analogous to similar struggles discussed later in the context of PFC.

Wishing to help FSC gain traction in the marketplace, World Wildlife Fund
stepped up efforts in the late 1990s to “institutionalize demand for FSC products,”
establishing a council to create a framework for identifying and supporting demand
for FSC products (Cashore et al. 2004: 105). The economic support of foundations
towards the furtherance of FSC is seen by some as a “channeling movement
activity,” of moderate goals while “allowing [movements] to consolidate their gains
and protect themselves against attack” (Bartley 2007: 230). Market share was
originally controlled by four companies, which is parallel to the meatpacking
industry, where the industrial model pervades. Smaller retailers are “not the most
concentrated part in the supply chain” and their market power is undermined by
consolidation (Cashore et al. 2004: 94). In a 1999 coup for the FSC towards gaining
credibility with the largest retailers, Home Depot announced it would support FSC
(Cashore et al. 2004).

However, marketplace momentum developed slowly and some of the early
claimed benefits of certification, such as price premiums, did not materialize and
this fact still haunts efforts today. By the early 2000s FSC supporters started to work
with this group of stakeholders to emphasize the attributes of certification
garnering non-financial benefits, including “improved forest management and a
green image” as a way to expand the eco-label (Cashore et al. 2004: 116). It seems
the competing parallel industry label, SFI, evolved by learning from FSC frustrations

while harnessing forces of certification and generating competition. This enhanced
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the quest for legitimacy and transparency especially within the FSC (Cashore et al.
2004). FSC wood is marketed primarily through large retailers (big box stores) and
they demonstrate “relatively little interest in increasing end-consumer demand for
certified wood” with few exceptions. Incongruent with original expectations, “no
consistent price premium has emerged for certified wood products” (Taylor 2004:
135). The “mainstreaming” of FSC wood is analogous to the sweeping marketplace
integration of industrial scale organics, in regard to assimilation into the wider
marketplace. Paradoxically, the high opportunity cost of displaying the “chain of
custody certification” of the FSC logo may facilitate “leakage” of FSC products out of
the certification system if sold to the unassuming consumer (Eden 2011: 177).
Philanthropic foundations and environmental activists forged tacit
coordination through the processes of leveraging as the market for certified wood
materialized over the past two decades (Bartley 2007). For example, FSC
“institutionalized arguments against negative boycotts and depoliticized forest
campaigns” as “channeling” occurred because as activists became embedded in this
new organizational field, with particular standards, preferred tactics, and resource
streams in the background (Bartley 2007: 246, 248). Bringing multiple
stakeholders onboard is critical to expand market share of an eco-labeling effort,
along with education and outreach, to harness enough consumer support. The
ability of FSC to function as a working solution to globally stressed forests is a
proposition still evolving. Clearly, FSC will not change the world alone but it does
raise ideas about collaborative solutions and promotes transparency, serving as an

inspiration for other eco-labeling schemes.
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Marine Stewardship Certification (MSC)

Marine Stewardship Certification (MSC) is a wild-capture fisheries
certification program inspired by FSC success in the late 1990s (Gulbrandsen 2009).
MSC emerged in a parallel fashion to FSC’s mobilization borne against neo-tropical
deforestation. Historically, dolphin and turtle safe initiatives were borne of
grassroots consumer concerns, which promoted the first dolphin-safe labeling
scheme overseen by first an NGO and then in 1990, a parallel label created by the
U.S. government (Gulbrandsen 2009). However, the focus on dolphins only took
away from broader scale wild fishery conservation. Modeling MSC to a great extent
after FSC, staff at the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and Unilever partnered to
fund the eco-labeling initiative, which quickly sought its own independent
governance through an international Board of Trustees and foundational funding
from private organizations, trusts, and charities (Gulbrandsen 2009).

For wild-capture fisheries, there is no alternative rival comprehensive label
to MSC (Gulbrandsen 2009). To become certified MSC, a fishery must satisfy 3 core
principles: 1.) show support of sustainable fish stocks; 2.) minimize impacts on
surrounding ecosystems; and 3.) practice legally based management measures that
maintain stock sustainability (Goyert et al. 2010). These attributes are 3rd party
verified, annually audited, reassessed every 5 years, and in order to employ the eco-
label on the commodity, a chain of custody audit (similar to FSC and the upcoming
AWA eco-label) must be completed back to fishery of origin (Goyert et al. 2010).
When the 5-year period is nearly up, the fishery is bound to a new major assessment

for certificate renewal (Gulbrandsen 2009). Goyertel al. (2010: 1107) explain that
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similar to challenges experienced within smallholders in FSC, being a small
producer seeking MSC offers economic prohibitions, “ranging from $20,000 for
small community-based fisheries to $300,000 for large industrial fisheries.”

According to the MSC website, 23% of global shoppers recognized the MSC
eco-label in 2010, up from 9% in 2008. In 2008, there were only 38 certified
fisheries but by the end of 2011, 250 fisheries were in some stage of the assessment
process, “landing nearly nine million tons of seafood” (Gulbrandsen 2009 and MSC
Annual Report 2010/11: 1). In the midst of such progress, however, nearly 90% of
global fisheries remain unengaged although a significant percentage may be
operating sustainably yet not choosing to pursue certification while others are
pillaging the ocean industrially style (MSC Annual Report 2010/11). Certification
barriers to entry like cost, and time scale of assessment (it includes operational
changes such as investments in new gear and reducing by catch of unintended
species) preclude many of the smaller operators who have more of a stake in the
community from entering the marketplace. Since fisheries are open-access
resources, unlike forests whose trees are geographically rooted in place, most
anglers around the globe share fish resources with many nations and have little
control over quota setting (Gulbrandsen 2009).

Looking to the Maine lobster fishery, for example, which employs around
5,500 fisherman and peripherally supports livelihoods for marine outfitters, boat
builders, and restaurants Goyert et al (2010) interviewed fisherman to determine if
MSC would offer a price premium. Moreover, the researchers sought to determine

if certification benefits would outweigh the costs. Interviewees commented on
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expectations of certification (including 3rd party verification) while stressing the
importance of encouraging local stakeholder dialogue about the fishery’s
certification process from the beginning to gain grassroots support (Goyert et al.
2010). Local practices such as employing herring bait exacerbate friction between
the requirements within MSC and traditional practices in Maine (Goyert et al. 2010).
A Maine consumer survey revealed consumer preferences as less likely to
“pay more for sustainably harvested seafood” than for “locally harvested seafood or
if they knew that the premium went to support fisherman, coastal communities, or
the ocean environment” so the emphasis is on local, community based harvest in
Maine for economic impact (Goyert et al. 2010: 1108). The impact of MSC in this
fishery would only be negligible in the face of such traditional support for local
seafood, a market habit not likely to disappear. Clearly, a sensitive appreciation for
local cultural values is necessary before a certification scheme with the best of
intentions can sweep in, get producers onboard, and guarantee marketplace
premiums based upon 3rd party verified certification. Consumer interest in locally
produced food, driving local marine or agricultural economies, is also intimately
linked to the welfare of animals from habitat to plate. Knowing that one’s meal once
roamed freely is increasingly important to consumers, and a driving force for price

premiums in the marketplace.

Animal Welfare Approved (AWA)
The certification seal of Animal Welfare Approved (AWA), founded in 2006

as a “market based solution,” entailing a producer price premium, recognizes family
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farms raising their animals humanely in the outdoors, on pasture, or on the range
(AWA Standards: 2012). This values-based label was born from the Animal Welfare
Institute (AWI), a nonprofit historically committed to ending animal pain and
suffering wrought by people. The eco-label AWA was spun off from AWI as an
economically efficient way to challenge the status quo of industrial agriculture while
promoting family farms raising animals with the highest welfare standards. AWA
seeks to fundamentally “improve farm animal welfare.” This certification program
is 3rd party verified, so transparency is a hallmark. Producers are subject to the
“most stringent” humane animal welfare standards according to the World Society
for the Protection of Animals, as independent family farmers must raise all their
animals of a particular species according to AWA standards, from birth to slaughter.
This even includes guidelines for livestock guardian dogs, used as a tool in the
framework of predator friendly operations. Compassion and respect are cited as
key to the philosophy of the eco-label and to the producer pursuing such a goal
(AWA Standards: 2012).

An AWA approved farmer may also apply for American Grass-fed Association
certification (AGA), overseen by the AWI, which stipulates that ruminant animals
free ranged and grazed pasture, were fed a lifetime diet of forage, were never
treated with hormones or antibiotics, and were humanely slaughtered (AGA About
Us: 2012). An approved AGA producer may put the certification seal on the
commodity. The AGA is working with the USDA to establish a legal definition for
“grass-fed” since currently many commodities have been and are still marketed as

“grass-fed” when grass is merely part of their diet before a corn finishing (AGA
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About Us: 2012). Consequently, AGA is seeking USDA specification for guidelines on
grass-fed labeling with the goal of attaining an economic premium for products that
meet their standards, where cattle, bison, goats, and sheep may certify (AGA About
Us: 2012). Such an encouragement of partnership between eco-labels with many
overlapping attributes is arguably furthering the sustainable agriculture movement
through a building up of wider grassroots coalitions. Values motivated consumers
who appreciate the organic definition inclusive of wildlife may be more likely to

invest in commodities bearing the AWA label.

Lessons Learned from Eco-Labeling Examples

These four case studies discussed above offer lessons learned and cautionary
tales to the future of the PFC movement to inform my conclusions in the final
chapter. Four points stand out from the above exploration: 1.) 3rd party verification
assures transparency in eco-labeling standard achievement and it is important for
economic success; 2.) education and outreach are necessary for grassroots eco-
labels to grow in the marketplace; 3.) financial support from foundations facilitates
institutional expansion and consumer education; 4.) co-optation of the original
values and principles is a risk of mainstream marketplace growth; and 5.) organic
certification does not fully implement all of its values entailed in sustainable
agriculture, such as predator friendly practices. Organic should be synonymous
with predator friendly production if living up to its commitments to ecologically

sustainable agriculture and holistic values.
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Organic, FSC, MSC, and AWA rely on 3rd party standard verification, which
imparts transparent legitimacy and facilitates price premium generation for the
certified commodity. FSC and MSC have especially benefited from the financial
backing of foundations. The transparency provided by 3 party verification seems
more inviting to foundation support than in house 274 party verification. To make
significant progress toward goals, these labels cannot isolate themselves from the
conventional markets nor abandon alternative visions when large, corporate
players get involved. The flourishing and expansion of certified eco-labels over the
past two decades offers much to celebrate for the accrued gains in supply, demand,
and accountability. Yet the market for organically, fairly traded, and sustainably
produced goods remains a very small sector within the global marketplace (Eden
2011). Also, certification standards too frequently fail to capture the original ideals
they strive to represent. To niche market purists, integration into the larger
framework of the marketplace risks a weakening of the original integrity of the
organic or similar eco-label, a proverbial watering down of alternative distinction by
cooptation on a larger scale. A small scale certified organic family farm operates
differently than a large scale certified organic industrial scale farm. There is a risk of
progress on one level and undermining of alternative definition on another. For
example, AWA is an expanding eco-label with clear goal definition and a solid track
record of transparency; it is a logical ally in the future of the predator friendly
movement, directly and indirectly. PFC niche marketing stands to face similar
tensions as it transitions towards the (future 3rd party verified) eco-label CWF, still

existing “in the marketplace while not quite of it,” discussed in the Epilogue (Taylor
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2004: 144). With this context in mind the next chapter will trace the history of PFC

from its humble beginnings to the present.
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CHAPTER 2
CONTESTED VALUES: RECOGNIZING THE ROLE OF PREDATORS

“The teaching mythology we grew up with in the American West is a pastoral story
of agricultural ownership. The story begins with a vast innocent continent, natural
and almost magically alive, capable of inspiring us to reverence and awe, and yet
savage, a wilderness. A good rural people come from the East, and they take the
land from its native inhabitants, and tame it for agricultural purposes, bringing
civilization: a notion of how to live embodied in law. The story is as old as invading
armies, and at heart is a racist, sexist, imperialist mythology of conquest: a rationale

for violence --- against other people and against nature.”
---William Kittredge, Owning it All

Predator Friendly Certification (PFC) History

PFC fits within a larger set of agro-alternative certification strategies that
challenge the dominant industrial agriculture status quo through success in niche
marketing. PFC recognizes stewardship of native wildlife on farms and ranches,
from East to West coast, although the majority of certified producers are in the
Rocky Mountain West. Producers must meet the challenge of familiarizing
themselves with the habits of native wildlife coupled with “heightened vigilance and
application of a mix of practices” to manage predators by non-lethal means (PF Co-
Existence 2011). PFC is a program very much in evolution. It is a grass-roots eco-
label born 20 years ago as a label for wool, dreamed up by a rancher and
conservationist outside Bozeman, MT who sought a way to protect the charismatic
integrity of the Montana landscape (Founder #1: 2011). Throughout this chapter, |
quote members of the founder’s circle I interviewed. It is important to note that
their responses here are not considered part of the formal analysis, but inserted
here to construct the historical background of PFC. Prior to official organization, the
idea of Predator Friendly existed as an eclectic network of individuals ranging from

wool producers to environmental activists working together for respectful on-the-
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ground solutions to predator conflict, all on voluntary personal time (Founder #5:
2012). A founder recounted the ingenious way PFC was dreamt up, in the Big
Timber, Montana grocery store over 20 years ago. He and another founder were
shopping in the store and suddenly: “I remember looking at a can of dolphin safe
certified tuna and my friend said what about Predator Friendly wool? And I said
that is the most idiotic thing ever...but it was hatched” (Founder #5 2012). This
interviewee was the only one to mention the inspiration for the PFC label as a can of
certified tuna, a formative symbol in the novel eco-label’s history.

The Predator Friendly Wool cooperative was assembled in 1991 in effort to
“establish agrarians in green markets,” promoted in part by the Corporation for the
Northern Rockies (now the Western Sustainability Exchange or WSE) in Livingston,
Montana (Grewell and Landry 2003). The foundational goal was garnering a price
premium for PFC commodities, to reward producers financially for their
commitment to preserving the integrity of the native landscape. At the inception of
the PFC program the goal of the program, according to one of the founders, was to
transfer, initiate, and give “the ability for people to see an alternative to an age old
concept...how to balance the old west and new west” (Founder #2: 2011). The
foundational players were simply motivated to seek peaceful solutions because they
believed it was the right thing to do, morally, biologically, and hopefully, also
economically. One of the founders (#5) reflected:

The original goal was to identify a market for certified Predator Friendly

wool and in the process get a premium that we never did identify percentage

wise and take a risk and sign up these producers who were not trapping,
poisoning, shooting. We did not know how many producers would sign up.

The concept was to take a value added product to a niche market and attach
a price premium.
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Another member in the Founders circle reflected upon the goal of PFC as
“giving people a way to say here is something we do,” showcasing the values
steering the course of operation, through a certified eco-label (Founder #3: 2012).
The original intent was for the certification of wool produced amid a native, healthy
population of predators to garner a higher market price. The producer going the
extra mile to co-exist, using non-lethal methods would theoretically be rewarded
financially for the risk and challenge involved, based upon the values of respect and
personal agrarian ethics. In the western U.S,, the landscape supporting a century old
ranching operation, for example, is also of crucial value for wildlife habitat,
migration corridors, and winter range, to a different degree than in other parts of
the country. Ironically, one of the movement’s founders was not able to seek
certification himself, due to familial dynamics. Not supporting the certification label
through his personal ranching operation, this Founder (#5) stated:

...it was too controversial for my family. I was never PFC. We did all the

ground stuff...fencing livestock off the rivers and not using chemicals and

rotational grazing and livestock guardian dogs. Being certified just meant
you formally signed a paper.

Unsurprisingly, reception to the lofty values and goals of the Predator
Friendly movement was not well received by some local stakeholders. The PFC
wool sweater designer initially regarded the venture with much promise before
deciding that “Predator Friendly Wool” simply did not resonate with customers
interested foremost in an attractive sweater or coat. She went on to say:

[ can say that when I tried to use PFC wool it ended up being expensive to the

point that the added cost benefit was not...I could not get traction with my

customers on that issue. To try and tell the story of PFC in my particular
situation became too awkward. I based an entire collection on PFC wool and
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[ did put those tags on and it did not make a damn bit of difference whether
or not the coats would sell...the story resonates with a certain group of
people. Itis not a universal story...I think PFC is too obscure...I think there is

a huge challenge in trying to make the PFC label equal to grass fed, organic,

or AWA.

The Sundance Catalogue carried PFC wool sweaters and hats for a season. A
Founder reflected, “I went down to an expo in L.A. I saw these PFC sweaters being
modeled by waif thin women strutting out on the stage and I thought we really did
it, got huge press, but nobody was working on it full time” (Founder #5 2012). The
early days of PFC were “very heady and very intense times” with the hope of price
premiums and market infiltration (Founder #5 2012).

The 5 members of the founder’s circle interviewed are each unique
individuals who sought to revolutionize the deeply embedded prejudices against
predators. This mechanism of PFC made simple economic and moral sense to them.
As one Founder (#2 2011) recounted,

...s0 the way to frame it is the triple bottom line, to have an ecological,

economic, and social benefit. I would argue that PFC was a great example of

a triple bottom line, bringing returns to the woolgrowers, hoping to maintain

and expand in the green market...they would be supporting whatever kind of

conservation ethic they had...it did not take off as we thought.

The original Founders and certified producers were viewed as radical
activists by those aligned by very traditional ways of operation. Ranching neighbors
would vacate the room if they saw some of the players in the Founders circle enter.
Still, the degree of negative reception is somewhat surprising. One member of the
Founders circle who is still ranching today in the Livingston, MT area reflected:

[ was threatened with a death threat after selling my wool as Predator

Friendly. Someone called me and said that [ was responsible for the demise

of the sheep industry, singlehandedly. Never figured out who it was...the
idea of...not shooting a coyote was very threatening to a lot of people. The
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code of the West is that every coyote is a bad coyote and doesn’t deserve to
live... [ was very naive in hindsight (#3 2011).

While their aims were high and ultimately PFC did not gain a lasting foothold in the
marketplace, the general theme of their efforts facilitated a new dialogue against the
“Old West” tide of pervasive ranching practices embracing lethal control for short-
term benefit. The formative grassroots effort of PFC is recognized by all the
founders as having changed the conversation, not dramatically but incrementally,
itself a giant step to celebrate for these champions of sustainable farming and
ranching in the “New West” (Founders 2011, 2012). From 1991 - 2004, the
nonprofit focused on programs to mitigate the threats of human caused predator
mortality through a wide variety of educational programs on the ground apart from
PFC. Keystone Conservation is not the only player in the co-existence movement.
Interestingly, a parallel yet non-PFC associated effort to market “wolf
friendly” beef occurred in 1998 in New Mexico from a ranch 50 miles northeast of
Silver City, NM and illustrated the importance of a consumer education campaign to
market this niche product (Aquino and Falk 2001). A natural foods store in
Albuquerque took part in a month long market plausibility test in November 1998;
the end of the study concluded that “Wolf-Friendly” beef’s quality did not justify
$3.75/1b price (Aquino and Falk 2001). Paradoxically, consumers were interested
in a high-quality lean beef selling for $2.50/1b, but valuing the “wolf-friendly” beef
from the social standpoint of wildlife co-existence yet not demonstrating a
willingness to pay for the opportunity cost (Aquino and Falk 2001). Such a study

speaks to consumer demand for a quality commodity first and foremost. The theme
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of “quality” commodities, certified or not, is a central idea discussed at length in the
analysis through the producer perspectives.

The Predator Friendly label was stewarded by the Predator Conservation
Alliance from the mid-1990s until it changed its name in 2007 to Keystone
Conservation, in effort to bring more ranchers and backcountry enthusiasts onboard
as stakeholders. The non-profit underwent its’ own form of re-branding and re-
labeling. Keystone Conservation’s mission is “to protect and restore native
predators and their habitats in the Northern Rockies...to help people and wildlife
coexist...to partner with rural communities to design strategies that save a place for
America’s keystone species” (Keystone Conservation website 2011). Keystone
Conservation focuses on coexistence instead of management policies, addressing the
Wildlife Services sanctioned killing of wolves predating upon livestock; instead, the
emphasis is on proactive deterrence methods. Believing that the participation of all
stakeholders is key (small scale backyard producers to ranches of several thousand
acres), Keystone works to facilitate proactive work for coexistence as a norm and
not a radical exception.

As will be discussed in the Analysis section, the commitment to sustainable
agriculture, from backyard chicken operations to large scale ranching operations is
aresonating theme that anchors the predator friendly movement, past and present.
In the words of backyard chicken producer in the Northeast who is featured on
Keystone Conservation’s website (2012):

We choose to be predator friendly for both ethical and ecological reasons.

Peaceful coexistence with wild predators is humane and acknowledges that
our land is their land, too. Itis also essential to sustainable farming.
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Conversation with myriad players in agriculture has evolved over the past 20 years,
from a traditional shoot, shovel, and shut-up final conversation to a working

dialogue of progress, a very significant gain itself.

Predator Friendly Certification Production Applications On the Ground

Certified PF producers “guarantee not to use or authorize any lethal control
of native predators, showing that proactive coexistence practices are a viable option,
provoking consumers to consider the impact of their food choices on wildlife”
(Keystone Conservation Press Release 2011). The wool label enlarged to include
other commodities such as beef, lamb, honey, and poultry during the late 1990s

(Breuer 2011). On www.PredatorFriendly.org, a consumer will find a short list of

some PFC farms and ranches marketing commodities like wool, beef, lamb, eggs,
honey, and more.

PFC is copyrighted, bearing a paw print emblazoned label that is placed
directly on commodities by some producers. As of spring 2011, to become certified,
a producer must fill out a 4 page application describing his or her animal production
operation, steps undertaken to reduce the vulnerability of predation, the wildlife
background (including predator challenges), and the anticipation of Predator
Friendly marketing. Each year of certification as Predator Friendly incurs a $40 fee
to Keystone Conservation, returned with the signed PFC Affidavit, a contract built
upon trust in upholding the seal of Predator Friendly practices. Compared to other
eco-labels, the opportunity cost of certification is very little and all trust is placed in

the morals of the certified producer. Unlike AWA, a closely related but 3rd party
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verified eco-label, PFC does not specify that producers must be family

farmers/ranchers or that animals must be pasture raised for their entire life cycle.

According to Keystone Conservation, such practices that merit PFC certification

include:

¢

*® & o o

*® & o o

Use of guardian animals including specific dog breeds historically used to
patrol amid livestock in Europe (Great Pyrenees, Akbash, and Maremma)
llamas, and donkeys

Employing movable electric fences

Rancher/farmer random patrols around the property (Range Riders)
Co-grazing cattle and smaller livestock together

Fladry (a European technique of hanging triangular flags to wave in the
wind, especially effective for wolves)

Scheduling pasture location based upon predation pressure

Calving time management adjustment to diminish risk

Symbiotic relationships between livestock and vegetable production
Heightened vigilance for predator activity around crepuscula