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BUSINESS & SOCIETY / June 2000Prakash / RESPONSIBLE CARE

Responsible Care: An Assessment

ASEEM PRAKASH
The George Washington University

Responsible Care is a voluntary code of conduct developed, enforced, and moni-
tored by the Chemical Manufacturers Association. Voluntary codes could be de-
signed and enforced by regulators, nonprofit groups, industry associations, and in-
dividual firms. They could vary in their scope, focusing on firms around the globe,
in a given region, within a country, or in a given industry. This article focuses on
Responsible Care’s self-regulatory services that pertain to establishing, monitor-
ing, and enforcing industry-wide environmental, health, and safety standards. Em-
ploying insights from the club theory, stakeholder theory, institutionalist theory,
and the corporate social performance perspective, it examines the demand and
supply sides of voluntary codes. Finally, it discusses theoretical implications and
the key challenges faced by Responsible Care in the future.

The Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) is one of the oldest
trade and industry associations in the United States. It was founded in May
1872 when 15 sulphuric acid manufacturers joined together to develop
common policies on the safe transportation of their product. Currently, the
CMA has 197 members that account for about 90% of the industry’s basic
chemical output (CMA, 1998a; “Responsible Care: Doing It Right,”
1998). Responsible Care is the CMA’s key program for improving the
industry’s image and performance in the areas of environment, health, and
safety (EHS). It was launched in Canada in 1985 and in the United States
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in 1988. This article examines the program’s achievements in the United
States only and the challenges it faces in the second decade of its
existence.

Responsible Care is a voluntary code of conduct developed, moni-
tored, and enforced by the CMA. Many of its policies are beyond compli-
ance, that is, more stringent than the requirements of extant laws. Volun-
tary codes could be designed and enforced by regulators, nonprofit
groups, industry associations, and individual firms either alone or in some
sort of mutual partnership (Labatt & Maclaren, 1998). They could vary in
their scope, focusing on firms around the globe, in a given region, within a
country, or in a given industry. Voluntary codes and other forms of self-
regulatory structures can be found in many industries such as apparel,
entertainment, accounting, and advertising. Codes focus on three catego-
ries of substantive objectives: setting rates and prices, controlling market
entry, or setting common legal, operational, or technological standards
(Gupta & Lad, 1983). This article focuses on Responsible Care’s self-
regulatory services that pertain to establishing, monitoring, and enforcing
EHS standards.

The implications of private codes for business strategy and public pol-
icy have been debated. Many regulators, citizens, and firms welcome
them. Regulators faced with declining budgets are able to implement their
mandates to enforce laws at lower costs. Citizens enjoy an increased sup-
ply of public goods (that typically governments are expected to provide)
without an increased tax burden. Of course, depending on firms’ market
power, citizens may have to pay higher prices to defray the costs of such
public goods.1 Firms enjoy greater operational flexibility in designing and
implementing their programs that rigid governmental regulations often
deny them. Their relationship with regulators also becomes less adversar-
ial. Thus, voluntary codes could channelize private interests toward
achieving broader societal objectives in a manner from which both the
regulators and the regulatees benefit.

Many citizen and activist groups, however, view the codes as private
regimes that are outside public scrutiny and that vest too much power with
firms. This is not to say that these groups always favor government-
sponsored regimes. The public-interest movement, in general, is suspi-
cious of both the regulators and the firms (Vogel, 1995). Unlike its prede-
cessors in the populist and New Deal eras that favored large government
bureaucracies to deal with large corporations, the public-interest move-
ment believes that regulators are amenable to “capture” (Stigler, 1971).
Hence, they have faith in open and transparent administrative rule-making
processes where public groups have statutory rights to provide input and
to monitor decision-making processes. Many believe that voluntary codes
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do not provide such opportunities to citizen groups. The public-interest
movement also favors contestations with the regulatees in the judicial
arena because the “common folks” in the jury tend to be more sympathetic
to the citizen’s cause. Voluntary codes, however, make laws less adver-
sarial between regulators and firms and hence lessen the recourse to judi-
cial settings.

Insofar as one key motivation for firms to invest in developing and
implementing voluntary codes is to reduce governmental regulations,
these codes substitute for public law. Nevertheless, most voluntary codes
operate in the shadow of the law either by complementing the extant regu-
lations or by being subjected to regulatory oversights. Private law—rules
established, monitored, and enforced by private actors to govern their own
conduct—can also provide for public accountability. Private interests and
citizens’groups could also jointly develop them. Thus, instead of a blanket
support for or opposition to voluntary codes, a careful examination of the
motives and processes of their development, monitoring, and enforcement
is required. Further, it needs to be understood how their requirements
relate to public law and what recourse the regulators and the citizen groups
have if they disagree with any aspect of such codes.

In recent years, voluntary programs have gained popularity in the envi-
ronmental arena.2 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
developed a number of initiatives such as Green Lights, 33/50, Project
XL, the Common Sense Initiative, and the Great Printer’s Project.3 Many
nongovernmental organizations have launched voluntary codes including
the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) or
the Valdez principles and ISO 14000. Not all codes have been warmly
embraced by firms. For example, only 13% of the eligible firms joined the
EPA’s 33/50 program (D. Sarokin, personal communication, February 11,
1999). Also, the ISO 14000 environmental management system has had
low levels of acceptability in the United States vis-á-vis Europe and East
Asia (Prakash, 1999).4 As of January 1, 1999, 1,542 Japanese, 1,100 Ger-
man, 950 British, 463 Korean, 400 Swedish, and 398 Taiwanese firms, but
only 210 U.S. firms, were ISO 14001 certified (ISO World, 1999). Thus, it
is important to examine circumstances under which various kinds of vol-
untary codes are accepted by firms, regulators, and key stakeholders. This
article examines these issues in the context of industry-level environ-
mental codes by drawing learnings from the CMA’s Responsible Care. It
employs insights from the theory of clubs (Cornes & Sandler, 1996) to
understand the supply side of voluntary codes. It integrates them with the
ones from institutional theory, stakeholder theory, and the corporate social
performance perspective that explain the demand side of voluntary codes.
As emphasized by the demand-side explanations, managerial perceptions
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of the pressures from and expectations of external stakeholders impact the
valuation of codes’ costs and benefits, thereby shaping incentives for
firms to construct as well as to subscribe to such codes.

This article has three sections. Section 1 examines club theory, institu-
tional theory, stakeholder theory, and the corporate social performance
perspective to understand the demand and supply sides of voluntary
codes. Section 2 describes the evolution of Responsible Care and exam-
ines its major features. Section 3 identifies theoretical implications of and
future challenges for Responsible Care.

Voluntary Codes as Club Goods

Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” concept harmonizes individual and
collective rationalities. However, market failures such as natural monopo-
lies, externalities, and information asymmetries suggest that individual
and group rationality are in partial conflict, indicating collective action
dilemmas or social traps (Cross & Guyer, 1980; Hardin, 1968; Olson,
1965; Ostrom, 1990; Platt, 1973). A well-known example is the Prisoners’
Dilemma game where pursuing strategies based on narrowly defined indi-
vidual rationality leads to suboptimal outcomes for both the individual
and the group. Conceptually, collective action dilemmas can be traced to
the physical and institutional nature of goods and services (henceforth,
goods only) in relation to two attributes: excludability and rivalry. Exclud-
ability implies that it is technologically feasible and economical for A to
exclude B from appropriating benefits once a product has been produced.
An absence of excludability creates incentives to “free ride” (Olson,
1965). Rivalry implies that if A consumes a particular unit of a product, B
cannot. Overconsumption could degrade rivalrous resources that are non-
renewable or if renewable, whose harvest rates exceed their regeneration
rates. However, if such rivalrous resources are excludable, their scarcity
will lead to higher prices, thereby lowering their consumption. The prob-
lem arises when they are nonexcludable because scarcity does not trans-
late into a higher price. Thus, nonexcludability becomes a root cause of
market failures.

Products can be classified in four stylized categories: private goods
(rival, excludable), public goods (nonrival, nonexcludable), common-
pool resources (rival, nonexcludable), and impure public goods (nonrival,
excludable) (Ostrom & Ostrom, 1977). Governmental provision of collec-
tive goods—public goods, impure public goods, and common-pool
resources—is often viewed to be necessary because they are susceptible to
market failures (Pigou, 1960). However, market failures can be corrected
by other institutional vehicles as well (Coase, 1960; Ostrom, 1990).
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Impure public goods, in particular, can be successfully provided by non-
governmental organizations (Cornes & Sandler, 1996).5 These goods are
of two kinds: toll and club. Toll goods such as toll roads and movie thea-
ters are amenable to unitization, that is, consumers reveal their prefer-
ences by paying for every additional unit, and a continuous demand
schedule for each consumer can be conceptualized. They are provisioned
by levying a user toll. In contrast to toll goods, the discrete consumption
units of club goods cannot be priced (because it is difficult to estimate
their marginal costs) and their collective provision is financed by mem-
bership fees (that are based on average costs). Industry-level initiatives
such as Responsible Care are examples of club goods because it is impos-
sible to price the discrete units of goodwill benefits they generate. Firms
have incentives to pay their membership fees only if such benefits are
made excludable. For Responsible Care, the membership fee manifests as
implementing new organizational policies that are required by the six
codes of conduct (discussed below).

Supply Side of Industry Codes

Voluntary codes such as Responsible Care generate goodwill for the
industry. The challenge for industry-level bodies championing these
codes is to transform the nonexcludable goodwill benefits to excludable
ones (from public goods to club goods). Consequently, to ensure that
members do not free ride, the CMA requires them to adopt Responsible
Care. Suppose there is an accident in a facility of a CMA member who
does not subscribe to Responsible Care. In addition to hurting the mem-
ber, this accident imposes negative externalities (loss of goodwill) on
other firms. This is because the stakeholders may not differentiate CMA
members who have adopted Responsible Care from those who have not
and direct their wrath only at nonadopters. Thus, the adopters of Respon-
sible Care have incentives to ensure that all CMA members (and nonmem-
bers) subscribe to it.

Industry structure could impact the supply of voluntary codes. The role
of dominant firms (in terms of market share, sales, etc.) that gained dispro-
portionately from these codes was instrumental in nudging the CMA
members to adopt Responsible Care. In this context, it is instructive to
draw on the international regimes literature that examines the evolution of
supranational rules, norms, and codes for governing the conduct of state
and nonstate actors (Krasner, 1983; Young, 1997). This literature, espe-
cially the so-called “hegemonic stability theory,” suggests that hegemons
(great powers) are necessary for creating and maintaining regimes. Thus,
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power and wealth asymmetries among countries are required to create
international rules and norms. Hegemons are not altruistic actors. Because
they gain disproportionately from regimes by pursuing their self-interest,
they create benefits for others as well. The critics of hegemonic stability
theory dispute the necessity of hegemons in creating and maintaining
regimes (Keohane, 1984). They believe that as long as the benefits of
regimes outweigh the costs for states, they have incentives to create inter-
national regimes. Further, once established, regimes assume a life of their
own and do not necessarily require hegemons for their continuation (for
an overview of this debate, see Baldwin, 1993).

In the context of domestic political economy, dominant firms often ini-
tiate the establishment of industry standards and codes. Of course, if gains
are asymmetric, the smaller firms may not cooperate. Instead of adopting
industry codes written by big firms, they may opt for governmental stan-
dards (Gupta & Lad, 1983). Responsible Care was championed by the
large chemical firms such as Dow and Union Carbide that felt vulnerable
to the rising public sentiments against the chemical industry. They under-
took the initial steps, first in Canada and then in the United States, to estab-
lish it. To create incentives for the smaller firms to support it, they estab-
lished mechanisms for knowledge transfer, thereby reducing the costs for
the smaller firms to adopt this code (discussed below).

Not all big firms are equally vulnerable to stakeholder pressures. It can
be hypothesized that firms having strained relationships with key stake-
holders, especially regulators, feel more vulnerable.6 Union Carbide,
because of its association with the Bhopal tragedy, perhaps felt more vul-
nerable than other large firms. Thus, even among firms with similar struc-
tural characteristics, varying assessments about the benefits of self-
regulatory codes could be expected. In essence, the issue boils down to
whether firm-level heterogeneity in terms of their endowments (e.g., mar-
ket share, sales) and preferences for voluntary codes (shaped by factors
such as expected net benefits and relationships with stakeholders) facili-
tates or impedes the evolution of such codes.7

Developing new rules and codes is impeded by transaction costs
(North, 1990). These costs could be reduced if there existed an organiza-
tion to share information and to develop common principles. On the other
hand, an existing organization may be hamstrung by path-dependency
(that is, past choices and commitments),8 caught up in old paradigms and
mindsets and therefore incapable of performing new tasks that the pro-
posed codes require. Consider the debate on incorporating environmental
concerns in the international trade regime by suitably modifying the
World Trade Organization (WTO). The supporters of this idea argue that
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creating a new environmental organization has significant start-up costs
including political opposition to establishing new international bureauc-
racies. Hence, transaction costs may be lower for modifying or enlarging
the WTO’s agenda to include environmental issues. Others argue that
because the WTO is completely immersed in promoting free trade (some
of which is viewed by its critics to harm the environment), it has little abil-
ity or incentives to reinvent itself. It also lacks credibility to design and to
oversee an international environmental regime. Therefore, it is advisable
for environmental groups to think in terms of a new environmental organi-
zation (for a review of this debate, see Esty, 1994).9

In the context of Responsible Care, the presence of the CMA unques-
tionably reduced transaction costs for the chemical industry to organize
collectively to develop an industry-wide code. In the past, the CMA had
promoted tougher EHS standards. To minimize accidental spills of corro-
sive substances, in 1905 the Manufacturing Chemists Association, the
CMA’s previous incarnation, called for replacing hand-blown glass bot-
tles with iron-molded ones (“Responsible Care: Doing It Right,” 1998).
Thus, the CMA had some institutional history—a positive path-
dependency—of promoting safe and environmentally sound practices.

The objectives of Responsible Care are consistent with the CMA’s
mandate to serve as the collective voice for most of the chemical industry.
Responsible Care has only served to increase the CMA’s visibility and
credibility as the industry’s chief spokesperson. Thus, in addition to the
big chemical firms that promoted Responsible Care, the CMA had organ-
izational interests in championing an industry code designed and enforced
under its auspices.

Demand Side of Industry Codes

So far, the article has discussed the conditions that facilitate or impede
the supply of club goods such as industry codes. The demand side of the
equation concerns who demands voluntary codes and why at the industry
level. Institutional theory, stakeholder theory, and the corporate social per-
spective provide useful insights to understand the sources of demand.

Neoclassical economics views the social objective of business is to
maximize shareholders’ wealth, thereby maximizing national wealth
(Friedman, 1970). Thus, it would predict that firms will demand voluntary
codes only if they maximize their profits. Firms, individually or collec-
tively, could increase profits by voluntarily designing and adopting environ-
mental codes (Hart, 1995; Shrivastava, 1995; for a critique, see Newton &
Harte, 1996; Walley & Whitehead, 1994). These policies could also help
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them to preempt and/or to shape environmental regulations that could hurt
their profits (Fri, 1992; Khanna & Damon, 1999) and therefore reap first-
mover advantages (Nehrt, 1998; Porter & van der Linde, 1995; for a cri-
tique, see Rugman & Verbeke, 1998). In particular, championing tough
environmental codes could be attractive to firms advanced in environ-
mental technology because they could raise rivals’ cost of entry—the
assumption being that the higher standards embedded in the new codes
will lead to stringent regulations (Barrett, 1991; Prakash, Krutilla, &
Karamanos, 1996; Salop & Scheffman, 1983).10

It is difficult to objectively quantify the benefits and costs of voluntary
codes, thereby estimating their equilibrium levels of supply and demand.11

Consequently, managerial perceptions about their usefulness play an
important role in influencing firms’ decisions to adopt or not adopt, and
nonmarket factors often significantly shape managerial perceptions
(Prakash, 2000). It is, therefore, important to examine factors, both inter-
nal and external to firms, that shape managerial perceptions about benefits
and costs.

Institutional theory focuses on the impact of external institutions on
firms’ policies (Meyer & Scott, 1992; Oliver, 1991; Scott, 1987; Zucker,
1988).12 It suggests that firms are not profit maximizers; their policies
reflect external pressures for legitimacy. Thus, it could be argued that the
hostile external climate in the wake of the industrial accidents, notably the
Bhopal disaster, and the rising public sentiment against the industry,
prompted chemical firms to demand an industry-wide response. Of
course, the desire to win back trust and legitimacy was also driven by the
industry’s instrumental concerns such as preempting or reducing the
severity of new laws and regulations. Nevertheless, the signals emanating
from the external nonmarket environment were crucial in influencing the
pace (adopt a code sooner than later), the extent (industry-wide code), and
the character (comprehensive covering key EHS factors) of managerial
responses.

The literature on corporate social performance (CSP), responsibil-
ity (CSR1), and responsiveness (CSR2) also argues that firms have
societal responsibilities that may or may not reinforce the profit objective
(Ackerman, 1975; Jones, 1995; Preston & Post, 1975; for a review and cri-
tique, see Griffin & Mahon, 1997; Wartick & Cochran, 1985; Wood, 1991;
Wood & Jones, 1995). It suggests that firms adopt voluntary codes
because they wish to be socially responsible. Although such codes may or
may not generate quantifiable profit, managers demand them because
they are the “right or ethical things to do.”13

In a similar vein, stakeholder theory suggests that firms should
design policies that take into account the preferences of multiple
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stakeholders—stakeholders being “any group or individual who can
affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives”
(Freeman, 1984, p. 46; for a review of the stakeholder literature, see the
volume edited by Clarkson, 1998). In the design, monitoring, and enforce-
ment of voluntary codes, firms could involve a wide gamut of stakehold-
ers. Thus, voluntary codes such as Responsible Care could be viewed as
an industry-level response to the concerns of multiple stakeholders with
regard to EHS issues (Druckrey, 1998).

To summarize, Responsible Care as an industry-wide voluntary code
was supplied and demanded due to pressures from the external stakehold-
ers, new levels of environmental awareness among managers, the pres-
ence of the CMA, the interests of large firms to develop such a code, and
the self-interest of the CMA to perpetuate itself as the leading body that
serves the collective interests of the chemical industry. The next section
provides an overview of Responsible Care describing its various facets. It
examines the CMA’s success in regaining public trust and legitimacy and
the challenges it faced in convincing smaller firms to adopt Responsible
Care.

RESPONSIBLE CARE: AN OVERVIEW

Historical Backdrop

The 1980s posed many new challenges for the U.S. chemical industry.
Its economic performance was impressive in terms of sales, profits,
exports, research and development expenditures, and workers’ wages.
However, its credibility with regulators and other stakeholders on its EHS
performance was eroding. A series of major chemical accidents, notably
the 1984 disaster in Union Carbide’s Bhopal facility, reinforced a percep-
tion that the chemical industry cannot conduct its operations without
harming human health and damaging the environment. In 1985, the leak
from Union Carbide’s pesticide plant in Institute, West Virginia, under-
lined that Bhopal-type tragedies could occur in the United States as well.
Consequently, stakeholders, particularly citizen and community groups,
demanded stringent regulatory interventions. Industry leaders were con-
cerned that high levels of policy activism would impose sizable costs;
command-and-control policies often leave firms with little operational
flexibility. There was also a fear that the uncertain external political and
economic environments would erode investors’ confidence in the indus-
try’s long-term prospects, thereby hurting its stock prices.
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It seems that the chemical industry had almost anticipated a regulatory
backlash. In 1983, the U.S. CMA developed a statement of principles on
how the chemical industry should conduct its business and relate to its
stakeholders. This statement eventually became the basis for developing
the Ten Guiding Principles of Responsible Care (see below). In 1985, to
introduce public accountability of its activities, the CMA proposed a vol-
untary program, Community Awareness and Emergency Response
(CAER). Eventually, CAER became one of the six Codes of Responsible
Care (discussed below). Because many environmental groups saw CAER
as a public relations gimmick, the CMA formed the Public Perception
Committee composed of top industry executives. This was a precursor of
the Executive Leadership Groups, an important feature of Responsible
Care. The Public Perception Committee recommended that the CMA
launch Responsible Care.

In 1986, the U.S. Congress enacted the Emergency Planning and Com-
munity Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA). Section 313 of the EPCRA created
the Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) database that gave the public access to
facility-specific data on transfers and releases of 320 toxic chemicals into
the environment. As a consequence of the information available under the
EPCRA, environmental groups and the media began identifying the major
emitters in various counties and states. The impact of media reports was
severe across the industry; even firms with impeccable safety and environ-
mental records but sizable emissions were now viewed as dangers to pub-
lic health.14

Responsible Care was launched in Canada in 1985 and in the United
States in 1988. The subsidiaries of U.S. multinational enterprises such as
Dow-Canada were early adopters and played a significant role in estab-
lishing its legitimacy. Many of Responsible Care’s ideas were developed
by Dow-Canada in response to the accident in its Sarina facility. Key man-
agers such as Dave Buzelli played important roles in popularizing
Responsible Care within the firm.

The idea of launching Responsible Care in the United States is attrib-
uted to Robert D. Kennedy, the Chief Executive Officer of Union Carbide.
Since 1985, Carbide’s Canadian facilities had been implementing a ver-
sion of Responsible Care. During a review of the Canadian operations,
Kennedy was briefed on it. He quickly gauged its potential as an industry-
wide program in the United States and took it on himself to convince his
peers at the CMA’s Public Perception Committee. The committee mem-
bers agreed with Kennedy, and consequently, the U.S. CMA adopted
Responsible Care as its flagship initiative (“Chemical Makers Pin Hope,”
1992).
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Responsible Care seeks to change the culture of the industry. It is an
attempt by the chemical industry to regain public trust by demonstrating
that chemical firms are responsible corporate citizens who can self-
regulate (Mullins, 1994). Surveys commissioned by the CMA in the
1980s suggested that the public did not trust the industry because chemi-
cal firms seldom shared information on their operations, the risks their
activities posed to communities, and their plans for dealing with industrial
accidents. The industry did not share such information because most man-
agers believed that as long as firms followed laws and regulations, com-
munities and other stakeholders had little right to demand information,
often technical, about their internal operations. As Simmons and Wynne
(1993) observe:

Fundamental to the identity of the chemicals sector is its sense of being a
science-based industry. This is deeply ingrained in the industry’s culture
and belief about the validity and authority of science. . . .These beliefs are
reflected in the argument that has been made to legitimate the industry’s
claim to self-regulation—that its unmatched knowledge and expertise
make the industry’s own experts the people best suited to audit and to regu-
late the environmental effects of its activities. (p. 218, italics added)

This mindset was clearly counterproductive for the industry, and
Responsible Care sought to change the managerial attitudes about the
public’s right to information about the internal operations of chemical
facilities.

Elements of Responsible Care

Three categories of actors have subscribed to Responsible Care: (1)
CMA members; (2) nonmember partner companies, particularly those in
the transportation sector (railroads, trucking, and barge); and (3) partner
associations including the state chemical industry councils and the
national associations of firms (such as the Synthetic Organic Chemical
Manufacturers Association [SOCMA]) that deal with chemicals. Respon-
sible Care has the following features (“Chemical Makers Pin Hope,”
1992):

• Ten guideline principlesspelling out responsibilities of CMA member
firms.

• Sixcodes of conductthat identify more than 100 specific management prac-
tices. These codes seek to establish management systems in manufacturing,
distribution, and transportation (see below).
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• A 15-memberCitizen Advisory Panel(CAP) consisting of non-CMA mem-
bers to guide Responsible Care. This panel is expected to sensitize the CMA
to public concerns and give input on developing programs that better
address these concerns.

• A requirementthat all the member firms will adopt Responsible Care.
Firms are not required to implement all six codes immediately; they can
chart their own time frame for implementation.

• Member firms mustannually evaluatetheir progress on implementing the
six Codes of Responsible Care. This evaluation should be shared with the
CMA.

• Executive Leadership Groupsof senior industry representatives that peri-
odically share their experiences on implementing Responsible Care and
identify areas requiring assistance from the CMA.

The six codes of conduct define the scope and the extent of Responsible
Care, forming its basic building blocks. Many codes parallel the require-
ments of governmental regulation reinforcing that private regimes operate
under the shadow of the law. Developing industry codes is a technical and
a political process. Reflecting these imperatives, the six codes were devel-
oped and adopted at different points in time.

The first code, Community Awareness and Emergency Response, was
approved on November 6, 1989. It seeks to ensure that firms are ade-
quately prepared to handle emergencies. This is to be achieved by devel-
oping and annually testing emergency response programs. This code also
requires firms to develop community outreach programs for communicat-
ing information on EHS aspects of a facility’s operations. A significant
chunk of this program pertaining to emergency response is included under
EPCRA.

The second code, Pollution Prevention, has two components. The first
pertaining to waste releases and practices was approved on April 6, 1990,
and the second one on waste management practices was approved on Sep-
tember 5, 1991. Its reporting requirements exceed those of the Superfund
Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986. The objective is to
promote pollution prevention and waste minimization programs. Firms
are required to document waste generation, to estimate their releases to
various media, and to evaluate the potential EHS impacts. As I discuss
subsequently, these documentation requirements impose significant
costs, thereby creating disincentives for smaller firms to adopt Responsi-
ble Care. This code also emphasizes source reduction and includes pollu-
tion prevention as an objective at the research and development stage.

The third code, Process Safety, was approved on September 10, 1990.
Its objective is to prevent industrial accidents. Firms are expected to
develop process safety programs and to document and measure safety per-
formance. It also calls for safety reviews of new or modified facilities
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before commissioning them and regular training for employees in safety
procedures.

The fourth code, Distribution, was approved on November 5, 1990. It
seeks to minimize risks posed by transportation and storage of chemicals
to carriers, customers, contractors, employees, and the environment. It
requires firms to evaluate risks associated with existing modes of trans-
portation and distribution, to train employees, carriers, and contractors on
the regulations and best practices, to regularly review the performance and
practices of carriers, and to develop an emergency response plan for deal-
ing with transportation accidents.

The fifth code, Employee Health and Safety, was approved on January
14, 1992. It seeks to protect and promote health and safety of employees
and visitors at facilities. Firms are required to review and to develop occu-
pational safety systems, to audit them, and to train employees on health
and safety practices. Further, it also requires firms to select vendors and
contractors who follow the above guidelines and to audit them. It suffices
to note that because most data gathered for this code are collected to meet
OSHA’s requirements, this code does not impose sizable costs.

The sixth code, Product Stewardship, was approved on April 16, 1992.
Its objective is to promote safe handling of chemicals from their initial
manufacture to their distribution, sale, and disposal. Firms are required to
develop a corporate plan on product stewardship. This is to be accom-
plished by incorporating EHS concerns in the product and process devel-
opment stage.

In essence, the six codes require firms to inventory their EHS practices,
to develop plans to continually improve them, to communicate them to
external stakeholders (especially the local communities), and to train their
suppliers to meet similar standards. Because implementing these codes is
expensive, requiring specialized structures and personnel, some firms
may be reluctant to adopt them. Thomas Hobbes (1967) had noted that
covenants without swords are mere words. Thus, it is critical to under-
stand what swords are adopted by the CMA to enforce the Responsible
Care covenant. The implication is that if the CMA seeks to regain trust and
legitimacy, it needs to establish transparent and effective swords to moni-
tor Responsible Care’s implementation and sanction noncompliance.

Attractiveness to Small Firms

Responsible Care creates goodwill benefits for the chemical industry,
particularly CMA members. Its credibility will be eroded even if some
nonmember chemical firms suffer an industrial accident. The ensuing
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public wrath will perhaps be directed at all chemical firms, not selectively
excluding CMA members. Data suggests that smaller firms may be more
prone to EHS accidents than larger firms (“Responsible Care Program
Poses Challenges,” 1993). Thus, it is in the CMA’s self-interest to ensure
that Responsible Care wins large-scale acceptance across the chemical
industry, especially among smaller firms.

Responsible Care generates economic benefits of pollution prevention.
It might also reduce costs of transportation and insurance (“Responsible
Care earns discount,” 1997). Roadway Express is willing to offer dis-
counts to firms that can document their efforts in the Product Distribution
Code. Some brokers such as Zurich American and United Capitol are giv-
ing discounts up to 30% on environmental impairment liability (EIL) pre-
mia depending on the level of implementation of Responsible Care.
Although most chemical firms do not buy EIL and self-insure themselves,
it is a good first step where firms are rewarded in quantifiable terms for
implementing Responsible Care (“Responsible Care: Doing It Right,”
1998; “Survey Finds Limited Labor Role,” 1997).

However, because the requirements of Responsible Care are extensive
in relation to its benefits, the smaller firms are reluctant to adopt it. As dis-
cussed previously, Responsible Care is a project of large chemical firms
that can afford to create specialized structures and employ personnel to
implement the six codes. In contrast, the organizational structures of
smaller firms typically reflect little functional differentiation; a given
employee often wears many hats. There are fewer procedures and rela-
tively less documentation of management systems.

How then does the CMA encourage smaller firms to adopt Responsible
Care? The CMA highlights that they could implement Responsible Care
incrementally. Smaller firms can also tap into systems developed by the
CMA for disseminating information on Responsible Care. The CMA has
created a database that identifies firms (and their managers) having exper-
tise in certain Responsible Care Codes and that are willing to share infor-
mation. It encourages regional networking of firms. It has divided firms
into 36 geographic regions where they can form local circles and jointly
undertake activities such as community outreach or emergency planning.
Consequently, firms can share costs and pool together their talents for
delivering higher quality programs (“Responsible Care Program Poses
Challenges,” 1993).

Smaller firms are often vendors to larger firms. Once Responsible Care
becomes a de facto requirement for being a vendor, smaller firms have suf-
ficient incentives to adopt it. This can be interpreted as early adopters
(larger firms) choosing standards with which they are comfortable. Thus,
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by mandating all members to adopt Responsible Care, the CMA first
sought to create a critical user base and then to encourage members to
equip their vendors—smaller firms—to adopt Responsible Care.15

Monitoring and Enforcement

Responsible Care’s critics are skeptical of its impact on the industry’s
culture and functioning. They view it as an attempt by the industry to pre-
empt stringent regulations. Fred Miller of Friends of the Earth views
Responsible Care as “the velvet glove around the iron fist . . .industry has a
heavy burden of proof to show that it is just not a PR gimmick.” (“Chemi-
cal Makers Pin Hope,” 1992, p. 39). A key reason for this skepticism is that
although the CMA mandates that its members adopt Responsible Care, it
has weak monitoring and sanctioning mechanisms. Members conduct
self-evaluations annually and rate themselves on a 6-point scale: 1 (no
action), 2 (evaluating existing practices), 3 (developing plans), 4 (imple-
menting plans), 5 (management practices in place), and 6 (reassessing
management practices). The firms are required to report these evaluations
to the CMA where a consolidated industry-wide picture can emerge
(“New Initiatives Take Aim,” 1993; for a sample copy of the self-
evaluation form, see CMA, 1998b). These evaluations are, however, not
verified by external auditors.16

The CMA mandates that its members adopt Responsible Care. The
corollary is that if a firm does not adopt, it will lose its CMA membership.
Critics question the credibility of the expulsion threat because CMA
membership is voluntary—in effect, the covenant is without a credible
sword. They point out that the CMA has yet to expel a member for non-
compliance. In 1993, the SOCMA, the CMA’s partner association,
expelled Pfister Chemical, Ridgefield, New Jersey, because Pfister
declined to adopt Responsible Care. This is the sole example of a firm los-
ing its membership in the CMA or its partner associations (such as the
SOCMA) for the nonadoption of Responsible Care (“Responsible Care,”
1998a). The CMA admits that expulsion is not a credible threat. However,
it does not view this as a problem because it seeks to encourage and equip,
not coerce, its members to adopt Responsible Care. Further, it has not
encountered serious opposition among members to Responsible Care.17

There are other criticisms as well with regard to the lack of account-
ability and verifiability. The CMA has a slogan, “track us, don’t trust us,”
that challenges the stakeholders to assess Responsible Care on its per-
formance and not on their preconceived notions about the chemical
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industry. Some groups did take up this challenge. Responsible Care
requires firms to share information on their EHS policies. Individuals can
call facilities, and the facilities’ Responsible Care contacts are expected to
return the calls within a week. In 1992, the Public Interest Research Group
(PIRG) called 192 facilities in 28 states to ask nine questions on their EHS
policies. Forty-two percent of facilities did not respond at all, and only
17% answered all nine questions. PIRG repeated the exercise in 1998
when it called 187 plants in 25 states. More than 75% of facilities were
either not willing or not able to share information required by Responsible
Care.Mother Jonesmagazine also undertook this exercise and found
similar results. Although the CMA identified flaws in the methodologies
adopted by PIRG andMother Jones, it undertook a modified version of
this exercise and found that facilities were not prompt in sharing informa-
tion (“Chemical Makers Pin Hope,” 1992; “Critics Look for Greater
Commitment,” 1998).

Under Responsible Care, firms have established more than 315 CAPs
throughout the United States. Critics argue that CAPs are inadequate for
guiding and monitoring facility-level Responsible Care policies. CAPs
may lack credibility because they are set up by firms that they seek to
informally regulate. Firms may appoint only the most pliable citizens who
also may not have the expertise to analyze complex technical information
(“CAER: Jump-Starting Community Outreach,” 1998; “Responsible
Care,” 1998b).

In light of the above criticisms, the CMA sought to strengthen the veri-
fication system by instituting external auditing. In 1992, some members
proposed Management Systems Verification (MSV). This suggestion was
(and still is) opposed by some members who feel that CAPs serve the pur-
pose of external verification. In spite of this opposition, the CMA began
implementing MSV in 1996. About 40 of the 197 CMA members have
completed the MSV exercise, and another 84 have agreed to it (“Crafting
‘new’Responsible Care,” 1998). Under this program, firms work with the
CMA’s contractor, Verrico Associates, to identify one to nine public par-
ticipants often drawn from CAPs and two verifiers from peer firms. The
review team visits corporate headquarters and also inspects at least two
preidentified facilities. Verrico is then responsible for compiling a 40 to 50
page report assessing the progress on Responsible Care (“Responsible
Care: Doing It Right,” 1998). However, against the recommendation of its
National Advisory Panel, the CMA decided not to make MSV’s findings
public. Critics also point out that the MSVs are not a periodic exercise and
that the MSV team does not choose which sites it wants to visit.18

198 BUSINESS & SOCIETY / June 2000

 © 2000 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on February 5, 2008 http://bas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://bas.sagepub.com


THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS
AND FUTURE CHALLENGES

This article conceptualized Responsible Care as a club good supplied
at the industry level (by a nongovernmental actor) and demanded by vari-
ous key stakeholders, especially environmental and community groups.
An examination of Responsible Care has important implications for the
theories and perspectives discussed earlier in this article. As suggested by
the Hegemonic Stability theory, hegemons are key in supplying collective
goods. This is borne out in Responsible Care. Further, due to the influence
of big firms in crafting it, Responsible Care requires significant resources
and trained personnel that smaller firms are less willing to commit. The
CMA has initiated plans to make Responsible Care attractive to smaller
firms. Thus, an important learning is that if the rule writers (bigger firms)
wish to have their codes accepted by actors that are structurally different
(smaller firms), they need to incorporate the concerns of other actors as
well. Otherwise, they will have to invest, post facto, in more expensive
programs to address the concerns of smaller firms. Thus, this article sug-
gests that club theory needs to go beyond the notions of excludability and
rivalry to explain the emergence and sustenance of different types of
clubs.

Regime theorists argue that regimes exist because they serve important
functions and are demanded by actors who benefit from them. The critics
of regime theory—especially the constructivists—point out that this func-
tionalist logic for the establishment and the continuation of regimes is
underspecified; norms, rules, and legitimacy are also important (for a
review, see Katzenstein, 1996; Sandholtz, 1999).19This point is also made
by stakeholder theory and institutionalist theory in the context of why
firms selectively adopt certain policies. Clearly, the continued distrust
about the objectives and impact of Responsible Care among the environ-
mental, labor, and community groups points toward the importance of
legitimacy in impacting the efficacy of voluntary codes. This argument is
valid for other codes as well, including the one proposed by the apparel
industry to monitor the use of child labor. Thus, there is a need to incorpo-
rate softer variables such as legitimacy and trust in the actors’ calculus of
benefits and costs to understand the evolution, the continuation, and the
efficacy of voluntary codes.

The stakeholder literature typically focuses on the firm level—dyadic
relationship between firms and stakeholders—to provide descriptive,
instrumental, and normative explanations for firms to take into account
the preferences of multiple stakeholders (Donaldson & Preston, 1995).
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Voluntary codes, including Responsible Care, involve exchanges among
various stakeholders (for example, not only between firms and environ-
mental groups or between firms and regulators but also between environ-
mental groups and regulators) at multiple levels (firm, industry, country,
supranational). On this count, stakeholder theory can be enriched by
incorporating multiple levels of analysis at which firms may choose to
respond to stakeholder demands. Of course, as discussed previously, col-
lective action dilemmas often impede joint responses. Nevertheless, if
firms face demands from similar stakeholders (and attribute similar sali-
ence to them, a la Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997) or can exploit opportu-
nities in the market and/or nonmarket environments more efficiently by
responding collectively, they should examine the benefits and costs of
collective action. Thus, stakeholder theory needs to develop its theoretical
apparatus beyond dyadic examinations and focus on complex multiactor,
multilevel interactions (Rowley, 1997).

Future Challenges

The CMA faces multiple challenges in redefining the scope of Respon-
sible Care and in communicating its achievements to its stakeholders. The
CMA’s experience with self-regulation also offers useful learnings for the
design and implementation of industry-level voluntary codes. First and
foremost, private codes must develop verifiable performance indicators.
Responsible Care is process oriented, focusing on EHS management sys-
tems at the facility level. Such systems entail substantial investments, but
it is difficult to quantify their impact and communicate their contributions
to stakeholders. As discussed previously, the CMA has developed an
internal rating system to quantify performance levels for various codes.
This rating system, however, is not clearly understood by many stakehold-
ers in terms of risk or pollution reductions. As an example of measurable
success, the CMA points out that under the EPA’s 33/50 program, its
members reduced their emissions by 62% between 1988 and 1994, sig-
nificantly higher than the EPA’s target of 50% by 1995 (“Responsible
Care: Doing It Right,” 1998). However, such achievements cannot be
attributed to Responsible Care alone.

The continued public distrust is reflected in the CMA’s surveys as well:
Only 24% of the public living in the vicinity of chemical facilities believes
that the industry protects health and safety, and only 22% say that the
industry is accessible and willing to talk to the public (“CAER: Jump-
Starting Community Outreach,” 1998).20 As the CMA chairman Art
Siegel put it in his 1998 annual convention address:
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The challenge today is the same we faced 10 years ago: We need to earn the
public’s trust. . . (to the public) chemical is a dirty word and until we change
that basic fact, we will remain defensive. Getting out in front on major pub-
lic policy issues with a message that resonates with John Q. Public is essen-
tial to achieve our goals. (“Earning Public Trust,” 1998, p. 8, 40; Same Mis-
sion, New Directions, 1998, p. 5)

In the early 1990s, the CMA spent about $8 million in television adver-
tising to reach out to opinion leaders. This campaign that ran primarily
during the news-oriented shows increased the favorable public opinion by
about 4%. However, the campaign was discontinued in 1996, and the
favorable ratings slipped by 2%. Since then, the CMA has launched a $2
million per year Strategic Communication Plan to reach out to the com-
munities (“CAER: Jump-Starting Community Outreach,” 1998). This is
based on the premise that an increased familiarity with the CMA’s pro-
grams will enhance the public’s comfort level about the chemical industry.
Thus, the CMA believes that communicating about Responsible Care
through a variety of media is critical to increase the industry’s trust and
legitimacy.

The communication gap exists with internal stakeholders as well. A
survey by Brussels-based International Federation of Chemical, Energy,
Mine, and General Workers Union reported that about 35% of the respon-
dents belonging to 29 unions across 21 countries were not even aware of
Responsible Care in their respective countries. Unions generally viewed
this program as a public relations exercise. The involvement of U.S. work-
ers and unions, in particular, is extremely limited (“Labor feels ‘left out’of
Responsible Care,” 1997; “Survey Finds Limited Labor Role,” 1997). A
similar survey by the International Labor Organization reports that “seri-
ous problems persist in the areas of credibility and the involvement of
non-management stakeholders. . . input from worker’s representative was
minor or completely absent” (“One Key to Responsible Care,” 1998, p. 17).
Clearly, although the CMA has achieved a lot in the area of environmental
policy and management, much more needs to be done. To ensure that
chemical is not inherently a “dirty word,” the chemical industry needs to
strengthen its environmental programs, communicate its achievements,
and involve key stakeholders in these processes.

Second, once performance indicators have been established, voluntary
codes need to create a credible verification system—the swords need to
have teeth, and sharp ones. The key reason for the continued distrust of
Responsible Care is the lack of independent verifiability of the industry’s
claims. Although the MSV system is an important step in this direction,
many modalities, especially with regard to the use of information gathered
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by the audit teams, remain unclear. This is bedeviled by the controversy
over attorney-client privileges on environmental audits (Prakash, 1999).

Adding to the distrust is the contradiction between the objective of
Responsible Care (especially in relation to generating public trust) and the
thrust of lobbying done by the CMA on Capitol Hill. In particular, the
CMA is criticized for lobbying the 104th Congress to remove more than
90% of the chemicals from the TRI list (CMA, 1996; “Critics Look for
Greater Commitment,” 1998). Thus, the CMA needs to ensure a greater
coherence between the objectives of Responsible Care and its actions that
could weaken environmental laws and regulations.

The third major challenge for any code is to gain acceptance from the
key national and international regulatees. For example, the CMA needs to
ensure a greater international acceptance of Responsible Care. This pro-
gram has expanded internationally to 42 countries that represent about
84% of global chemical shipments (“Responsible Care Claims Continued
Global Success,” 1998). However, not all chemical companies within a
given country have adopted Responsible Care. For example, about 50% of
Japanese firms, 45% of Malaysian firms, less than 20% of Brazilian firms,
and only 17% of Indian firms subscribe to Responsible Care (“Bhopal’s
Legacy,” 1997; “Responsible Care Makes Global Moves,” 1997; “Selling
Responsibly in Brazil,” 1998). This poses two problems for the CMA.
First, chemical accidents (that could be prevented by Responsible Care
policies) outside the United States can strengthen public misgivings about
the safety of industry’s operations—Bhopal being an obvious, although
tragic, example. A widespread adoption of Responsible Care can reduce
the occurrence and severity of accidents. Second, the CMA needs to pro-
tect the brand equity of Responsible Care in the light of competition from
initiatives such as ISO 14000. Both seek to encourage the adoption of
environmental management systems. Responsible Care has a special con-
notation in the mind of many stakeholders because it signifies the
endeavor of the chemical industry to improve its EHS performance. ISO
14000 has no such connotations. Hence, if ISO 14000 becomes the de
facto international standard, the chemical industry will lose its distinctive
advantage vis-á-vis other industries in terms of claiming long-standing
commitments to safer EHS practices.21 Of course, from a public policy
perspective, codes covering a wider gamut of industries may be preferable
over industry-level codes. These generalized codes reduce stakeholders’
transaction costs of monitoring and enforcement as well as facilitate an
interindustry comparison of CSP.22

Fourth, to increase their legitimacy, voluntary codes need to become
essential elements of broader societal concerns. For example, it is not
clear how Responsible Care fits into a road map for environmentally
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sustainable economic growth. Although the termsustainable develop-
ment is contentious with no common definition (for a review of this
debate, see World Bank, 1992; World Commission on Environment and
Development, 1987), the CMA still needs to link this program to a broader
societal concern about environmental degradation. The product steward-
ship code is a good first step, but the industry needs to build on it.

Finally, the scope and the claims of voluntary codes need to be defined
and substantiated by solid research. For example, the CMA needs to reas-
sess the ambit of Responsible Care in relation to testing and financing
research on the health effects of some chemicals. The chemical industry
has been under increasing threat of product deselection, the two notable
examples being phthalate plasticizers (used in toys) and polyvinyl chlo-
rides (PVCs). Mattel, the biggest toymaker in the world, has discontinued
using the former; and Nike, the leading sports shoemaker, the latter
(“Same Mission, New Directions,” 1998). Before deciding to deselect,
these firms did not undertake scientific studies to assess the health effect
of these chemicals. The grim lesson for the CMA is that if it does not pro-
duce credible evidence to address the public health fears, many firms will
have little choice but to discontinue the use of such chemicals. Thus, the
scientific study of allegedly toxic chemicals must become an integral part
of the Responsible Care program. These studies should be carried out at
the industry level and not at the firm level because the chemical industry
faces a collective threat on this issue. Toward this end, in collaboration
with the EPA and the Environmental Defense Fund, the CMA launched a
voluntary program in October 1998 to test the EHS impact of 2,800 indus-
trial chemicals (high production volume or HPV chemicals). Under this
program, the CMA will voluntarily test products, and the EPA will test the
remaining products. The tests are scheduled to be completed by the end of
2004 (“Voluntary Chemical Testing Program,” 1998).

To conclude, Responsible Care has come a long way in restoring public
trust and legitimacy about the chemical industry’s EHS policies and prac-
tices. However, the industry still has a long way to go. It must acknowl-
edge the deficiencies of Responsible Care and make credible attempts to
correct them. It should also graduate out of the bunker mentality and adopt
a less tight-fisted approach to sharing information. As a collective body,
the CMA faces unique challenges in developing new policies. It has a
track record of successfully crafting industry-level voluntary codes and
ensuring that its members adopt them. Now in its second decade of exis-
tence, Responsible Care has the potential to remain an important part of
the CMA’s response to various stakeholders, and its past success should
not blind the CMA to the future challenges.
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NOTES

1. I owe this point to an anonymous reviewer.
2. On cooperative approaches to environmental regulation, see Harrison (1999).
3. For an exhaustive list, see the EPA’s (1999) Directory of Reinvention Projects and

Programs.
4. European countries have also responded differently to voluntary environmental pro-

grams. For a comparison of firm-level responses in the United Kingdom, Germany, and the
United States, see Kollman & Prakash (2000).

5. The concept of an “impure public good” was popularized by Buchanan (1965),
although its application can be found in the works of Tiebout (1956) and Wiseman (1957).

6. On the impact of stakeholder salience on managerial decisions, see Mitchell et al.
(1997).

7. For a theoretical discussion on the impact of actor heterogeneity on collective action,
see the volume edited by Keohane & Ostrom (1995).

8. Path dependency implies that past decisions impact current and future choices.
Hence, it is important to understand the historical contexts within which actors arrive at
decisions.

9. The United Nations Environment Programme is not considered appropriate for this
task (Esty, 1994).

10. Interestingly, insights neoclassical economics can be employed to argue that volun-
tary codes preempt stringent standards as well as lead to higher standards. I owe this point to
Jennifer Griffin.

11. One could ask: Why bother estimating equilibrium levels if voluntary codes are out-
side the market domain? As public-choice theory suggests, insights from microeconomics,
including the notions of demand, supply, and equilibrium levels, can be usefully applied to
understand nonmarket phenomena such as voluntary codes.

Also, I am not suggesting that managerial perceptions matter only because costs and
benefits cannot be quantified. Whether managerial perceptions matter or not is not a dichoto-
mous variable. If benefits and costs can be objectively quantified, perceptions about the use-
fulness of a project may matter less. However, when they cannot be quantified or there is
wide divergence with regard to their estimates, managerial perceptions potentially matter
more. I have developed this point in greater detail in Prakash (2000).

12. For an institutionalist account of the chemical industry’s response to environmental
issues, see Hoffman (1997).

13. This point surfaced during my conversations with many managers. Of course, such
“right things” could serve the long-term profit objectives as well.

14. On the impact of TRI disclosures on firms strategies, see Arora and Cason (1996),
Hamilton (1995), Khanna, Quimio, and Bojilova (1998), and Konar and Cohen (1997).

In 1998, the Environmental Defense Fund launched its Scorecard Website that makes the
plant-wise TRI data easily available. In the first week of the launch, there were 2 million hits,
clearly demonstrating the public hunger for credible information, and the potentially devas-
tating impact on reputations of firms with significant TRI emissions and releases (“Respon-
sible Care and Performance Goals,” 1998).

15. The literature on network externalities and the opportunities and threat faced by early
adopters and late adopters is rather vast. Key works include Bessen and Saloner (1988) and
Katz and Shapiro (1983).

16. Firms measure Responsible Care’s progress by other parameters as well. For the Pol-
lution Prevention Code, the performance could be measured by the Toxic Release Inventory
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reports. For the Distribution Code, firms are expected to use Department of Transportation’s
framework for assessing their performance.

17. This is akin to evaluating a jurisdiction’s state of law and order by its prison popula-
tion. Prison population (absolute numbers as well as per capita) could be low both because
citizens do not break laws or because citizens break laws but are not prosecuted.

18. The Canadian Chemical Producers Association is far ahead in this aspect: 72 of its 74
members have completed the verification process. To ensure that members do not backslide,
a second round is also proposed (“Responsible Care: Doing It Right,” 1998).

19. It can be argued, however, that constructivists substitute one kind of functionalism
(benefits-costs) with another (legitimacy and trust). On this subject, see Lake (1999).

20. The U.K.’s Chemical Industry Association reports similar results: 23% viewed
industry favorably, 23% viewed unfavorably, and the rest were undecided (“Europe Begins
to Measure Performance,” 1998).

21. There is a scope for collaborating between the two codes as well. If ISO 14000 can be
harmonized with Responsible Care, CMA members could benefit from both voluntary
codes. This would also provide much needed external validity to Responsible Care.

ISO 14000 is a bold and complex initiative for self-regulation. As discussed previously,
unlike European and Asian firms, U.S. firms have been lukewarm in adopting it. A major rea-
son is the lack of attorney-client privilege granted by the Environmental Protection Agency
to ISO 14000 audits. This creates strong disincentives for U.S. firms, given their adversarial
relationship with environmental regulators. For a detailed discussion on this subject as well
as a comparison between Responsible Care and ISO 14000, see Prakash (1999).

22. I owe this point to an anonymous reviewer.
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