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Abstract of Thesis

MARRIAGE, THE WEDDING INDUSTRY AND NEOLIBERALISM

Within US culture marriage, has become associated with one event, a weddialy. Soc
and economic policies implemented by the US government normalize marriagericakme
society. Marriage is perpetuated and institutionalized through the cultural assmsated
with marriage and weddings. This has led to a continuously growing wedding indhagtry t
currently flourishes and is expanding globally. The global expansion of theed@ng
industry is found in the overseas production of goods that are consumed for US weddings.
Marriage, weddings and neoliberalism become bound together by Americaergahd

institutions that stress marriage, traditional gender norms and freetoapkalism.

My research seeks to examine three overarching questions on the connections
between US neoliberal policies and ideologies, marriage, the accompanyinggveddi
industry and women laborers globally. First, how the domestic policies impleirigntbe
US perpetuate the institution of marriage as normal and reinforce marriAgeerican
culture. Secondly, how is the US wedding industry’s development and expansion tied to the
proliferation of neoliberal capitalism? Finally, because the majorigpofls for the
American wedding industry are produced globally, how the consumption of these goods for
US weddings affects women laborers globally. In the conclusion tisduss possible
policy solutions for these overarching issues. To examine these connectidhanalyrze

heterosexual marriage norms, public policies, neoliberal capitalism, antslsa@éabor.
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| NTRODUCTION

Within US culture marriage, has become associated with one event, a weddialy. Soc
and economic policies implemented by the US government normalize marriagericakme
society. Marriage is perpetuated and institutionalized through the cultural assmsated
with marriage and weddings. This has led to a continuously growing wedding inithagtry
currently flourishes and is expanding globally. The global expansion of theed@ng
industry is found in the overseas production of goods that are consumed for US wedding
Marriage, weddings and neoliberalism become bound together by Americargahdci

institutions that stress marriage, traditional gender norms and freet oapit@lism.

The foundation of the wedding industry is the institution of marriage, which in the US
is reinforced through public policies that benefit both married couples anddlseda] the
neoliberal capitalist state. The financial policies enforced dona#igtand globally by the
US produce an environment conducive for the continual expansion of neoliberal ideology
and policies. Neoliberalism developed primarily in the US through the dismantling of
New Deal consensus which was replaced by a “new vision of national and world order, a
vision of competition, inequality, market ‘discipline,” public austerity, and ‘lad/ @rder’
(Duggan 2003, X). Neoliberalism is the ideology behind economic policies set fdtik by
“Washington Consensus,” which is composed of several key international finaagispl

the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, the US Treasury and thd Wor



Trade Organization (WTO) as well as specific nation-state adterthe US. The policies of
the Washington Consensus are based on “fiscal austerity, privatization, niatadization,
and government stabilization....They were designed to recreate the globentetasts of

the unimpeded operation of ‘free’ markets, and to cut back public, noncommercial powers
and resources that might impede or drain potential profit making” (Duggan 2003, XL-XIII
The implementation of neoliberal economic policies in the US has spurred competition,
consumerism and the desire for low cost production. These characterisiscetr to the

consumer driven wedding industry, or the “wedding industrial complex.”

The analyses of Chrys Ingraham and Anne Kingston identify the Americanngeddi
industry ideology as the “wedding industrial complex.” The wedding industrigblesxm
encompasses the neoliberal capitalist notions of consumption and low cost industrial
production and applies it to weddings. The wedding industrial complex reflects the
associations between weddings, labor, global economics, marriage, trendtdtaminant
culture (Ingraham 2008, 38). Kingston notes that the wedding industrial complex “is
represented by goods that are consumed, products that are rented, and servicesbkedispos
as a Bic pen; waste symbolizes permanence; conformity is sold as indiyidaradi the ideal

can be purchased” (Kingston 2004, 34).

The continual development of the US wedding industry increases the consumption of
goods produced; many of these goods are created by sweatshop labor interngtonally

example, of all wedding gowns sold in the US, 80-90 percent are produced outside the US in

subcontracted factories (Ingraham 2008, T@)s binds American consumption and the



institution of US marriage to the exploitation of women laborers. The effettS of
neoliberal policies are felt by women laborers producing wedding goods umsleddizor
conditions while experiencing vast human rights violations. The affects ofabalightion

of production on women laborers is the major tenet of this research.

Research Questions

My research seeks to examine three overarching questions on the connections
between US neoliberal policies and ideologies, marriage, the accompanyinggveddi
industry and women laborers globally. First, how the domestic policies impledieynthe
US perpetuate the institution of marriage as normal and reinforce marriAgeerican
culture. Secondly, how is the US wedding industry’s development and expansion tied to the
proliferation of neoliberal capitalism? Finally, because the majoritypofls for the
American wedding industry are produced globally, how the consumption of these goods for
US weddings affects women laborers globally. In the conclusion | wdbids possible
policy solutions for these overarching issues. To examine these connectidhanalyze
heterosexual marriage norms, public policies, neoliberal capitalism, aatsbae labor. |
also analyze the consumption of goods within the wedding industry through a case-study
investigation of wedding-related corporations. To complete the connection beatweee
wedding industry, neoliberalism and marriage, | analyze domestic tax #adewmlicies

that perpetuate the institution of marriage in American culture.

Outline of Research



This research project will progress through an examination of the wedding industry
using neoliberal economic theory which ties together marriage, weddings agidithle
labor economy. In the first chapter | describe the research methodsolyempbnduct an
examination of American public policies of marriage and neoliberalism. Fauhé i
research methods chapter is the list of research questions | use tonfyaaramination of
two corporations that internationally produce goods consumed for the American gveddin
industry. The second chapter is a literature review of pre-existingechssaneoliberal
policies, American weddings and marriage. In Chapter 3, | look at sweatstmpsjdats
and discrimination against women workers to provide background information for the
analysis of global manufacturing of wedding goods. In Chapter 4, | exanarabor
practices of two corporations, Alfred Angelo, Inc. and Mattel, Inc. tachéte the impact
neoliberalism and the American wedding industry have on women laborers globgally. M
findings on domestic tax and welfare policies that favor married individuals compose
Chapter 5. The final chapter will tie cultural and domestic policies to theic@nsvedding
industry and international neoliberal labor markets and offer policy solutions faf andi

economic policies, and suggestions to remedy labor violations against women.



CHAPTER 1: RESEARCH METHODS

| use two research methods to examine the connection between neoliberal and
domestic policies, the wedding industry, and global women laborers. | use feminist
critical policy analysis to study neoliberal and US domestic policiesaviesiigate the
effect of the wedding industry and neoliberalism on women laborers, | conduct case
studies of two corporations that manufacture wedding goods globally.
Feminist Critical Policy Analysis

The public policies implemented by the US government have domestic as well as
global repercussions, specifically the neoliberal economic policies and soma ol
concerned with marriage. To adequately analyze US public policy, | sefeatenist
critical policy analysis to conduct an examination that includes consideddtgender,
sexuality, race and social class, these considerations are lackingtioriedgtiolicy
analysis. Traditional policy analysis is implemented and developed by thoseen pow
who are overwhelmingly white, male and well educated (Shaw 2004, 58). Traditional
policy analysis is evaluation research that “seeks to identify the msttfalternative
(i.e., the one that will yield the largest net social benefit) for dealitigavturrent
problem” (Anderson 2006, 2). Policy analyses assess policies ability tothttaigoals

and the societal effects the policies may have. The intent of policy analgsisto



promote “good” public policies but to systematically judge the policies to aid in the

decision making process for policy implementation.

Traditional policy analysis is conducted using a methodological step-by-step
approach which compares multiple policy solutions resulting in a determination of the
best policy to implement. The process begins by defining the policy problem, comgside
the nature of the problem, who the problem will affect, and who are the main
stakeholders involved. The second step is determining the evaluation criteria, which
create standards for each policy alternative to be evaluated againstaRdard criteria
are: effectiveness, efficiency (includes cost-benefit analysisjigablieasibility, and
equity. The third step is the selection of policy alternatives to evaluatetimumn of
three are typically selected which includes the current policy or “statusamalativo
alternatives to the status quo, one of which may be a modified status quo. The fourth step
is the actual analysis where the policy options are evaluated based on thehestabli
criteria. The fifth and last step is the final policy recommendation, whichsdfie best

policy alternative based on the evaluation and comparison of all policies (Smith 2007)

As Catherine Marshall argues, “Traditional policy analysis is gralinda
narrow, falsely objective, overly instrumental view of rationality thatkaas latent
biases and allows policy elites and technocrats to present analyses aras plansal
and objective when they are actually tied to prevailing relations of power’sidr
1997a, 3). Policy analysis seeks to be “neutral.” However, neutrality ¢dny fai
dismissing as unimportant the effects of policies on vulnerable populations, such as

women. In public policy analysis when the researcher tries to maintainlitgutra
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women’s experiences, concerns, and the affects of policies on women may not be
accounted for in the final recommendatioii$ie inadequacy of neutrality is why it is
necessary to use methods that address issues of power, status and contextsumistas fe

critical policy analysis (Shaw 2004, 76).

The feminist critical policy analysis approach differs from traditiqudicy
analysis by examining the policies and structures that restrict dogeswer. When
policy analysis is combined with feminist analysis it assumes thaypwicers act in
ways to sustain and build dominance in society (Shaw 2004, 59). The key tenet of
feminist critical policy analysis, not surprisingly, is the inclusion ofdgz as a central
focus of the policy research. “Feminist critical policy analysts focus owalye in which
context, gender, race and other fact@sy the effects of a particular policy” (Shaw 59,
2004). This approach to public policy analysis allows gender to be at the center of
analysis and thereby allows researchers to question whether the pgbleynpower
women. Additionally, the approach seeks to understand the broader context in which the
policy is developed and adopted, as well as how the policy affects the lives of women

(Shaw 2004, 75).

Marshall outlines some essential elements of feminist criticatypahalysis;
which is based on the notion that the inclusion of women is not sufficient enough to be
considered feminist research. First is the need to pose gender as a fundeategbay,
this is accomplished by being cognizant of how gender structures experierncesl Se
the consideration of differences; local context, gender, race and histaringyne a few.

This is done by identifying the different barriers for women and men to achiederge



equality, contradicting the assumption that gender blindness createsyedhal third
component is the use of women'’s lived experiences as data for the investigation
(Marshall 1997b, 9-11). These strategies for conducting feminist criticay@oialysis
research are valuable to examine US tax and welfare policies and to irteestgaen

laborers experiences.

Feminist critical policy analysis is useful in analyzing how the neoliberal
economic policies of the US and other policy actors impact women workers glabally
this research feminist critical policy analysis is a methodologiaaiéwork as opposed
to the step-by-step process used in traditional policy analysis. In plazarafning
specific policy alternatives and evaluating those alternatives baseievia.cl will
examine and analyze how various domestic policies based on marital siettis aff
unmarried persons. This type of policy analysis will aid me in critiquingldneestic and
social policies created by the US government regulating marriage icpécthy
examining aspects of the current welfare system, Temporary Assigtarideedy
Families (TANF) and laws that benefit married couples such as theotaxétnealth

insurance benefits.

Case Study Analysis

In this research | conduct two case studies on similarly situated coopsradi
examine their labor practices in factories producing goods for the US weddirsiry.

In sociology a case study is described as



a method of studying social phenomena through the thorough analysis of an
individual case. The case may be a person, a group, an episode, a process, a
community, a society, or any other unit of social life....The case studytheth

gives a unitary character to the data being studied by interrelatisngesy of

facts to a single case. It also provides an opportunity for the intensive aoélysis
many specific details that are often overlooked with other methods. (Reinharz and
Davidman 1992, 164)

The above definition is applicable to case studies in general, but my resecdhizal

the basic components of traditional case studies with what Shulamit Reinhdrgmnand
Davidman call feminist case studies. The distinction between a femisessttaly and a
traditional case study is the emphasis on exploring previously unstudied women’s
experiences. Feminist interest in using case studies “stems fromeatdeasictify

research tainted by gynopia, misogyny, and male-dominated theory” (Reamuhrz
Davidman 1992, 168). Traditionally, male-conducted research mentioned women as an
afterthought; women were “there” but not center stage. For these reasons tante

focus my case study research on how women laborers are treated indqurtuoliecing
wedding items. Case studies of women'’s experiences enable cross-euitural
comparative analysis of women'’s lives. It also allows for the exploration bauec

issues using provocative questions (Reinharz and Davidman 1992, 166-168). The ability
to find similarities in women laborers experiences will strengthenrguynaent that

women labors’ globally are affected by US citizens’ participation in thumations to

marry and consuming the goods and services of the wedding industry.

According to Robert Stake, a case study is not a methodological choice but a form
of research, defined by the interest in examining individual cases (Stake 20036)35-

Stake points out the importance of strategic decision making by the researdioev



much a case can be studied. It is not feasible to understand and examine eveof aspec
case; therefore, it is imperative for a researcher to consider how mucbktandarg is
necessary for their intended purposes (Stake 2003, 141). For Stake the selection of the
case should offer the most opportunity to learn. This again requires the reséarch
make a decision on what case is the most accessible (Stake 2003, 152). Acgessibilit
large determining factor in this research for the selection of corporationsuddras

cases. The documentation of labor practices is necessary to have a comygehensi
understanding of how women globally are affected by US neoliberal policiestized ci
consumption. Case studies are useful to aid in creating public policy and oeflect
human experiences, both of which | hope to achieve by coupling case studies with
feminist critical policy analysis (Stake 2003, 156).

The use of case studies has been criticized for lacking the ability to gemeraliz
findings. Most academic researchers support the use of case studiesltarly i tlear
generalizability to other cases. Uniqueness and particularities o ascaly leads to
scientific theory. However, as Stake points out, “What all should be said aboutea singl
case is quite different from what should be said about all cases. Each caspdrémnt
atypical features, happenings, relationships, and situations” (Stake 2003, 140). 80 refut
the assertion that case studies should add to generalizations in theory buiakag, St
notes that many individuals who select case studies typically haveesssinn the case
and little interest in theory building. These researchers design theirsstadietter
understand what is important about that specific case within its own world, not for

comparison against other cases (Stake 2003, 140). My research design usinglesse s
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is not centered on the desire to create theory or generalizable findingsnnsyto study
two individual company’s practices; if the findings suggest their treatafembmen

workers is similar it will strengthen my argument but will not be applecabhll
corporations that outsource labor globally. My findings although not generalizalile to a
corporations may highlight the coercion faced by global corporations that follow the
dictates of neoliberal optimization. The next section describes in detadldetion

criteria for the cases studied and the selection of domestic policiegethaly

Selection and Research Questions for Case Studies

| selected the corporations for the two case studies based on their production of
manufactured goods linked to the wedding industrial complex. To be included, the
corporation must be US based and internationally subcontract the manufactutsng of i
products as well as have been investigated for labor rights violations whigtiaribbse
specifically against female workers. The corporations selected dred Alngelo, Inc.
(Alfred Angelo), and Mattel, Inc. (Mattel). These corporations welected out of
hundreds of possible candidates because they meet all criteria and have greviousl|

published research and investigations of their labor practices availabrafgsia.

This year Alfred Angelo is celebrating 75 years of designing and mantifeg
of wedding dresses, which include bridal gowns and dresses for bridesmaidssrmbther
the brides and flower girls (Alfred Angelo, Inc. 2009b). Alfred Angelo produses i
wedding garments in three Guatemalan factories (Ingraham 2008, 74). Mattedtiy dire

linked to the perpetuation of the wedding industrial complex through the production of

11



wedding toys for children and young girls. Mattel's most famous and profi@aple the
Barbie doll, which has over 30 wedding gowns (Ingraham 1999, 59). Mattel
internationally produces its toys in several countries. For the purposes of ehstuhg

the production in China is the main focus because the labor practices in Chctesed
have been previously investigated (Ingraham 2008, 97-98). | examine the corporations
labor practices using the research questions below; additionally, in Chaptecl@déeia
discussion of laws and regulations guiding overall labor practices in Guatamdala

China as background for the case studies. Through these research questions | hope to
find concrete connections between neoliberal policies and labor practi@sisow

women. It is also important to learn who is accountable for the labor violations and
discriminations against women workers because it aids in producing policy solutions
Additionally, | seek to learn how the connection between neoliberalism and labor

practices is linked by the consumption of goods in the US wedding industry.

Research questions specific to the corporations’ labor practices and poeés:

e What labor violations were found through investigations by labor unions,
news media, interviews, international/national regulators etc? What
violations directly impacted female laborers?

e What are the policies/practices that directly effect/target fetabtwers?

e Since the labor violations were reported/found, has the corporation changed
its subcontractors? Labor practices? Added qualifications/amended contracts
to address the violations?

e How do the corporations oversee their subcontractors’ working conditions?
Procedures? Processes? Onsite inspections?

12



e How does the public know the labor practices have been amended? Is this
information available to the public through annual reports, facts, and/or
worker data? Is there documented proof of altered procedures and practices?

e Who is responsible within the manufacturer/subcontractors organization to
make sure they are adhering to local labor laws?

e What are the similarities among corporations, if any?

The breath of US domestic policies that effect and reinforce marriagadae
spread. My criterion for selection of domestic policies to analyze cerdrradlesire to
select two policies that reflected more than one dimension of the marriage délzie
like my selection of corporations to study, the policies | select to exanfieet i@
availability of prior research on these policies. The policies reintbee@stitution of
marriage but through different means. | analyze the disparities indaxsdthealth
insurance benefits between married and non-married committed couples. Thghtsghl
a monetary benefit for married couples, and a denial of monetary beoefas-married,
same and different sex, couples. My selection of Temporary Assistanceddy N
Families (TANF) to analyze shows how social policy that promotes rgarcan fall
short in the implementation of increasing marriage among welfare mesipi€hese
policies reflect two sides of the marriage coin in US policy, one benefiting artyet
individuals; therefore, reinforcing the privileges of marriage; the othefarcing the

need to marry but denying the ability to marry through constraints in welt@geapns.

To summarize, my use of feminist critical policy analysis of US dompsticies
that reinforce the institution of marriage is coupled with case studies @oporations

to examine the interconnectivity between neoliberalism, domestic mapadiges, the

13



wedding industry, and women laborers’ experiences. | plan to integrate a feminis
framework throughout the research in both the public policy analysis and wage st
research. In the next chapter background information is provided on neolibetiaéism,
US wedding industry and marriage laws. The prior research offers subjéet ma
background and provides the contextual framework for feminist critical polidyseésa

and case studies.

14



CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND ON MARRIAGE AND NEOLIBERALISM IN THE US

This chapter provides background information based on research findings of
numerous authors on marriage and the wedding industry in the United States.
Additionally, neoliberal ideology and policies are discussed including an in-aeitiat

US and Guatemalan trade policies and background on the US-Chinese traateshafat

American Marriage and the Wedding Industry

The typical wedding serves to reinforce heterosexual marriage as aurtiorsti
“White weddings” dominate the industry and American culture, “the stereotyypia
wedding is a spectacle featuring a bride in a formal white wedding gown, reeanluith
some combination of attendants, witnesses, religious ceremony, wedding recepition, a
honeymoon” (Ingraham 1999, 3). The authors in this section address various aspects of
US weddings and consumerism. The emphasis is on the traditional role of wife as the
consumer of the family and how the role of the bride is connected. The bride’s@attrea
level of consumption of goods in preparation for her wedding process begins her

transformation into the main consumer of the family, the wife.

The American wedding industry is anchored in the need to consume in a free
market. The consumerism of the wedding industry intensifies through the ideals of

neoliberalism which makes goods available more cheaply and reiteratesitrethat

15



happiness is found through the consumption of goods. These attributes are linked to
neoliberal ideologies of free markets, trade liberalization, priatadiz of production,

increased consumer spending and the maintenance of low production and consumer costs
through open market competition. An understanding of the wedding culture, history and
emphasis on consumption creates the link between neoliberal capitalism and the US

wedding industry.

Carol Wallace, irAll Dressed in White: The Irresistible Rise of the American
Wedding traces the development of the modern wedding by examining the trends of
wedding rituals from the mid-1800s. She begins her discussion by framing the
ideological role of the traditional wife: “Men would provide for a household, while
women would keep house, raise children, and submit to their husband’s sexual urges”
(Wallace 2004, 15). Inherent to the traditional wife’s job was her role as the corfume
the family. Wallace cites Thorstein VebleBeory of the Leisure Clagsiblished in
1899as the first identification of consumption as it relates directly to women. Veble
coined the phrase “conspicuous consumption,” and described the primary function of
upper class women as status symbols of their husbands. Veblen pointed out that “In the
upper reaches of society, women function primarily as status symbols famgr&nlk.

Men slave to earn, while women, through their public and unnecessary spending, attest to
their mates’ success in the market place. The array of gifts at a wedakng case in

point” (Wallace 2004, 52). The status of women as consumers of the family abatksc

by Wallace and Veblein show the gender inequality in traditional marridgewdman

acts as the consumer to highlight her husband’s earning, not her own. Because of
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women’s role in America as chief consumers’ weddings became more feonaileated

as the wedding increasingly became a consumer rite (Wallace 2004, 165-166).

The white wedding gown became one of the main sites of consumer
intensification of the wedding. The white wedding gown is believed to symbolize-a long
standing tradition. In fact it was not until the post World War Il era that thevtbitg
dress became an icon and the identifying trait of a bride. In the 1950s and 1960s, wedding
gowns were available in any price range allowing any bride to beadpréncess.” This
changed the status of the bridal gown as a garment to the symbol of the briddayis
(Wallace 2004, 198). The expansion of the range of affordability and the obligatory
whiteness of the bridal dress allowed the wedding gown to become the symbol of the
ideal bride. The classic white symbolized virginity, frailty, purity ansirdéle feminine
attributes. The white dress no longer represents the old female attribpgeseexof a
bride; it now simply signifies the bride (Wallace 2004, 198). It was also in the 1960s
where weddings took on a more obvious class symbol; a wedding became visible “proof”
of financial or class superiority of the middle-class (Wallace 2004, 211). Inshéepa
decades weddings have continued with this trend in becoming “an all-out extrza/aga

and an event of escalating expense and elaboration (Wallace 2004, 253). This need to

consume and celebrate highlights how neoliberal capitalism dictates Améfec

In The Meaning of Wife: A Provocative Look at Women and Marriage in the
Twenty-first CenturyAnne Kingston examines weddings and marriage. She begins by
describing the characteristics of the traditional wife as embodymguste,

subordination, and self-sacrifice (Kingston 2004, 3). For centuries, the role of wife

17



served as the ultimate female control mechanism of patriarchy. A wif@regerty, with

the responsibility to act as a companion to her husband, a housekeeper and mother
(Kingston 2004, 10). The binary that divides husbandly and wifely duties was combated
through the 1960s and into the present by the women’s movement. However, as
Kingston points out, the masculine and feminine gender roles have not been entirely
eliminated from modern marriage. The modern wife is framed by Kingsthmvea

Catch-22, where the majority of women become wives and simultaneously work outside
the home, leaving a “wife deficit” within the home (Kingston 2004, 14). The modern

wife is trapped in this Catch-22 where she has a double work day; in which she is
expected to be both a productive worker outside the home and a dutiful and efficient
housekeepédnside the home. Women now complain of needing domestic help, which
insinuates that their husbands are not helping with domestic duties. “Women have been
freed from the legal shackles traditionally associated with the role ef Wt that

traditional wife has not been unshackled from our social, economic, and political

infrastructure” (Kingston 2004, 23).

Kingston frames her discussion of weddings as a consumer marketing tactic to
help fill the wife gap. The iconography of the princess bride, perfect weddihg
consumer spending all serve to fill the gap. Within America’s capitaks¢sybecoming
a bride translates into being a consumer on a spending spree. The bride as the main
consumer reaffirms the traditional gender roles of a good heterosexual woifeaana
mother. A traditional pre-wedding ritual the bridal shower provides the pexiutipte

of socialization of the traditional wife role. Brides receive gifts igilbg other women
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that are used for cooking, cleaning and enticing their mate. Theseegiftece gender
roles, emphasize femininity and provide the bride with essential tools for her fote
as wife, and place in marriage (Montemurro 2006, 8-8¢. reproduction of the saintly
housewife is not limited to the bridal shower, the gift registry and consumption of

domestic objects as gifts by wedding guests is also indicative of thecpoodaf “wife.”

The need to consume is linked to women’s and girls’ perceptions of what a
wedding should be; this is typically tied to the “fairy-tale” wedding or thel€&iella
myth. “The modern bride as a fairy-tale heroine is the primary myth tilessthe
wedding industrial complex” (Kingston 2004, 36-37). The “Cinderella myth” has been
attributed to women'’s desire of a female rescue fantasy which ends in mavteage
feminists place blame on the “Cinderella myth” for encouraging this fatitas
reinforces women’s dependency on men and marriage (Kingston 2004, 49). Nowhere is
the fairy-tale myth more prevalent than in Walt Disney’s reinforcemecwrmgumer

spending on weddings.

Kingston discusses in depth the consumerism that drives the wedding industry.
She spends a great deal of time examining how Disney reinforces the ‘@ladeyth”
through its animated films and its direct engagement in weddings, with the D&/
resort/theme park as a site for both wedding ceremonies and honeymoons. For Kingston,
Disney sells “the purest high-octane rendition of the modern fairy-taleimggdde most
extreme version of its commercialized happily-ever-after iconografiggston 2004,

46).
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Chrys Ingraham’$Vhite Weddings: Romancing Heterosexuality in Popular
Culture provides an examination of American culture’s conception of heterosexual
marriage and its pitfalls, extreme consumption, and economic effectshdngidivides
the wedding market into three categories: primary, secondary and terti@primary
market includes the goods and services that are directly related todtiegydor
example the dress, the wedding cake and the invitations. The secondary market
encompasses goods indirectly related to weddings, such as wedding toys that a
marketed towards young women and female children (Ingraham 1999, 59). The tertiary
market uses weddings to capture customers; for example, in advertisdirentes] at
women for products that are not directly wedding-related, such as ice, ca&anor even
toothpaste (Ingraham 1999, 68). The majority of research and data collected agenarri
and weddings focuses on middle-class white consumers, one indication of many as to
why the research is skewed is that whites and Asians statistizally more frequently
than other racial groups. The US marriage rate commonly cited in the wealdiirsgyy
and census materials is 78 percent which is mainly comprised of whites and Asians
compared to 67 percent for Latinos and an even lower rate for blacks at 42 percent
(Ingraham 2008, 49-50). Wedding marketers are aware that middle-classvaimés
are the main consumers of wedding products and therefore target theirgrasnpast

prominently to them.

Chrys Ingraham, like Kingston, analyzes the consumer wedding markettthroug
an examination of Disney. Ingraham discusses Disney specificallyseetaepresents

both the primary and secondary wedding markets. Disney secures future wedding
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customers by directly targeting children and adults. The company sensectmelary
market through its indirect sale of wedding-related iconography through itatadim
movies, film, television, theme parks and publishing companies (Ingraham 1999, 65).
Disney provides an arena in which couples can marry, either at one of thes oesor a
Disney cruise, which serves the primary wedding market. The “Ultimatg Fale

Wedding” at Disney will set a couple back $100,000. The wedding package includes the
bride’s being driven down Main Street at the Disneyworld or Disneyland themenpark i
glass carriage drawn by six white horses, while her “prince” arrives onta stailion
(Ingraham 2008, 87-88). The resorts and cruise lines are also categersesmbadary
market consumption since they serve as honeymoon stops as well. Disney continues to
barrage American consumers, including children, through animated films anecisildr

toys directly related to marriage, happy endings and weddings (Ingraham 20083)02-

Another important aspect of the fairytale white wedding is the quintessential
diamond engagement ring, which falls into Ingraham’s primary wedding maHeet. T
cultural construction of the diamond engagement ring as an essential aspect of t
American wedding process is important, specifically the creation of tmglcough a
marketing campaign developed by DeBeers, the world’s largest diamondesuippli
1938, Harry Oppenheimer, president of DeBeers, hired a marketing firm to develop a
campaign that would make diamonds, “an inseparable part of courtship and maatied lif
in North America (Kingston 2004, 54). The result of this was the now infamous line, “A
Diamond is Forever,” which constructed the diamond ring as a “psychologicakitgte

without which an engagement would not be taken seriously (Kingston 2004, 55).
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DeBeers also suggests that a diamond engagement ring cost a minimum of “tlwe’ mont
salary” (Ingraham 1999, 51). Ingraham points to the darker side of the diamond mining
industry which has involved “colonial wars, apartheid, racist violence, massive labor
abuses, struggles between superpowers, the stability of nations, and the hiring of
mercenary armies” (Ingraham 1999, 54). Of course, for many the negative andeypi

of the diamond industry are obscured and happily overlooked due to the need for

engagement rings to be a part of the wedding ritual.

Ingraham’s discussion of weddings also focuses on the dichotomy between same-
sex and different-sex marriages. Important to the discussion of Ameultarecand
marriage is what Michael Warner has called “heteronormative cultag@ublic cultural,
judicial, economic, and aesthetic, organized for the promotion of a world-saturating
heterosexuality” (Berlant 1997, 16). Heteronormativity best describesniegiéan
government’s policies on marriage, particularly within the context of wpastof
intimate relations are legally and institutionally recognized whenposted to what
types are delegitimized. Heterosexuality within the discussion ofagarand weddings
may be viewed as an institution: “an arrangement involving large numbers of people

whose behavior is guided by norms and rules” (Ingraham 2008, 6).

Only intimate relationships between a man and a woman are legally recogyized
the federal government in the US as marriage. Therefore only thesenshgis have access
to the normalizing institution of marriage across the entire country. Tiewigg's
opposition to gay marriage, to Ingraham, is grounded in its “desire to maintaanqgtesl

heterosexual supremacy” (Ingraham 1999, 165). The state plays a large roletainmng
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heterosexual marriage through its licensing practices, establishment &f legally

“qualified” to officiate a wedding, and its legal definition of marriage.NAitite passage of

the Defense of Marriage Act of 1996, the federal government took control away from the
states and created a definition of marriage as strictly between anda woman. The law

also allowed for states to ignore same-sex marriages performed in anati¢ingiraham

1999 68-69). The legal definition created by the US in the Defense of Marriageitést s

“The word ‘marriage’ means only a legal union between one man and one woman as
husband and wife, and the word ‘spouse’ refers only to a person of the opposite sex who is a

husband or a wife” (P.L. 104-199 September 21, 1996).

Legal definitions of marriage between a man and a woman continue to be debated
at the state level, most recently in an lowa Supreme Court ruling and by Roop8sit
(Prop 8), a 2008 California ballot initiative. In April 2009, the lowa Supreme Court
unanimously voted that a 10-year-old ban on same-sex marriage violated the equal
protection clause of the lowa Constitution. The decision stems\iaomun v. Brien
(2005), a suit filed by six gay and lesbian couples who were denied marriage lizgnses
the Polk County recorder’s office. The ruling is based on lowa constitutionalind
therefore cannot be appealed in federal court. The only option for lowans to overturn the
decision is through a constitutional amendment that requires legislatiwetar
approval. lowa is the first state in the Midwest to legalize same-seiaggrand is one
of four in the country where same-sex couples can marry (Eckhoff and S2bode
This ruling is a momentous win for the portion of the gay, lesbian, bisexual and

transgendered (GLBT) community that advocates for the legalization of sxme-s
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marriage. It is important to note that the GLBT community is divided on the &fs

same-sex marriage.

California’s constitution, in contrast, now denies marriage to same-sexesoupl
after the 2008 constitutional amendment passed. The passage of Prop 8 wilhestablis
marriage in the California constitution as a union between a man and a woman. The
proposition sought to reverse an earlier ruling from the California Supremewzoain
declared that the ban of same-sex marriage was discriminatory (AudikSchawton
2008). The passage of Prop 8 is immensely significant considering Californeaansl
status as a legislative bellwether state. Although marriage is letihed by the federal
government as between man and woman, there are state level legal recognitioes of ot
designations of long-term committed relationships, designated as “civil unioths” a
“domestic partnerships.” Each state has different definitions and legtd agsociated
with its partnership laws. States that provide rights for same-sexnalaips either in
the form of a civil union, domestic partnership or marriage include ConnecticugjiHa
Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon, Vermont, and Washington as well as the
District of Columbia (Nelson 2008) and now lowa (Eckhoff and Schulte 2009). While the
effects of the Defense of Marriage Act are pervasive, marriage besaese-sex
partners is on the rise, and Ingraham points to same-sex couples as a new rkiehe ma
for the wedding industry. As same-sex marriage becomes legalized intates; the
pool for capitalists will increase. The advertisements have already beproliterate
from large companies such as IKEA, Banana Republic, Calvin Klein and Absolute Vodka

(Ingraham 1999, 165). The marketing directed at same-sex couples shows the
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normalizing and consumerist work of neoliberalism, as the marketplace begins
normalizing consumer weddings for same-sex couples and states continue to legally

allow same-sex marriage.

The consumerism driving the US wedding industry is fueled by neoliberal vaules
and ideologies in US culture. Consumer spending is the dominant neoliberal value
reflected in the wedding industrial complex and in dominant marriage discoOtkes
neoliberal ideologies of free markets, trade liberalization, and pr@tizof production
are also emphasized in the wedding industrial complex to maintain market itmmpet
and low consumer costs. The necessity to lavishly consume for a wedding has
international ramifications. Many of the goods consumed are produced glmbiby
detriment of female laborers who are working in harsh conditions in factories
manufacturing such items as wedding dresses and household goods. The exsessive
consumption that drives demand to produce the ideal white wedding has become one of
the catalysts for the exploitation of women laborers glob@he discussion of
neoliberalsim in the previous section focused on the consumerism aspect of
neoliberalism, in the next section | address the material aspects of ndishidéna

examining trade and production practices.

Neoliberalism and Neoliberalization Policies

To effectively discuss the American wedding industry’s role in global@oacs
and labor exploitation, an understanding of neoliberalism and neoliberal economic

policies is necessary. Definitions of these economic terms are diffiecéiuse
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neoliberalism and globalization have many connotations and are understood very
differently throughout economics, academia, and public policy circles. Glatafizs
intertwined with neoliberalism by the Washington Consensus’ global advanceiment
free-market policies. Ray Kiely examines both Anthony Giddens’ and DaaldiH
definitions of globalization to create a definition based on interconnectedmess a
national borders, which means that events in one part of the world will impact otiser par
of the world. However, Kiely cautions the assumption that globalization is a new
phenomenon. He suggests that old empires, wars and the slave trade were all forms of
globalization but are characteristically different from “contempogiopalisation” which

is the domination of neoliberal capitalism through US actions (Kiely 2005, 8-9).
Neoliberal policies driven by the Washington Consensus have created conditions that
encourage low cost production; this drive for lower manufacturing costs has p@getua
and potentially increased human labor violations and exploitation, particularly afmvom

of color who make up the vast majority of low-wage manufacture laborers.

The transition from state-led Keynesian economic ideology began in the 1970s first
Western governments in the US and United Kingdom (UK). This eventually lbd to t
implementation of neoliberal ideology in international policymaking whiclkctgte
developing countries. The economic liberalization policies of neoliberaligtiedjthe ideas
of the 1960s and 1970s which saw the state’s key role as planning, redistribution of wealth
and providing for basic human needs (Kitthananan 2008, 77-78). The 1980s era of
Thatcherism in the UK and Reaganism in the US began the neoliberalization of economic

policies. Domestically, Reaganism promoted neoliberal policies by attatkgmg
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government” and restructuring the public sector to increase “efficighogtigh privatization
and corporatization. Global neoliberal economic policies of the Washington Consensus,
referred to globally as “American neoliberalism,” promoted the opening c$ea® markets
in the Eastern Bloc through “adjustment strategies” which restructucedisoeconomies to
become competitive by forming trading blocs (Ong 2006, 10-11). The Washington
Consensus’ neoliberal doctrine has several implicit and explicit chasticeewhich have
been promoted in the West and in developing countries. The main characteristics of

neoliberalism are:

e trade and financial market liberalization;

o foreign capital liberalization (eliminating barriers to foreign direct
investment);

privatization of production;

deregulation of legal framework;

secure property rights;

unified and competitive exchange rates;

diminished public spending (fiscal discipline);

tax reform (broadening the tax base, cutting marginal tax rates, less
progressive tax);

a social safety net (narrowly targeted, selective transfer for thiynead
o flexible labour markets (Kitthananan 2008, 78).

David Harvey, inA Brief History of Neoliberalisnfurther articulates what
neoliberal theory is and how it applies to state actors. This will be partycumful for
the examination of the globalization of the wedding market. According to neoliberal

theory,
The neoliberal state should favour strong individual private property rights, the
rule of law, and the institutions of free functioning markets and free trade. These

are the institutional arrangements considered essential to guaranteduialdivi
freedoms. The legal framework is that of freely negotiated contractugatbbohs
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between juridical individuals in the market place. The sanctity of contracts and
the individual rights to freedom of action, expression, and choice must be
protected. (Harvey 2005, 64)

The rights and freedom of choice in the marketplace dictate that individuals be held
accountable and responsible for their own actions and well-being; this is both the
obligation and the burden of neoliberalism. Therefore, individual success or failure is
interpreted as entrepreneurial virtue or personal failing. The theory holdsdieases in
productivity should increase living standards for everyone; this leads to the assumpt
that the elimination of poverty is best served through free markets ancafitegtarvey

2005, 64-66).

Globalization is figured into neoliberal theory as it relates to intenmaiti
competition which is viewed as healthy because it “improves efficiency addgiivity,
lowers prices, and thereby controls inflationary tendencies” (Harvey 2009, I@ggfore
states should seek to negotiate the reduction of barriers to the movement of capital and
open markets between nations. In practice, neoliberal states tend to sideaslith g
business climates over the individual and collective rights (and quality obtifabor.
The state will typically favor the integrity of the financial system adescy of the
financial institutions over the well-being of the population (Harvey 2005, 70-71). The
state’s decisions in favoring business over labor are important when discussing'svome

global labor and the standards by which they are judged.

By the 1990s the Washington Consensus’ neoliberal doctrine had rapidly been
imposed upon developing countries through structural adjustment policies implemented by

the IMF and World Bank. The neoliberal ideas forming the IMF’'s and the World Bank’s
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economic restructuring policies in developing countries have brought aboubliadizgtion

of neoliberalism. The IMF and World Bank have slightly different missions but both involve
maintaining global economic stability; one of the main ways of accomplishisigs through
loans to developing countries. However, these loans typically have stipulations and
conditions know as “structural adjustments,” which require sweeping changes to t
economic infrastructure of the country receiving aid (Novitz 2008, 116-117). An example i
structural adjustment lending which is typically implemented in two statgdslization and
adjustment. Immediate devaluation of national currency and drastic publicdexpe cuts
characterize stabilization. The second phase of adjustment transforms ecstnoctures

and institutions by “varying measures of deregulation, privatization, disngotl

diminishing oversized public bureaucracies, reducing subsidies and encouraligtig rea

prices to emerge as a stimulus to greater productivity” (Kitthananan 2008, 79).

These structural adjustment policies have had devastating consequences on debtor
countries, including mass poverty, a disregard for human rights and the loss of @gmocra
The conditions of the policies typically require cuts in public spending in areasssuch a
health, education, housing and food. These cuts require the state to place socio-emathomic
human rights on the back burner (Novitz 2008, 118). The withdrawal from welfare
provisions and the diminishing of social services leave large segments of thatipopul
exposed to impoverishment (Harvey 2005, 76). Another general outcome of the structural
adjustment policies is trade liberalization, which lowers wages; iresgals insecurity and

loss of benefits, and diminishes job protections (Harvey 2005, 76).
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According to the Office of the United States Trade RepresentativeR))81e US
has consistently focused on two core principles in trade policy since World:\Mat, the
promotion of an open, rules-based international trade system, and second, the cipure of
economic benefits of an open global market for the American people. The reshéseof
core principals have been tremendous for the US. For example, since trenae&ATT
in 1948, the average tariff rate in industrialized nations has been reduced from 40tpercent
four percent. Also, North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) anduasuRound
liberalization have resulted in an estimated $1,300-$2,000 increase in a family sf four’
annual family income. Free trade, since 1994, has contributed to an 81 percent rise in US
goods and service exports representing nearly $1.3 trillion annually. This has cedttibat
42 percent increase in US real GDP. The main tenants of US trade policy seekteenha
US prosperity and raise labor compensation through policies that expand exporting and
create jobs. Additionally, US trade policy seeks to expand purchasing power throagdspoli
that lower import barriers and provide greater access to imported productsaadedlicy
also seeks to promote global growth, reduce poverty and increase prospesty, and
support economic development, stability and freedom with our trading partner® @O5®,
7-8). Itis obvious that neoliberal trade policies have bolstered the econodneyldStand
benefited US citizens; however, what have been the ramifications for othenes?into
compete with the US in the global market countries must adhere to US neoldudzal tr
ideologies, which fuels free market competition and the desire for couaticesate trade
relationships with the US. This competition leads to production factories use of labor

exploitation to aid in reducing production costs and maintaining a competitive etigéevit
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US. US trade policies have been implemented globally through trade ingiahde
partnerships; Guatemala and China provide concrete examples of the far re&ch of U
neoliberal trade policies and are the locations of wedding industry productidretatwill

examine.

US and Guatemalan Trade Policies

US neoliberal free trade policies have played a key role in the development and
growth of the manufacturing industry in Guatemala. The US Commerce Depa@ifieat

of Textile and Apparel (OTEXA) describes US free trade agreementsjF

The U.S. Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) allow U.S. textile and apparel

manufacturers to enter and compete more easily in the global marketplage. The
agreements eliminate or reduce tariff rates, improve intellectual pyapgrlations,

open government procurement opportunities, ease investment rules, and much more.
In general, the agreements help level the international playing field and ageour

foreign governments to adopt open and transparent rulemaking procedures, as well as
non-discriminatory laws and regulations. (OTEXA 2009a)

The two prominent trade agreements between the US and Guatemala aréthea@dasin
Trade Partnership Act (CBTPA) and the US - Dominican Republic-Centnatida Free

Trade Agreement (CAFTA-DR). However, as of January 1, 2008 the inclusion of Glatem
in the CAFTA-DR trade agreement makes Guatemala no longer eligible icer&€&TPA
benefits (OTEXA 2009c). The Caribbean Basin Initiative, originally createdigh the

1983 Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act (CBERA) and then expanded in 2000
through CBTPA, is intended to facilitate economic development and export divéiifica
the region (USTR 2009). The CBTPA, passed under the Trade Development Act of 2000,

extends duty-free and quota-free treatment on certain apparel items froem@lasand
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other countries in the region. Eligibility to import apparel under these conditiclusie that

the clothing be made with fabrics produced or cut in the US (Sunderland 2002, 57-58).

The current free trade textile agreement with Guatemala, CAFTApRiRides more
opportunities for trade and business growth in the region than CBTPA, through a more
liberal rule of fabric origin. CAFTA-DR is intended to promote growth of theorég
apparel industry while increasing market opportunities for US fabric expoifthe
qualifying US products enter the region duty free immediately upon the cousityisinto
the agreement. For textile and apparel to receive duty-free entrytbemefa US-CAFTA-

DR country the products must qualify as “originating” under the agreemestalBo applies

for exportation. The rule of origin for textiles is commonly called theriyfarward”

standard, which requires the yarn production or fabric production for apparebasseour

in the US and/or the CAFTA-DR region (OTEXA 2009b). Some exceptions apply and allow
fibers, yarns, or fabrics to originate from outside the region, for exant@a yarns and

fibers are not available in commercial quantities in a timely manneean &hort supply”
(Department of Labor 2005, 24). The FTAs give Guatemala the resources &sénapparel
production and exportation, which stimulates the economy and increases the need for factor

labor.

According to the US Department of Labor study examining the impacts of
CAFTA-DR, the Guatemalan labor force in 2002 was approximately 4.8 million, with
almost 30 percent female laborers (Department of Labor 2005, 51). The economic
impacts found by the US Department of Labor include the importation of goods from

CAFTA-DR countries to the US amounted to over $17 billion in 2004, of which over 50
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percent of imported goods were apparel items (Department of Labor 2005, 12).
Additionally, in 2003 almost 38 percent of Guatemala’s GDP was from merchandise
imports and exports (Department of Labor 2005, 56). The US importation of finished
apparel from the CAFTA-DR countries now accounts for approximately 54 pefadht o
products imported from the countries. US textile and apparel trade with CAFTA-DR
countries has traditionally involved production sharing where US firms export cut
garment parts for assembly and then re-import the finished garments intS.thaéJ
rules of origin further the expansion of production sharing arrangements between
CAFTA-DR countries (Department of Labor 2005, 21).

As part of the CAFTA-DR agreement all parties are required to adhere to the
Labor Chapter of the FTA which promotes internationally recognized labatastis and
obligates all parties to enforce their labor laws. Article 16.8 of the Lab@t@Hhests the
internationally recognized labor rights that all Parties are exghéztephold:

(1) the right of association; (2) the right to organize and bargain collecti@glg; (

prohibition on the use of any form of forced or compulsory labor; (4) a minimum

age for the employment of children and the prohibition and elimination of the

worst forms of child labor; and (5) acceptable conditions of work with respect to

minimum wages, hours of work, and occupational safety and health. (Department
of Labor 2005, 31)

As with any other disputes among countries in the FTA, a party may lodge a icimpla
against another party that it is failing to uphold obligations in the agreemepiarieh

has found a party has not met its labor obligations or the parties involved cannot agree on
a resolution, a monetary assessment maybe imposed on the defending party, not to

exceed $15 million annually (Department of Labor 2005, 33). The CAFTA-DR

33



agreement provides the US and Guatemala with economic growth opportunitiesS The U
and China have trade agreements similar to those with Guatemala, as US-#dlana tr
relations are based on WTO and US neoliberal economic principals.
US-China Trade Relationship

China has seen immense economic growth in the last several decadehkly-teng
percent a year for more than twenty years. Exports now account for approxi@apercent
of China’s GDP. The continuous expansion of China’s economy and its position today as the
world’s third largest trading power solidified the necessity for US and Chimaintain
positive trade relations. American consumers have benefitted signyiceamt the bilateral
trade relationship between the US and China; US consumers have access to aayidér ar
low-cost goods which has helped spur US economic growth (USTR 2006, 3). Despite a
strong trade relationship the US government still has reservations and conter@hing’s

trade policies, such as:

continued Chinese barriers to some US exports; failure to protect intellpaipalty
rights; failure to protect labor rights and enforce labor laws and standardpptted
and extensive government subsidies and preferences for its own industries;
environmental concerns; spotty compliance with some international tradeandies
large and growing imbalance in our bilateral trade flows, resulting in @ tiefitit of
almost $202 billion in 2005. (USTR 2006, 4)

The trade relations between US and China have been divided into three phasesgator

the USTR, the first beginning in 1986 lasting until 2001, during which time China strove
toward joining GATT and then the WTO, and US policy towards China was primarily
focused on negotiations to help bring China into the rules-based world trading systean. Phas
one ended in 2001 with the accession of China into the WTO. The second phase lasted from

2001-2005, during which time China implemented the majority of the WTO obligations, and
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the US policy towards China was to monitor the country’s integration into the worldgradin
system. This required China to reduce tariff rates, expand market accksbmanate non-
tariff barriers. The current phase, or phase three of the US-China biteadrag relationship

is focused on monitoring the final WTO obligations yet to be completed by China. Of
additional concern to the US is the trade imbalance between the US and Chinaaagheel|
impact of China’s ever increasing role in global trade. At this phase US traciehas a

third core principal applicable to China, which is the pursuit of an equitable and duadele tr

relationship that generates growth in US export-supported employment (USTR 2006, 8-11)

Obstacles in US-China trade relations stem from China’s incompleteitvarisiim a
state-planned economy to a market-driven one. The Chinese government has not fully
embraced or implemented key WTO principles of open market-access. In shef dye US
the Chinese government has failed to fully make its trade system predandti@nsparent
(USTR 2006, 15). Additionally, China has not opened many of its domestic sectors to
international competition (USTR 2006, 17). For the Chinese to implement and comply with
WTO obligations several areas need work, these areas are of priorityd8 t@vernment
in its trade relations with China:

e Greatly enhanced [Intellectual Property Rights] protection.
e Elimination of market access barriers for services (especiatiyasi,

distribution, and construction) that may be inconsistent with China’s WTO
obligations.

e Elimination of subsidies, industrial policies and preferences for state-owned
enterprises, including state-owned banks, that may be inconsistent with China’s
WTO obligations.

e Ensuring that standards, technical regulations, and conformity assessment
procedures are promulgated and implemented in accordance with WTO
requirements.
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e Elimination of sanitary and phytosanitary barriers and export subsidies for
agricultural products that may be inconsistent with WTO requirements.

. Ensgring that China’s administration of antidumping laws is consistent with WTO
requirements.

e Ensuring that China complies with WTO requirements regarding transparency

and uniform application of laws (USTR 2006, 15).

The areas in which the US believes China needs to reform reflect the USfdesire
China to transform its economy to strict neoliberal policies and to fully tramsdi
capitalism. The US and WTQO'’s aspirations for China are self servingughhChina too
could profit the government obviously has reservations about fully implementing
neoliberal policies and eliminating all state control of the market. Bec2hima is
maintaining some closed domestic sectors and failing to remove all tragedre US
and international markets suffer the loss of potential profits.

Over the past several decades the US and China have maintained an open
dialogue on their trade relations through the development of numerous commissions and
committees. In 1980, the US-China Joint Economic Committee was created by the
Chinese Minster of Finance and the US Secretary of the Treasury. ThaikksJoint
Commission on Commerce and Trade (JCCT) was established in 1983 by the Chinese
Minister of Foreign Economic Relations and Trade and the US Secretary ofi€Coen
Additionally, in 2003 the US-China Economic Development and Reform Dialogue
(State-NDRC Dialogue) and the Joint Committee on Cooperation in AgriculQ@X)
were formed (USTR 2006, 21). China is also a member of several trade-institutions

including the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), the World Intellectual

Property Organization (WIPO), the Codex Alimentarius Commission (Codek}ha
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International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC), in addition to its membership in the
WTO (USTR 2006, 13).

The US-China bilateral trade relationship is based on the US’ desire for China to
implement neoliberal economic policies espoused by the WTO. The US standsasents
trading power in the world markets and increase GDP through the “libe@tiizafithe
Chinese market. The trade relationship is not characterized by an exeéditade
agreement between the two parties; therefore, it is necessary for thecti8ihue to
monitor China’s compliance with WTO obligations. The implementation of neolibbesl f
trade, liberalization of markets and phasing out state-control over the ecohoenyfaice
the need to keep production costs low to allow China to actively compete in the world

markets.
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CHAPTER 3: SWEATSHOPS AND WOMEN L ABORERS

In this section | discuss background information on sweatshops and labor rights
violations, as well as the treatment of women laborers in Guatemala arad This will
help frame the discussion of sweatshop labor practices by Alfred &rigel and Mattel,
Inc. The industrial “sweated trades” came into fruition in mid-nineteemituigeBritain.
The direct producers or workers were the “sweated,” the employers orglirebases of
their work were the “sweaters” (Ross 2004, 13). “Sweatshop” initially desgdfiee
subcontracting system of labor used during the Industrial Revolution of the 1880s and
1890s. The sweatshop industry began with textile production, and based on traditional
gender roles in the production of goods women and children laborers were the
predominant manufactures of textiles. Profits were tied to the amount of labormeddle
could “sweat” out of their workers through low wages, excessive hours and unsanitary

conditions (Louie 2001, 4-5).

An understanding of the historical emergence of sweatshops provides a broad and
useful definition. However, it is important to note that internationally théreis
universally accepted, objective, measureable criteria for definiraylgplace as a
sweatshop” (Ross 2004, 36). Countries have different labor laws in place dictating
minimum wage standards, over-time pay and maximum work hours; therefore, it is
necessary to consider those differences when comparing expectations of igbtker r

with those of other countries.
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Historically, the term “sweatshop” referred to the location of production, which a
the turn of the century was predominantly in the employer’'s home. Eventuallyrthe ter
sweatshop was transformed to describe the working conditions of laborers ire&ctori
described as crowded, dangerous, having long hours and paying low wages (Ross 2004,
14-18). This paper will utilize the modern definition of sweatshops to characterize
manufacturing facilities and labor conditions as the description for industdligiron
within globalized neoliberal production facilities in Guatemala and China.

Subcontracting industrial production to maintain lower production costs and maximize
profits has absolved corporations’ from overseeing production facilittbahor

practices by maintaining innocence of outsourced labor exploitation. Subtiogtizes
emerged as standard operating procedure for industrial labor, which hagiresuiége

and benefit cuts for the workers and a large accumulation of profits for subcontractors
(Louie 2001, 4-5). Global economic restructuring following neoliberal policidsgalisy

the IMF and the World Bank to open world markets and economies to corporate investors
created the environment for violations of laborer’s rights on a global scale @@Qde

6). The exploitation of sweatshop laborers demonstrates the effects of népliieras

on women laborers globally.

Neoliberal capitalism drives a consumer economy; this has led to the creation of a
widely used term by labor activists, the “race to the bottom,” which perigetigribes
the correlation between neoliberal economics and sweatshop labor. Invedtors a
corporations seek manufacturing locations where unions are the weakest, labor

protections are the least enforced and; therefore, labor is the cheape&0BHsK3).
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Robert Ross describes the race to the bottom more formally as “a procespefitom
between jurisdictions sparked by investors, the object of which is to hold down or reduce
costs of production as labor costs and social protections” (Ross 2004, 104). The race to
the bottom is actively seen in the changes in countries from which the US imports
clothing and other manufactured products. Indonesia, Bangladesh, Guatemakgusicar
Peru and Burma, all lower waged countries, have increased their shares adédmport
clothing to the US where as countries such as Canada, Italy and the United Kingdom
have declined the amount of textiles they import to the US. The availability of goods
from low-wage countries has kept costs to consumers down; this is the neoliberal
justification for allowing trade liberalization in the global market. Therelesed cost to
consumers is kept low by maintaining low wages for factory workers (Ross 2004, 105-
106). The availability of cheap global labor has had the adverse effect of wapkeni
workers’ bargaining power globally. In 1990 Robert Ross and Kent Trachte found that
the search for cheap labor was an instrument in the internationalization ofwtanof

and; therefore, of globalization. The internationalization of manufactareajes the

ability for corporations to manufacture abroad at a lower production cost than
manufacturing locally. The outsourcing of production to overseas contractoggistren
globalization by increasing business in the global market (Ross 2004, 120-122). The
connection between neoliberalism, globalization and sweatshop labor is vital to
understanding the connection between the consumerism of the US wedding industry and

the rise of international sweatshop labor.
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Currently the US does not have any legislation to regulate a corporation’s
importation or exportation of goods produced domestically or internationally by
sweatshop labor. In an attempt to prohibit the use of sweatshop labor throuigtivegis
action, Senator Byron Dorgan (D-ND) introduced the Decent Working Conditions and
Fair Competition Act (S. 367) on January 23, 2007 with 25 cosponsors. The legislation
sought to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 USC. 1307) to prohibit the import, export and
sale of goods made with sweatshop labor or convict labor, which is already ptbhibite
under the lavior domestic productionthe language of the bill amended Section 307 of

the Tariff Act of 1930 to read:

(a) Definitions- In this section:

(1) CONVICT-MADE GOOD- The term ‘convict-made good’ means any
good, ware, article, or merchandise mined, produced, or manufactured
wholly or in part in any foreign country by convict labor.

(2) SWEATSHOP GOOD- The term ‘sweatshop good’ means any good,
ware, article, or merchandise mined, produced, or manufactured wholly or
in part in violation of core labor standards as defined in section 3 of the
Decent Working Conditions and Fair Competition Act.

(b) Prohibitions- It is unlawful for any person to--
(1) import into the United States any convict-made good;
(2) import into, or export from, the United States any sweatshop good;
(3) introduce into commerce, sell, trade, or advertise in commerce, offer
to sell, or transport or distribute in commerce in the United States, any

sweatshop good. (Congress, Senate, “Decent Working Conditions and Fair
Competition Act,” 118 Congress, 3L Session, S. 367, January 23, 2007)

Additionally, civil suits could be brought against the company for noncompliance with a
penalty of up to $10,000. Although, the bill was never voted out of committee; therefore,
never reaching a Senate floor vote, a hearing was held on October 25, 2007 before the

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation Subcommitteestaténte
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Commerce, Trade and Tourism. The Director of the National Labor Commitiade€
Kernaghan, testified along with Bama Athreya, Executive Director dhtieenational

Labor Rights Forum, Harry Wu Executive Director of Laogai Research eted Bio a
member of the ICTI Care Foundation’s Board of Governance (United Statde Sena
2007). Since many countries do not have laws in place to prohibit or regulate the
importation and exportation of sweat produced goods the international community has

sought to create labor standards.

Numerous international organizations have attempted to create a level of
continuity in labor laws through the creation of labor codes of conduct for corporations.
Prominent “code-making groups” include the Clean Clothes Campaign (CCC), the
International Labor Organization (ILO) (which is a United Nations af#lj, the Fair
Labor Association (FLA), the Workers Rights Consortium (WRC), the EthicdeTra
Initiative (ETI) and Social Accountability International (SAI) whicleated the SA8000
code (Ross 2004, 38-39). The CCC, WRC, ETI and SA8000 all acknowledge the need
for national minimum wage laws to meet workers’ basic survival needs baswel
additional income for savings. The WRC takes wages a step further and resdpaiza
country’s average family size should be considered when creating minimum wage law
The standard work week cited in each code is forty-eight hours, and all thercddds
language prohibiting employment discrimination based on characteristitasuace,
religion and gender. Healthy and safe work environments are additional components of

all codes, while some go even further by citing specific aspects oftirerement. For
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example, the SA8000 and ETI mention clean dormitories, bathrooms and toilets (Ross

2004, 39-41).

The WRC goes further than the other codes and includes protection for women’s

reproductive health. The WRC Code of Conduct’s section on women'’s rights states:

a. Women workers will receive equal remuneration, including benefits; equal
treatment; equal evaluation of the quality of their work; and equal opportunity
to fill all positions open to male workers.

b. Pregnancy tests will not be a condition of employment, nor will they be
demanded of employees.

c. Workers who take maternity leave will not face dismissal nor threat of
dismissal, loss of seniority or deduction of wages, and will be able to return to
their former employment at the same rate of pay and benefits.

d. Workers will not be forced or pressured to use contraception.

e. Workers will not be exposed to hazards, including glues and solvents, that may
endanger their safety, including their reproductive health.

f. Licensees shall provide appropriate services and accommodation to women
workers in connection with pregnancy (Workers Rights Consortium 2009).

To further frame the discussion of labor exploitation, a definition of human rights
is derived from the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights (JDHR

Specific rights applicable to the discussion of labor include:

All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. Everyone has the right
to life, liberty and security of persoNo one shall be held in slavery or servitude;
slavery and the slave trade shall be prohibited in all their forms. No one shall be
subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.
Everyone has the right to work, to free choice of employment, to just and favourable
conditions of work and to protection against unemployment. Everyone, without any
discrimination, has the right to equal pay for equal work. Everyone has the right to
rest and leisure, including reasonable limitation of working hours and periodic
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holidays with pay. (Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Articles 1, 3-5, 23 and
24)

The UDHR encompasses a great many more human rights, but for the purposes of
examining the violations against women laborers, the focus here is on labor rights.
Women laborers experience more labor rights violations than their male qautger
Although male and female laborers are subjected to similar violations regaad),

work hours, and safe working conditions, female laborers can be subjected to
reproductive health discrimination and sexual harassment. In Guaterdalzhena,
women'’s reproductive capabilities provide another avenue for labor violations. lgglobal
women sweatshop laborers, as | will discuss in the next section, expereamce gl

human rights violations through the working conditions in factories.

Guatemalan Labor Practices and Sex Discrimination

A 2000 investigative report conducted by the Human Rights Watch (HRW) on the
Guatemalan labor forced gives insight and background knowledge to the harsh conditions
Guatemalan factory workers face on a daily basis. Many of the laboraadound by
the HRW are female specific, and revolve largely around discrimination based on
women’s reproductive capabilities and maternity status. Women factory waileer
referred to asnaquiladora which stems from the term used to describe the
manufacturing factoriesnaquila There are at minimum 250 apparquilasin
Guatemala, employing over 80,000 workers of which 80 percent are women (Sunderland
2002, 1-3). Of thenaquiladoraworkers 37 percent are under 24 years of age, and 12

percent are under the age of 16. The garment industry in Guatemala hasenpesfor
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female labor because women are culturally associated with sewingeamwe likely to

have experience with sewing machines. Additionally, younger women are thought to
have more nimble hands than men, and be more obedient than men (Sunderland 2002,
84). Maquiladoraworkers suffer various labor rights violations, many directly linked to

the regulation of their bodies.

The HRW researchers conducted interviews with thirty-seven currentnoerfor
maquiladoraline operators representing thirty different factories. The intendewe
workers indicated being paid the daily minimum wage, not a living wage, of $3.18 US
dollars in 2000 at the time of the study. Labor violations reported by interviewed
maquiladorasnclude two hours of forced overtime daily, which they may or may not be
paid at an overtime rate. Others indicated management forced them to woirkevert
fulfill orders. They noted that pay slips rarely documented the hours worked or the pay
rate and many factories use a piece rate line calculation to determineplgrarsd foster
competition and incentive to work overtime. The workers also complained about daily
searches upon entering the facility and again when leaving. The women ihdnese
searches were done in plain sight of male employees. Several of the indigeryans Ma
women said they were routinely singled out for more aggressive searchdslibeg
this was because they weartes a traditional Mayan skirt that management argues
could be used for hiding things underneath (Sunderland 2002, 83485)uiladoras
have no legal protection against the sexual harassment they face on a dady Wwask;
Guatemala has no legislation prohibiting and punishing sexual harassment, althoeigh the

have been several attempts by the congressional Women’s Commission a&s well a
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legislation developed by two congresswomen (Sunderland 2002, 35). In addition to

sexual harassment women workers face other forms of sexual discrimination.

Sex discrimination and regulation of female workers’ bodies are intalhsic
linked to their reproductive capacity. Conditions for employment may include pregna
testing. Pregnancy discrimination is found beyond the hiring process andfewy af
women’s ability to maintain their jobs, for example through demotion, a disadvantageous
transfer, denial of maternity leave and/or breastfeeding arrangemeritsthe worst
case scenario a dismissal of the pregnant worker. The ILO Convention No. 111, which
Guatemala ratified, prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex for access to and
conditions of employment; however it is not necessarily fully implementedIlLThe
Maternity Protection Convention No. 183, which Guatemala voted against, call$esn sta
to eradicate the use of pregnancy testing in employment discriminationsé e
pregnancy testing as a condition of employment is not necessarilyriégabtemala.
The labor ministry interprets Article 151 of the Guatemalan labor code, whictispe
areas of employment discrimination, to include prohibition of pregnancy telting is
not explicitly stated (Sunderland 2002, 27-30). Guatemalan labor law opepby thiait it
is illegal to fire a pregnant or breastfeeding woman, except by spethariaation of a
labor judge. The labor code also prohibits strenuous work during the last trimester of
pregnancy. For the right of “immobility,” a woman must alert her employdxailg and
within two months provide a medical certificate confirming her pregnant stiatus.
woman is fired during her “immobility” period she has only 30 days to file a claim.

Article 152 of the labor codes allots women the right to 84 days of paid materniy lea
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Under the law the worker is also guaranteed the same job or a different jolm wdbad
pay and grade upon return from maternity leave (Sunderland, 2002 31-32). Although
these labor laws are codified their practice is not consistent withmahailas
Themaquilashave adopted policies to deny employment based explicitly on
pregnancy. Employers may require applicants to undergo pregnancy exammsein s
cases the exam is conducted atrtfaguila or require a medical certificate to prove the
woman is not pregnant. Mamyaquilas’will simply ask during an interview or on the job
application. Women applicants will also be routinely asked how many children they ha
their ages and their marital status. Employers have been known to require tesndida
sign a statement that they will not have any more children (Sunderland 2002, 88). One
interviewee reported of her hiring experience, at the time she was faufféey sent
me first to a room, there’s the lady doctor, and she touched my stomach. She said, you're
expecting, she insisted that | had been with a man, and | told her no. And then she
examined me again, and said no. And | was an adolescent, | didn’t know anything about
any of that” (Sunderland 2002, 93). Another woman states a urine sample was required
for a pregnancy test prior to her hiring; she was twenty-two years old withdhitdren.
Another interviewee’s hiring process included questions on the application askieg if s
was married, had any children, and whether she was pregnant, and the samesquesti
were asked again by the head of personnel who explicitly told her he would not hire

pregnant workers (Sunderland 2002, 95).

The ideal candidate as described gaquilapersonnel manager is “young,

healthy, thin and delicate, single, lives close, and does not have previous experience”
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(Sunderland 2002, 89). The ideal attributes wfauiladorarepresent the employer’s
desire for a worker to not have any outside responsibilities such as a husband em.childr
This mirrors the cultural perception of women as wives and mothers firstl 1068
Guatemalan law gave a male spouse the authority to determine when awdfé his
could patrticipate in activities/work outside of the home. Women enter the workforce
mainly in the informal sector or in the formal industrial sector in manufactusinigh is

in part due to the expansion of the nontraditional export sector that includes apparel
manufacturing (Sunderland 2002, 48-49). Neoliberal policies of free market coampetiti
play a role in the continuously expandmgquilaindustry that relies on sexual
discrimination in its employment practices in order to maximize prdishiring
unmarried, healthy and non-pregnant women the factory supervisors can continue to
force overtime, pay low wages and circumvent maternity leave and pregaasgy |
which allow them to remain in the “race to the bottom.” Similar labor praciieetound

in China.

Chinese Labor Practices and the Discrimination of Women Workers

The expansive economic growth in China over the past several decades has
largely been driven by export-led development. The creation of export processesy z
(EPZs) across China has spurred migration within the country; these zoneke provi
women workers with both economic opportunity and new forms of discrimination.
Young women are migrating in massive numbers from rural areas to work in lggy-wa

labor intensive factories in south and eastern coastal EPZ regions. lnahgdéng
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Province 60 percent of the 10 million migrant laborers are women according to the 2000
census. Similarly, in the Shenzhen'’s industrial district 80 percent of the hiadiami

workers are women with an average age of 23 (Solidarity Center 2004, 38-39).

Based on findings by The Solidarity Center, an AFL-CIO affiliate, ndrikie
female migrant workers are employed by private firms without cdstrand often work
60-70 hours a week without overtime pay. Chinese labor law sets the standard work day
to eight hours and the week of 40 hours. The legal overtime limits are three hours a day
or 36 hours per month, not to exceed 432 hours a year. Employers use loopholes to force
unpaid overtime work; the law creates exceptions to overtime minimums based on
waivers obtained through local authorities. One survey found it was common forsvorker
in export factories to work a total of 360 hours a month, averaging 11.5 hours a day.
Another survey conducted by the Guangdong labor department found that of the 26
million migrant workers in the area 85 percent reported working 10-14 hours a day, and
50 percent reported working seven days a week (Solidarity Center 2004, 47-49). Man
women also often live on the factory premises in crowded dormitories sleepraghan
a dozen in a small room, with only a hot plate to cook on. Working conditions can be
hazardous with the widespread use of toxic chemicals in garment and toy factories

(Solidarity Center 2004, 39).

China’s minimum wage law is based on regional and local considerations:
average local living expenses, social security and housing investments paid by

individuals, average wage, unemployment rate, local economic development. Bdcause
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these criteria factories have significant leeway in setting wages. ifilraum wage set

by a province does not preclude a county or city within that province to set a lower
minimum wage. Because of these loopholes in the law wages are reducedto attra
investors to a province, county or city. For example, the minimum wage of aaity ne
Guangzhou is roughly $39.00 USD per month, compared to the provincial government’s
standard of $63.00 USD. The discrepancy in wages incentivizes the low-wageareas f
new investments and factories (Solidarity Center 2004, 48). The harsh labor conditions of
women workers are just one aspect of their plight; these women have the additional

burden of sex discrimination in employment.

The Chinese constitution grants women equal rights with men. However, in
reality the Law on Women'’s Rights and Interests contains employmenttiess. The
law includes restrictions on jobs, working hours and working conditions for women; this
in effect denies women employment opportunities or allows employers to pagrwom
less (Solidarity Center 2004, 38). Hiring discrimination begins at the on$ejolvit
advertisements often specifying an applicant’s gender, height or phggpedrance.
Phrases in advertisements include: “only male,” “men preferred,” “25 yegosinger,”
and descriptions applicable only to women such as “good-looking,” and “taller than 150
centimeters.” Women workers have been shown to be discriminated against iadiring
well. They are typically “the last hired and the first fired.” Accordimg 1999 report
over four million laid-off workers in Liaoning, Shanghai, Jiangsu Heilongjiand
Anhui, 60 to 80 percent of the workers laid-off were female. Similar findings were

reported in a 2002 study in Beijing, Tianjin, Nanjing, Xi'an, Changchun and Wuhan that
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found 57 percent of laid-off workers were female; additionally a yeari&atpercent of
the women were still unemployed compared to 50 percent of laid-off male exaploy
(Solidarity Center 2004, 40-42). Women workers face other forms of disctiamrsaich
as sexual harassment and discrimination against pregnant workers. AppebxBdat
percent of Chinese women suffer some form of sexual harassment. In instanods of
place sexual harassment, 72 percent is committed by supervisors. In Ching tioere
legal definition for sexual harassment nor is there any law prohibiting ieftmer
women workers are left with few options and many chose to leave their position.
Additionally, there is a social practice of “blaming the victim” in caseseafial

harassment where women are faulted for their behavior as opposed to the nsakerhara

Gender discrimination also affects pregnant workers. According to Chimese la
law employers are prohibited from terminating women who are pregnant, emityat
leave, breast-feeding babies or have a child under one-year of age. Howevaers thre la
not always enforced and employers have been known to stipulate in contracts that
employees will not be paid, nor have their medical expenses paid for during maternity
leave. Some employers go a step further and demand that women sign contragts stati
they will not have children for a specified number of years while employady M
employers will demand a certificate confirming the woman’s singleistprior to
employment (Solidarity Center 2004, 42-43). Employers’ desire for singteew is
based on the cost to the company. This discriminates against a woman'’s right to be

married and have children.
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Chinese and Guatemalan women laborers face gender discrimination in the
workplace for being married and/or pregnant in addition to the hardships of being paid
low-wages, working in hazardous environments and forced into overtime hours. The
treatment of these women is connected not only to neoliberal economic policies of low
cost production but to the industries that they produce for, such as the US wedding
industry. The wedding industry is connected to the treatment of these women lzécause
the emphasis on consumer spending and low consumer costs, which is maintained
through low production costs at the expense of the laborer. In the next section the
discussion of the American desire for heterosexual marriage and the USigvedidistry

highlights a consumer sector that women factory workers’ production serves.
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CHAPTER 4: ALFRED ANGELO, INC. AND MATTEL , INC.
CASE STUDY FINDINGS
In 2008, market research conducted for the wedding industry estimated the market
value of the US wedding industry at $60.4 billion, with the average cost of a wedding
over $21,000 (McMurray 2009). The industry is based on the American ideal of free

market capitalism and consumer spending.

This multibillion-dollar industry includes the sale of a diverse range of preducist of

which are produced outside the US—wedding gowns and apparel, diamonds, honeymoon
travel and apparel, destination weddings, and household equipment. Also included in this
market are invitations and paper products, flowers, receptions, photos, video, gifts, home
furnishings, wedding cakes, catering and food supplies, alcohol, calligraphlyyjewe

party supplies, hair styling, makeup, manicures, music, books, and wedding accessories
e.g., ring pillows, silver, chauffeurs, and limousines. (Ingraham 2008, 42)

Using Ingraham’s terminology, women garment workers are involved in theocreéti

goods for the primary and secondary wedding markets.

International free trade agreements such as CAFTA-DR, NAFTA, aas/&?TO
policies have permitted American corporations to outsource textile production teasers
subcontractors. Of all wedding gowns sold in the US, 80-90 percent are produced outside the
US in subcontracted factories. The majority of the gowns are produced in Mexictiaad C
(Ingraham 2008, 70-71). Subcontracting has emerged as standard operating procedure for
industrial labor, which has resulted in wage and benefit cuts for the workers agd a lar

accumulation of profits for subcontractors. Global economic restructurirogviaty

53



neoliberal policies pushed by the IMF and the World Bank to open world markets and
economies to corporate investors created the environment for violations of lakighesson

a global scale (Louie 2001, 4-6). The garments and other products manufactured, such as
wedding toys and house wares, for the wedding industry are created in fagtares

women laborers do not have the same human rights protections as found in the US (Ingraham
2008, 70-71). Neoliberal policies of free trade increase overseas production whieth foas |
cheaper products and labor. Companies will continue to move production off shore because

of these policies which produce higher profits.

In this section | examine the investigations conducted on Alfred Angelo, Inc.’s
and Mattel, Inc.’s labor practices in their overseas production factoriesviolgr
evidence for the effect of the relationship between the production of consumer@oods f
the US wedding industry and the exploitation of women laborers. Women factory
workers engage in the production of items for the wedding industry, such as bridal gow
and wedding toys. The production of these items by outsourced international fastories
possible because of the neoliberal trade policies implemented globallyyeuifically
between the US and Guatemala, and the US-China trade relationship. The findings
suggest that the US women'’s desire for wedding goods adversely impacts the wome

producing these goods.

Alfred Angelo, Inc.
Alfred Angelo, Inc. (Alfred Angelo) based out of Philadelphia, Pennsylvana, i
leading wedding apparel designer, whose goods are sold and manufactured

internationally. Alfred Angelo’s incorporation into this study stems from resctiink to
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the wedding industry through its international production of bridal attire, including

wedding gowns, bridesmaid and flower girl dresses as well as mothez-bfitle

gowns. In the late 1990s, the Union of Needletraders, Industrial and TextileyEeegplo

(UNITE) conducted an investigation of Alfred Angelo’s labor practiceseAl#ngelo’s

company philosophy states:
Our gowns have made us famous, but it is our people that make the difference.
Our goal is to continue to earn our reputation as The Friendliest Bridal Shop in
Town. The deeply instilled Alfred Angelo Bridal culture is personified in its
employees, people who share a single focus and are inspired to offer quality
gowns and great service for those who know and appreciate the difference.
(Alfred Angelo, Inc. 2009a)

Alfred Angelo describes its product lines as affordable, fashionable anddeail a

broad range of sizes (2-28W) and colors. Additionally, Alfred Angelo charaesatself

as “America’s Favorite Bridesmaid Dresses and Separates.” Fear§ Ylfred Angelo

has been “dressing brides and the members of their wedding party in our elegant and

affordable designer gowns” (Alfred Angelo, Inc. 2009d)e company is currently

celebrating “75 Years of Marriage” through a contest with 75 give-awagwhich

include Alfred Angelo wedding gowns and bridesmaid dresses, honeymoon packages

worth $5,000, his and her wedding bands, and a Mindy Weiss bridal gift package (Alfred

Angelo, Inc. 2009c).

Fibre2Fashion, an online textile business-to-business platform, provides busines
enhancement services and reports on global textile industry news incluthied Al
Angelo. Alfred Angelo keeps pace with bridal trends: in 2007, in response to the

increasing number of destination weddings, Alfred Angelo unveiled its “Destiny
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Collection.” The collection features easy-to-pack and easy-to-wearsgetich reflect
the desires of the destination bride to have a dress that will travel\whaédystill

reflecting her style and personality. According to Michael Shettet| lesigner for

Alfred Angelo, the dress sets the tone for the entire occasion; the bride oviauts t
effortless, yet elegant. For Alfred Angelo, “Whatever her finaddueg destination, the
traveling bride can rely on Alfred Angelo to help her wedding day become a memory
she'll always cherish. After all, it's her dress. Her dream. Her destthéFibre2Fashion

2006).

Catering to the new travel bride is just one of Alfred Angelo’s marketirtigsac
and strategies. Recently, in response to the US economic downturn, Alfred Angelo
released a statement reminding bride’s that Alfred Angelo continues to ddfetadiie
gowns for any bride’s budget; she need not fear for her “most sacrecgelrcthe
wedding gown.” According to Amanda Sheronas, Director of Public Relations fadAlf
Angelo, “In this current economic environment, as couples are redefining theingsiorit
for their wedding budgets, it's important for brides to know they have choices so they
don't have to sacrifice on their most memorable purchase” (Fibre2Fashion 2IB@®8). A
Angelo gowns start as low as $399, providing the ability for every bride to havgue un

made-to-order dress (Fibre2Fashion 2008).

Alfred Angelo’s ability to provide brides with inexpensive dresses is diraetly t
to how the company manufactures its gowns. Alfred Angelo bridal collections peovide
perfect example of how neoliberal economics intersect with the US bridal ydustr

During labor negotiations in the early 1990s the local Philadelphia media, sgbcific
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journalist Susan Warner @he Philadelphia Inquirerextensively covered and

monitored Alfred Angelo’s transition to overseas production. Alfred Angelo began
cutting manufacturing costs starting in the early 1990s, by outsourcing poodiact
Central America and the Caribbean, which came at the expense of US Veatheys’
jobs. In May 1994, Alfred Angelo closed its Willow Grove, Pennsylvania, factoryhwhic
left about 100 Alfred Angelo workers without jobs. Estimates suggested that 700-800
contract workers would also be affected throughout Pennsylvania, New Yorkrity, a
Philadelphia’s Chinatown. The company cited US trade policies that provide wesenti
to manufacturing garments in Central America and the Caribbean, lasvpeéssure

from its competitors as factors in its decision to relocate its productioitiésciiWarner
1994a, DO1). In the midst of outsourcing production to Central America the company
completed a three-year agreement with the International LadiesigaakVorkers’

Union, which kept 230 of 300 jobs in Montgomery County, Pennsylvania. A
spokeswoman for the company, Pat Rice, stated that the union agreement i@saonly
transition period; the company still intends to move its production abroad (Warner 1994b,

D01). In 1997, the production of some gowns was moved to Guatemala.

Alfred Angelo’s international production lead to US union activist protests of the
company’s labor practices in 1997 after the release of a survey conducted on labor
violations by UNITE on three of Alfred Angelo’s Guatemalan factoriesearly May
1997, union activists in Florida and New York staged mock weddings in protest of its
production and labor practices. In New York 500 union activists gathered outside a J.C.

Penney store. Activists were dressed as bridesmaids and ushers, with a 15-foot groom
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puppet symbolizing Alfred Angelo. David Sailer, a spokesman for UNITE, samay a
protest of the marriage of Alfred Angelo and sweatshop labor” (Warner 1997a, D01).
UNITE members distributed pamphlets at the protests with a picture of arl8lyea
garment worker taken by Thelma Sanchez, the investigator for UNITE inrGalateThe
headline of the pamphlets asked, “Who Else is Crying at Your Wedding?” The union’s
main purpose for its protests was to turn consumers against manufacturers that move

production abroad for cheaper labor (Warner 1997b, C01).

Pamela Varley in her chapter on Guatemalahie Sweatshop Quandary:
Corporate Responsibility on the Global Frontadiscusses the UNITE investigation of
Alfred Angelo. UNITE released its summary of research findings estahtonials to the
non-profit Investor Responsibility Research Center (IRRC), publisher aéWamvork.
UNITE, in preparation for its 1997 negotiations with Alfred Angelo, assignetiiBhe
Sanchez, a 24-year-old Guatemalan sociology student, to investigate thalfitece
Angelo contractors in Guatemala. Sanchez spent a month interviewing garmiarswor
outside the three factories, which resulted in approximately 30 interviews. 3anche
stated, “The truth is, | found many violations of the labor law in Guatemalarn@Wa
1997b, C10). Sanchez’s investigation found violations of Guatemalan labor law including
underage workers, ranging from 13-17 years old in the three factories. Tdrerchil
worked more than the Guatemalan minimum 24 hours a week for children 14-17 years
old (Warner 1997b, C10). Sanchez found 13- to 15-year-old girls, working ten hour days
and earning a meager $20.80 a week (Ingraham 2008, 74). The work schedules of the

young girls and workers violated Guatemalan labor law, which requiresofinfor
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children to attend school, and violated Alfred Angelo’s code of conduct for foreign
vendors. Some laborers worked until 2 am and returned at 7 am the same day teecomplet
a full shift (Pilisuk 2001, 153). At the Pierre de France factory in Guatemiglatli
workers said they were paid in cash and incurred deductions for supplies suchaas,scis
bobbins and thread trimmers. Workers indicated they earned as little as $8.33farwee
over 40 hours of work. The factory also lacked emergency exits, as did the Cimatex
factory also located in Guatemala City. Both the Pierre de Franceimate® factories

had poor ventilation and excessive amounts of cloth dust in the air. The third factory,
Crisde, located in Mixco, lacked fire extinguishers. None of the workers af &my o

three factories reported having protective equipment available, such asafsice m

Alfred Angelo maintained that its staff has a daily presence at the plantsahigiet
company’s US operations staff also periodically visits the factoriesefv2001, 163-

164). Because the original survey conducted by Thelma Sanchez is unavailable to the
public, the precise effects of Alfred Angelo’s labor practices on wonoekens in

Guatemalan facilities are largely unknotn.

Alfred Angelo countered the labor allegations brought by UNITE with its own
internal investigation. The company’s management denied wrongdoing andtstated i
Guatemalan suppliers adhere to local labor laws as well as Alfredofs\gen code of
conduct standards (Varley 2001, 163-165). According to Alfred Angelo its foreign

vendor standards include:

| contacted UNITE several times but my phone cafid email messages were never returned resufting i
no copy of the original report
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- Vendors shall comply with applicable local labor laws governing working hours
and pay.
- Vendors shall provide wages and benefits to workers at a rate at least equal to
prevailing local standards for garment workers.
- Vendors shall not use forced or other compulsory labor.
- Vendors shall observe locally applicable laws regarding child labor.
- If permitted by local law, the right of workers to establish and join orgaoizat
of their own choosing shall be recognized and local standards regarding freedom
of association shall be observed by vendors.
- Vendors shall comply with all applicable local labor laws governing
discrimination in the work place.
- Corporal punishment or other forms of mental or physical coercion by vendors
shall not be tolerated.
- Vendors shall comply with all local laws and regulations regarding safetg in t
workplace or the provision of residential facilities for workers (Varley 2001, 165)
Jeral Cureton, a lawyer representing Alfred Angelo, assured reportefdfted Angelo
certified that each factory complies with local labor laws. He also steytyéhat
UNITE’s charges were “trumped-up” and were a ploy by the union to placeipess
Alfred Angelo during labor negotiations of its US employees with the union. Alfred
Angelo had announced cutting jobs at its Philadelphia plant prior to labor negotiations,
which, according to Cureton, “is the real reason the union suddenly flew off to Glaatema
and came up with these allegations” (Varley 2001, 165).
Pat Rice, a human resource director at Alfred Angelo, conducted her own site
visit to the Guatemalan factories after the release of the UNITEtreRare reviewed
payroll records and the factories’ social security submissions. Rice fourall thatkers
were of legal age, paid over the national minimum wage, and allegations of forced
overtime, union busting and health and safety violations were unsubstantiated. Rice told

the Investor Responsibility Research Center (IRRC), “The conditions Wetréetter

than | even thought they would be” (Varley 2001, 166). The Guatemalan labor ministry

60



corroborated Alfred Angelo’s findings on the labor practices of the factories.
Additionally, the Cimatex factory hired an outside auditing firm, a locaiat#ilof Ernst

& Young, which conducted an extensive labor audit and found that the factory was in
compliance with all local labor laws (Varley 2001, 167).

US labor unions’ involvement in global factories is questionable; union goals
appear to be centered on US employees not the global factory workers who may be
abused and exploited. UNITE dropped the campaign against Alfred Angelo after union
negotiations for US employees were complete. After negotiations the unionagm
information about the campaign from its website and stopped updating union members
and the press on the campaign. David Melman, UNITE’s executive assistant to the
president, told IRRC,

One of our concerns was that Alfred Angelo wanted to close down a factory in

Philadelphia that employed 300 or more people and transfer the production down

to Guatemala, where conditions were sub-minimal....Our campaign was intended

to improve conditions in the United States. We make no bones about it, but it also

improved conditions in Guatemala. (Varley 2001, 166)

Considering this information, UNITE’s campaign exposing Alfred Angelo’s Gueltn
labor practices was used as a leveraging tool to keep US jobs from being odtsource
Guatemala where the company can maintain lower production costs. Althbligk’'s
underlying reason for conducting the investigation was self-servint iretluced
documentation of Alfred Angelo’s labor practices that otherwise would have been left
undiscovered. The business practices of Alfred Angelo reflect the neoliberal @conom

ideologies and policies espoused by the US, the same ideologies that provide consumers

with lower cost goods, such as Alfred Angelo gowns, also eliminate US fagbay |
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Since the investigation conducted by UNITE and the internal follow-up
investigation conducted by Alfred Angelo’s Pat Rice, the labor practicedretAl
Angelo have been absent from public discussion, the corporation lacks transparency in its
labor practices. Eleven years later Alfred Angelo continues to mask#tats an
affordable designer that brides can pay for even in times of economic dnisiability
for Alfred Angelo to have inexpensive prices on its gowns suggests it has continued t
maintain low production costs at its factories abroaldted Angelo highlights the
cyclical connection between the US neoliberal ideologies of trade policiesvand |
production costs abroad, with labor practices and the US wedding indUk#y.
connection and interaction of these industries and trade practices is soliditirent in
the next section through an examination of Mattel’s labor practices and production of
wedding toys.
Mattel, Inc.

Mattel, Inc. (Mattel) is a worldwide leader in the manufactueang marketing of
toys and family products. The Mattel family includes best-selling breudls as Barbie, the
most popular fashion doll ever introduced, and an array of entertainment-inspiriggsoy |
Mattel employs more than 30,000 people in 43 countries and territories and sellsgioduct
more than 150 nations. “Mattel’s vision is to be the world’s premier toy brands—today and
tomorrow” (Mattel, Inc. 2009g). Mattel’s production of wedding toys inteomatily and
prior investigations into the corporation’s labor practices provide the necessanig éor
inclusion in this study. Mattel's most popular and most profitable toy, the Bdwobjes the

main product that connects Mattel to the wedding industry. In 2007, worldwide grossfsales
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Mattel Girls & Boys Brands, which includes Barbie, totaled $3.70 billion and inienaa
gross sales of Barbie increased 12 percent (Mattel, Inc. 2008a, 31). ThetiprodiBarbie
accounted for 80 percent of Mattel’s annual profits and revenues in 2007 (Ingraham 2008,

95-96).

This year Barbie is celebrating hef5@nniversary. “For five decades, Barbie has
inspired girls of all ages to dream, discover and celebrate their girlhood fafsbian to
fantasy — all in a world without limits” (Mattel, Inc. 2009g). Currently, in thetkkSaverage
number of Barbie dolls owned by girls ages 3-6 is twelve; additionally, 90mericgirls
ages 3-10 own at least one Barbie doll (Mattel, Inc. 2009b). As previousky, dittel’s
Barbie doll has approximately 30 bridal gowns. Based on “Barbie Facts” provided by
Mattel, Barbie has never been married, she just likes to model wedding dgasoie was in
a committed relationship with Ken for 43 years, but they are currently norltoggther
(Mattel, Inc. 2009c, 2009d). Barbie doll wedding dresses have been created by coutur
designers such as Bob Mackie, Vera Wang, Badgley Mischka, Reem Amhn&blerrera
and Monique Lhuillier. David’s Bridal, a nationwide bridal retail chain, alsoritarted to
Barbie’s wedding gown collection (Mattel, Inc. 2009a). In addition to thelae Bridal
Barbie doll, Mattel also produces the “My Size Bride Barbie.” The threetédiptvhite,
blond-haired, blue-eyed doll is dressed in a white gown intended to be worn by the owner.
The wedding dress fits girls sizes 4 to 10 (Ingraham 2008, 99). In June 2009, Mattel will
launch a Barbie Bridal line of wedding gowns for adult women embroidered with s dol
logo. The line will only be available in Japan, where Mattel has pre-establishHad Ba

clothing lines for women, such as the Barbie Golf collection and a 2008 limitioledi
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collection based on hit television shows “Sex in the City” and “Ugly Betilge' Barbie dolls
have limited appeal to young Japanese girls who prefer Japan’s Liectaalhavhich has
Japanese features. The adult clothing lines are intended to expand the Bextbie Bapan

(Katsumura 2009).

Mattel also owns the Disney entertainment lines which include Disneycbbiaa
such as the princesses from Disney animated films (Mattel, Inc. 2008age8pisney
princesses, Cinderella in particular, have been repeatedly analyzediguedin
feminist literature KlunterPellettieri 2004Wortham 2004, Dubino 1993, Dowling 1981)
for their influence on young girls’ perceptions of love, romance and marriage |
common desire for a bride to emulate a “princess” on her wedding day; ther&imde
complex” is credited with fueling this desire (Ingraham 1999, Kingston 2004). The
creation of these wedding toys facilitates the socialization of yowisg@desire a
fairytale white wedding and utilizes societal marriage norms to cudtiuatire
consumers through the production of a vast array of wedding toys. The production of
Bridal Barbie, the Barbie Bridal gown line and the line of Disney princestid#\s

Mattel's participation in the wedding industry.

Mattel production facilities include factories in China, Indonesia, Malalysaico
and Thailand. Mattel also uses third-party production facilities located lbSh#&exico,
Brazil, Asia, Australia and New Zealand. The selection of productiontfesils directly
related to US tariff laws. China was granted permanent “normal tradiemsfastatus in
2002 which substantially reduces US import costs. Additionally, the Uruguay Round WTO

Agreement of 1995 eliminated duties on all US toys (Mattel, Inc. 2008a, 5-6). Mattel ha
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been repeatedly criticized for its labor practices, culminating in davedia exposés of its
Asian sweatshops.

In 1997, in response to numerous reports on its labor practices, Mattel launched a new
internal policy, the Global Manufacturing Principles (Ingraham 2008, 100). Ma&kbal
Manufacturing Principles (GMP) provides guidance and minimum standardsdbita
factories and distribution centers; it includes eleven categories otdpireseand standards.
The categories include standards on wage and working hours, age requirements,
discrimination, workplace safety, forced labor, living conditions and environnsaftzly.

The guidance for wages, working hours and age requirements must comply with the
country’s requirements as well as Mattel’s (Mattel, Inc. 2008b). Mattkldas vague
guidance on discrimination, “The facility must have policies on hiring, promotion ogew®l
rights and disciplinary practices that address discrimination” (Matiel 2008b). Gender-
based discrimination is not explicitly addressed in the guidance, which gdsto fspecify a
definition for discrimination or sexual harassment.

In addition to the GMP policies Mattel upholds a Code of Conduct. Mattel’'s Code
of Conduct explicitly states their commitment to complying with all US atetnational

trade laws and laws of the countries where they have employees.

Mattel conducts business around the world, and our employees are citizens of
many countries. As a result, our operations are subject to the laws of numerous
countries, provinces, states, municipalities and governmental organizations.
Mattel's policies reflect the reality that a global company maggelated by

many different laws at the same time. In some instances, there magmiéa c
between the applicable laws of two or more countries. When we encounter such a
conflict, it is especially important to consult the Law Department to undelrsta

how to resolve that conflict properly.
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The US and other nations strictly regulate the import and export of products,
materials, services, information and technology. We must comply with all
applicable laws, regulations and restrictions on trade. (Mattel, Inc. 2009¢)

Although the Code of Conduct states adherence to laws in other countries and
municipalities, there is no specific reference to compliance with labortdatvenly with

trade laws. This demonstrates Mattel's true concerns, not workers but. profits

Mattel is one of the few corporations that publicly disclose the results of mogitor
reports conducted on its manufacturing facilities. Reports are conducted by @enithelat
monitoring organization, the Sethi International Center for Corporate AcdtmlitgtéSICCA
or ICCA), on Mattel's adherence to its GMP. Reports conducted from 1999 through 2008 in
facilities located in China, Thailand, Indonesia, Mexico and Malaysiavarkalle on
Mattel's corporate website
(Mattel, Inc. 2009f).

The National Labor Committee, a nonprofit human rights organization, did its own
investigation of the Xin Yi Plastics Company’s Xin Yi Factory in Shenzhen, Chinigh
produces Mattel toys including Barbie accessories. It is estintaeiattel has between 40
and 50 contract plants in China. The research was conducted over the course of a year,
including several months during the peak manufacturing season in 2006, and again in 2007.
Documents and pictures acquired by investigators were smuggled out of ti fsictibel
has not confirmed this factory to be a direct contractor or subcontractor of ploeatmm
(Kernaghan 2007b, 1). The National Labor Committee found factory laborers warking

average of 14.5 hours a day six days a week; these hours exceed China’s legat divtti
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by 260 percent. The workers on average are paid 53 cents an hour or $21.34 a week.
Approximately 95percent of the 5,000 workers are permanent temporary positiongnaad s
new contract every few months (Kernaghan 2007b, 7). Temporary workers are abtnlleg
China, but requiring workers to continuously sign “new” temporary contractsirssaga
Chinese labor laws. These contracts are largely left blank, not providing detaislon w
hours or pay dates. The temporary contracts provide the company with the ability to
circumvent providing workers with health insurance, workers’ compensation, paibvac
or maternity leave. The brief temporary contracts also give managdreatiility to easily
fire employees without paying severance or dismissal compensation.H@rdartk contract
is signed, workers receive a day of unpaid training which includes a satee and
directives on how to speak to auditors. The human resources department provides explicit
instructions on what to tell auditors, such as that the workers have a 40-hour weekly work
schedule and that overtime is rare and compensated for (Kernaghan 2007b, 9-11).

Room and board is deducted from the workers’ paychecks, whether or not they live in
the factory dormitories. The rooms typically have 12 occupants each; each #damoha
shared bathrooms and 10 shower stalls. No power outlets are found in the dorms; therefore
workers must utilize outlets in the factory, which they must pay for. The worksrslukethe
dorm conditions as “very poor” and complain the cafeteria is filthy, the floerypically
flooded with dirty water and the food is terrible. After deductions for two naealdoard,
the hourly pay falls to 46 cents, below the legal minimum wage in the Bao’arcDigtere
the factory is located (Kernaghan 2007b, 25-27). Employees’ wages are also docked as a

form of punishment for not completing tasks such as cleaning bathrooms, failingtto me
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production goals, arriving late to work or missing a day. Additionally, workerbared
from standing during work hours and may be fired for such small indiscretions such as
“speaking during working hours” or an “inattentive attitude.” Verbal abuse Iojagement
is also common (Kernaghan 2007b, 7-8, 13).

Mattel chooses to protect the Barbie doll's rights over the rights of the workers
manufacturing Barbie accessories. Between 1999 and 2001, Mattel filed 145dawsui
protect its trademarks, including those of Barbie. The American Associatidadtice
identified Mattel as “among the most aggressive corporations in launchiolpérs lawsuits
to protect ‘Barbie’ and their other trademark toys” (Kernaghan 2007b, 30).| elaitas that
extending laws to protect the rights of their factory workers would be an “impetlio free
trade” (Kernaghan 2007b, 8). This is interesting considering Mattel won wdreen the
Chinese government allowing the toy manufactures to pay workers belowumnirage
and increase the weekly work hours to 72, which is above legal overtime limits gkama
2007b, 31).

Theworking conditions in Chinese factories producing Mattel toys were brought into
the lime-light in the summer of 2007 when 1.5 million toys globally were recallzibe
they contained lead paint. Mattel has manufactured in Asia for decades; tBarfiist doll
was made there in 1959. Mattel produces approximately 65 percent of its toys inBoima
of the Chinese companies manufacturing the toys (of which the Barbie doll wiasladed)
recalled in August 2007 used paint from uncertified suppliers. Mattel haseckdifly eight
Chinese suppliers. Mattel vetted the contractors, but Mattel did not know to whdttbete

contractors had subcontracted the manufacturing of its toys. Mattel egeirdors to list
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subcontracts so that Mattel may visit the factories and audit their workingiooadMattel
investigated whether or not the procedure to disclosure subcontracts had been followed.
Thomas Debrowski, Mattel's executive vice president of worldwide operations,
acknowledged that labor and raw material prices have doubled or tripled in tlesvigsiairs,
which has placed added pressures on manufactures to try and save money. He adaled, “I thi
it's the fault of the vendor who didn’t follow procedures that we’ve been living with for a
long time” (Story 2007.) The use of lead paint in the toys indicates that factdtgraavere
exposed to the toxic chemicals. The recall spurred Congressional action and agarintig
on October 25, 2007 in which Charles Kernaghan, Executive Director of the National Labor
Committee, contributor to the investigation of the Xin Yi factory, testifiecherhbizardous
conditions in Mattel factories (Kernaghan 2007a).

A prior investigation featured in the January-February 1997 isstieeoHumanisby
Anton Foek exposed labor conditions in a Barbie doll factory in Bangkok, Thailand. Foek’s
findings in Thailand mirror those of the National Labor Committee in China. Foek’s
investigation focuses on the women factory workers health conditions causetbby fac
working conditions. Foek’s observations on the Dynamics factory workers’iagfieas
derived from a site visit of the facility and interviews with factory woske

Thanks to John Osolnick, an American working in Bangkok, | obtained access to the

Dynamics factory (naturally, no tape or video recorders were allowed )insgiav

hundreds of women and children stuffing, cutting, dressing, and assembling Barbi

dolls — as well as the Lion Kings my daughter worships and other Disney properties
that dazzle me. (Foek 1997)
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Similar to the employment practices of the Xin Yi factory, the Dynanaic®fy hires
workers on a temporary 120 day contract. Interviewees reported being paicgsuen
USD for a 12 hour work day.

According to Foek, many of the workers suffer respiratory infections; appatedyn
75 percent have some breathing problems from dust and/or chronic lead poisoning. Others
suffer from pain in their hands, necks and shoulders. Dr. Orapun Metadilogkul, forneerly t
director of Thailand’s National Institute of Occupational and Environmental hedilcas
investigated illness and deaths in several different factories in and arangkdg. Medical
problems associated with factory work, according to Dr. Metadilogkul, inelstiena; hair
and memory loss; constant pain in hands, necks and shoulders; vomiting; and irregular
periods in women. One interviewee, Sunanta, revealed that four of her friends atbthe pla
had died. Dr. Metadilogkul analyzed blood samples to expose the sources of factorng worke
illnesses from over 2,000 workers at Bangkok factories, including the Dynaaricie B
plant. She found that inhalation of dust and solvents were a likely cause of the factory
workers’ illnesses (Foek 1997).

The National Labor Committee’s and Foek’s investigations of Ma#ai'an
manufacturing factories produced similar findings on the labor conditions. Matitedaims
that it does not own the Xin Yi factory, a licensee of the corporation does. Howevisl, Mat
stated it would dispense an audit team to investigate the allegations (Blumner 2Gé7). Af
Foek’s investigation was published, Mattel spokesman, Sean Fitzgerald, wriotdtal re
piece inThe HumanistFitzgerald stated that Mattel was not currently nor had it ever

produced Barbie dolls at the Dynamics plant. Additionally, Fitzgeralddstias¢ Mattel had
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audited the Dynamics plant six years earlier and had found some noncompliarfegyof sa
regulations but no other violations (Fitzgerald 1997). Mattel's attemptsrattiog the labor
practices of its producers and implementing its GMP policies has not erddivaede
practices based on the findings of both reports. Mattel’'s claims of auditingrthé factory
and the Dynamics factory cannot be verified; neither audit is located on Blatedsite that
has approximately 30 publicly disclosed reports from 1999-2008 on its Asian production
facilities and vendor facilities (Mattel, Inc. 2009f). Because Matgidits on the Xin Yi

and Dynamic factories are not publically available, to highlight whatdVidigcloses in its
audits | discuss a summary of the most current audit of an Indonesian thetigpyoduces
Barbie.

The most recent audit posted on Mattel's website is from investigations cediduct
from April 21-22, 2008 on a manufacturing facility that is a wholly-owned subsgidfar
Mattel in Indonesia that primarily produces Barbie dolls. The composition @00
member work force, with an average age of 31, is 91percent female (SICCA 2008, 3)
The audit conducted a wide ranging investigation including interviews with eagdpy
review of payroll documents, and a “walk-through” of both plants. Metric investigati
were also conducted within plants such as temperature readings, purity tgiking
water, air quality, and noise and ventilation surveys. There were several @ssthnc
noncompliance in tested levels (SICCA 2008 6, 11-15). Employees are paid on a monthly
basis at a rate of $130 USD, which is $10 USD above the minimum wage requirement of
the area. Reviews of payroll procedures found that the computerized system of hours

worked is only used to clock-in; clocking out is manually monitored by management.
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This procedural problem was documented in the 2005 audit as well. Records did indicate
workers were paid for overtime hours, but 10 percent of employees reported being forced
to work overtime. This is a significant improvement from the 60 percent of employee

reporting forced overtime in 2005 (SICCA 2008, 5-7).

Interviews with employees revealed the plant’s incompliance with GMP. &ever
violations specifically impacted women. Medical examinations are esfjujpon hire;
ten percent of female employees reported having been tested for preghaitis
illegal under Indonesian labor law. Pregnancy testing, according to SIC@K0I
prohibited by GMP. However, the publically stated guidance on Mattel's wedisits
not include this prohibition. A typical exam should only include blood tests, x-rays, sight
and hearing tests and an overall physical check-up (SICCA 2008, 4). In addition to
pregnancy tests, permanent unmarried employees and temporary empleyegsiaed
to live in the plant dormitories with curfews. Considering the gender compositiba of t
plants the majority of employees living in dorms are women. This practicaoted in
SICCA’s 2005 audit and has yet to be fully addressed. According to Matteltahéhef
the audit’s release, only temporary contract workers were required to livenis.dbine
dorms were grossly overcrowded with 32 employees per room: one shower fot®ver
people and one toilet for every 12. The overcrowding in dorms has been reported in audit
findings over the past five years (SICCA 2008, 8, 10-11). Findings on establisted rule
on sexual harassment and verbal or physical abuse are primarily apghicablieen
workers considering they are the majority of the work force. Interviewesaled a gap

between plant rules and actions of lower level supervisors: 25 percent of interviewe
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workers indicated they or someone they knew has been subjected to verbal abuse by a
superior. Similarly 22 percent complained that their supervisors had midttieate
(SICCA 2008, 9). Mistreatment and verbal abuse is not explicitly defined in the audit

report.

Final recommendations of the 2008 audit report of the Indonesian factory
highlighted the plant’s need to cease the practice of manually recording sv@rkeing
times and the need to address the mandatory dormitory living requirements afsworke
The final conclusions also indicated training is needed for supervisors on personnel
policies such as pregnancy tests, forced overtime and verbal abuse of em{B¢@€s
2008, 16-17). The public disclosure of this audit highlighted Mattel’'s commitment to
transparency in its manufacturing facilities, yet it also reveatsstbien in global
factories are discriminated against and violated based on their genderraatstadus.
The implications of these findings suggest that discrimination of women in global
factories is widespread and is likely to be harsher in production fecilis are not

publically audited.

The audits conducted by Mattel, the National Labor Committee, and Foek all
highlight the poor labor conditions Mattel’s global factory workers face.|Gheay,
forced overtime, verbal abuse, environmental safety issues, and gender disomahat
pregnancy testing all violate the GMP Mattel put into place over a degadeéviany
other corporations do not disclose any audit findings; therefore, Mattel should beccredit
with attempting transparency. Unfortunately, the labor conditions are not improving

despite the transparency.
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Neoliberal ideologies of free market capitalism and trade policies &dxtile
and toy manufacturers such as Alfred Angelo and Mattel the abilityatatam low
production costs by using women laborers. The similar conditions women workers face
in Alfred Angelo factories and Mattel production facilities affirmtttiee production of
wedding industry goods impacts women laborers globally. These two global
manufacturers utilize neoliberal trade policies that maintain the producti@od$ dor
the wedding industry, which is perpetuated by US domestic policies that fanggdna
individuals under the law. The cyclical interdependence of US domestiageand
foreign trade policies link marriage, the wedding industry, and neolibertdgether and

enable each to flourish.
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CHAPTER 5: MARRIAGE POLICIES IN HEALTH INSURANCE AND WELFARE

The wedding industrial complex within the US is reinforced by the US gowst'sn
domestic policies, which perpetuate heterosexual marriage as the normeinftreement
by US government policies that normalize marriage fuel the neoliberal consnrapgoods
produced for the wedding industry. This ties US policies promoting marriage t@thenwv
laborers who produce goods to be consumed by the US wedding industry. The US
government’s perpetuation of marriage continues the cyclical connection betwee
neoliberalism, global women’s labor and the US wedding industry. The formal
institutionalization of heterosexual marriage is found in the passage of thiesbeff
Marriage Act in 1996. As previously stated, this federal law codified ngaraa a union

between “one man and one woman” (P.L. 104-199 September 21, 1996).

The Defense of Marriage Act set a significant precedent on how the American
government chooses to conceptualize marriage in the US. The law also gavbetates
ability to select whether or not to recognize same-sex marriagesmped in another state;
this clause impedes upon state federalism. The Supreme Court has affirrmedrtteage
under the law applies only to heterosexual couples. The right of marital prigdog|wded
in the legally constructed “zones of privacy” under the Bill of Rights, is groumded i
Griswold v. Connecticutl964). Yet the right to marital privacy under the law is limited to

normalized heterosexual intimate relations (Ball 2002, 31-32).
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According to the research of the Partners Taskforce for Gay & LesbianeSptiy
Defense of Marriage Act treats all same-sex couples under federas legal strangers.
Denying them such basic considerations as:

- Bereavement or sick leave to take care for a partner or a partner’s child

- Pension or social security continuation when a partner dies

- Ability to keep a jointly owned home if a partner goes on Medicaid, dies, or

becomes sick

- Joint tax returns and exemptions for primary relationships on estate taxes

- Veteran's discounts on medical care, education, and home loans

- Immigration and residency for partners from other countries

- Insurance coverage (Demian 2005).

Additionally, this Act created vast legal and logistical problems in detémmestates,
taxes, securities, property, debt, and insurance — in fact, any area tlygjasetli by
legal marriage (Demian 2005). The legal definition of marriage not only re@sforc

heterosexuality as the norm but places an unnecessary burdens on those who have same

sex intimate relationships.

The institutionalization of heteronormativity is further illustrated befattax
benefits granted to heterosexual married couples. According to the Uih@ewn
Accountability Office (GAO), as of December 2003, 1,138 benefits, rights, and tpyotec
exist for married couples under federal law (GAO 2004, 1). Additionally, in 1997 tike GA
determined 179 tax provisions that take marital status into account. Included in thoge benef
is the ability to file joint taxes (GAO 1997, 3). Additionally, the Earned IncdmeCredit
(EITC) has some basis on the number of “qualifying” children in the taxpayer’s. Adns
becomes problematic when members of same-sex couples or unwed diffgremiydes

living together collectively raise and pay for children, but only one person iedriugfal
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guardianship. Unmarried couples are taxed at higher rates than heterosawxie couples;

this monetary penalty reflects society’s desires to adhere to normatiareidore

Disparities in Health Insurance Benefits

Findings from the Center for American Progress highlight the tax ineogiitveen
married and same-sex or different-sex unmarried couples by exardonmggstic partner
health care benefits. The disparity in tax benefits for married individeiaforces marriage
by providing monetary tax incentives to marry. The taxation of domestingpdngalth
insurance is a two-tiered tax policy that costs Americans and theiogenplmillions of
dollars a year in taxes. Health care benefits are offered by ap@tek60 percent of
employers to their employees, plus their spouses and children. Domestic pargfiés bem
offered by approximately 22 percent of employers for same-sex partoeabaut 28
percent offer benefits to different-sex partners. Employers are exgsalito offer health
insurance through tax policies that allow that form of compensation exemjatioraxation;
however, this tax benefit only applies to married workers. Unmarried domestiensaib
not receive this benefit; in fact their partner’s benefit is taxed asnaco the employee. An
additional tax disadvantage is that the employee cannot pay for the parbwerage with

pre-tax dollars (Badgett 2007, 1-2, 5).

Unmarried employees with partners pay on average $1,069 more per year in taxes
than a married employee with the same coverage would, or 11 percent morbaaxssthe
typical single taxpayer. This translates into $178 million per year in additeotes paid by

unmarried same and different-sex couples. US employers are also lbiunddgmpaying an
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additional $57 million per year in payroll taxes because of the unequal treatment unde
federal tax law. This equates to a total of $235 million paid in additional taxes per year by
employers and employees utilizing domestic partner benefits. Empleliersover domestic
partner benefits are also penalized by the employee’s income and SociatySaxes which
are increased because of the lack of exemption for health insurance (Badgett 2D0Thé, 7
tax penalties create a disincentive for employers to provide domestiemplaenefits because
of the additional cost to the company. Because of the cost large employesyavie00
employees, are more likely to extend coverage to same-sex partnerdirgcttma 2007
survey conducted by the Kaiser Family Foundation. The survey also found thatgeogér
domestic partners is regional with coverage more common in the Northeast ando@stst C
states compared to the South or Midwest. The geographic trends reflexgitmes rof the
country where rights for same-sex partnerships are legal (Badgett 20Restarch

suggests that unmarried couples are two to three times more likely to be uninsates lnéc
the lack of employer-provided coverage available. In the US approximatelycehpef the
general population is uninsured compared to only 11.5 percent of married couples, 20 percent
of same-sex partners and 33 percent of unmarried partners (Badgett 20070dd thppear
the government is more concerned with continuing to collect additional taxes thar texalt

codes that could increase the amount of non-married persons who have health insurance.

% The estimates of taxes paid are based on calontatising data from: the Current Population Surtrey,
US Census 2000, the Medical Expenditure Panel Suand Internal Revenue Service Data. The
researchers first estimated the number of peoplm@aaxes on domestic partner benefits, and then
estimated the likely average imputed income on Wwitose individuals paid taxes. Finally, after
estimating the number of people receiving benefiid the value of those benefits they estimated the
amount paid in additional taxes (Badgett 2007,.5-6)
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Changing the unequal tax policies on domestic partner benefits is very cimglleng
because of the tax revenue generated by taxing domestic partner benetitsres The
$235 million in tax revenue from domestic partner benefits is .01 percent of the total cost i
lost revenue the federal government incurs by exempting married partnetsarredi
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) estimated that for fiscal2@a8, the federal
government lost $160 billion in potential taxable income for all the benefit exemfitions
employees, their spouses and children (Badgett 2007, 8). Changes to tax policy that would
exempt domestic partnership benefits from taxable income would initially pradioss in
tax revenue; however, it would most likely provide an incentive for more employeffet
domestic partner benefits. With more employers offering domestiegpdréalth insurance
benefits, the numbers of uninsured unmarried couples would eventually decrease. The
current tax policy reflects the government’s implicit assumption that uradamployees
and their partners are undeserving of specialized treatment afforded iednradividuals.
The tax structure penalizes unmarried couples and creates disincentivesdsticdlom
partners to share health insurance. The lack of equity in taxation provides atiditidaace

that the US government encourages and creates incentives for individualsyto marr

Marriage in Welfare Policy: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

Marriage, between a man and a woman, is also directly reinforced throught curr
and past welfare policies. Like taxation of health insurance benefits thelft8e system is
structured to reinforce marriage as the norm. Again, the continual perpetuatiomiagjenas
a cultural norm in the US continues the neoliberal agenda of consumer consumption, which

as seen affects women laborers on a global scale.
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The first stages of the privatization of welfare began during the welfaren®under
President Clinton, with the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Ogpyportuni
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA). The health and success of the mamibl feas
the cornerstone of welfare reform in the 1990s. Republicans emphasized the mositiyneces
of marriage and Democrats stressed the importance of economic support tsy(Mthler
1998, 69). Welfare reforms reinforce patriarchal relationships of dependem®@ebedingle
unwed mothers and their children’s biological fathers through child support. The kese ta
on the traditional role of “breadwinner” in a nuclear family, despite the absénuarriage
(Mink 1998, 83). The desire was to either have single mothers marry, work or eare incom
from their children’s estranged fathers. The government’s promotion obgefor welfare
individuals becomes a “privatization scheme” by which married welfaligiduals can
relieve the state of welfare expenses. The promotion of marriage amonuclmwel
populations is based on neoliberal rhetoric that shifts the blame for economic ihé&odblei
marital practices of the poor instead of on the loss of government services, jobs or
employment benefits (Duggan 2004). In reality, marriage provides littlatiazedo welfare
recipients; in fact, welfare policies may deter marriage as opposed to agioguit.

Marriage becomes a “penalty” which can disqualify poor women and motbharsdceiving
aid when their income is increased through marriage. Examples of lost®anefi
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funds as wellhes benefits such as

food stamps, child tax credits and the Earned Income Tax Credit (Ingraham 2008, 51).

TANF, the current welfare system in the US, promotes marriage as ficsgeal of

the program. The desire to alleviate poverty and reduce welfare recipient$thraugge
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reinforces the idea that marriage is necessary for economic securityegtty giroduces

that security. Two of the four main goals of TANF reinforce marriageutied the
dependency of needy parents by promoting job preparation, work and marriage” and
“encouraging the formation and maintenance of two-parent families” (ACF 20D8f)one

of the four goals includes the word “marriage,” the promotion of which is not the goal but a
means of achieving reduced dependency of needy families on welfare. ®hd geal

related to marriage does not include the word; however, there has been pressangreasC

to amend this goal and add “married” to modify two-parent families (Falk amoef2001,

30). The Administration for Children and Families, Office of Family Asstafunds public
awareness and education campaigns to promote the benefits of healthgead&i@F

2008c). One of TANF's programs deemed the “Healthy Marriage Initiatias’farmed to

help couples who choose marriage to access marriage education servicdsalththem to
learn skills and knowledge necessary to sustain healthy marriages 088&)2The Deficit
Reduction Act of 2005 reauthorization, signed by President George W. Bush, included $150
million for grants to support programs designed to help couples form and sustain healthy

marriages (ACF 2008b).

The marriage education component of TANF is commonly criticized for not
producing substantive results. The conservative right has been very supportivaagenarr
education programs and links their “success” to reductions in welfare needs. Afpolixy
The Heritage Foundation, a highly influential conservative think tank, provides evidence
suggesting marriage education is successful and can aid in reinforaimty ‘¥alues.” The

need for marriage education can help alleviate the social ills associ#ttedhat they call
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the “erosion” of marriage. “The collapse of marriage is a predominetatr faehind high

rates of child poverty, welfare dependence, and a host of other social problemsrds pa
united in a healthy marriage represent, by far, the best environment fagreaitdren”

(Fagan, Patterson and Rector 2002, 3). The Heritage Foundation publication cites a 1985
meta-analysis of 20 different marriage programs conducted by Paul Giblin, B&umyknkle
and Robert Sheehan as the most solid evidence that marriage programs improvesa couple
relationship. The meta-analysis integrated 85 studies of marriage progrentvinig over

3,800 couples. The results concluded the “average” couple who patrticipated in one of the
programs improved their relationship and behavior which resulted in the couple beirg “bett
off” than over two-thirds of nonparticipating couples (Fagan, Patterson anorR2602, 5).
Other studies cited by the foundation include a 1993 pooling of 71 studies that compared
counseled to non-counseled couples. The results found that the “average” couple who
participated in counseling was 70 percent better off than couples that did not garticipa
marriage counseling. Couples who went to counseling were 40 to 60 percent motte likely
improve their marriage than couples who do not participate in marriageleccty a 1988
review of marriage counseling (Fagan, Patterson and Rector 2002, 9). Marriagistiagg
programs have been found effective in “reducing strife, improving communication,
increasing parenting skills, enhancing marital happiness, and reducingedoreseparation”
(Fagan, Patterson and Rector 2002, 10). The Heritage Foundation report concludes that
“current spending in the welfare and social services industries repreeritste deal with
social and economic problems that result from the collapse of marriage. Boitienetind

unsuccessful, this approach focuses exclusively on social and economic symptoms, not on
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the root cause” (Fagan, Patterson and Rector 2002, 10). The studies cited as proof of
marriage counseling’s positive effects are all out of date, withasifmdings that marriage
education and counseling help strengthen communication between spouses; however, there is
no indication that these efforts make the couple less likely to need walfatbat these

programs will aid in their ability to get off welfare.

TANF’s work participation requirements for state funding treat adultsno-parent
families” and “all families” differently when dispensing cash besefiall families” is
distinguished as a family with at least one adult (Falk and Tauber 2001, 8). The provisions
for two-parent families are more stringent than for all families; dieiters couples from
marrying which contradicts the goal of TANF to increase marriages.pasent families are
not defined in federal law; however, federal regulations consider a famaotparent if two
adults live with at least one child in common; marriage is not required. As of 2002, TANF
requires a 90 percent work participation rate of two-parent families, codnioeatiee 50
percent requirement for all families. The required work hours for two-paenilids are 35
hours per week which, like the participation rates, is more stringent that tamilies
requirement of 30 hours per week. The two-parent family requirement of hoticgpéng
in a priority activity is 30 hours, compared to 20 hours for all famfliéthe two-parent
family receives federally subsidized child care, the work hours requireshseto 55 per

week. Under TANF if a state fails to meet work participation requiresnéetgalth and

% The eight priority activities are: (1) unsubsidizzZmployment; (2) subsidized private sector empleytn
(3) subsidized public sector employment; (4) woxgexience; (5) on-the-job training; (6) job seaactal
readiness; (7) community service; and (8) provigibahild care services to a community service
participant (Falk and Tauber 2001, 7).
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Human Services penalizes the state 5 percent of its basic block grantfiatthear. Each
year after if the state fails, its penalty is increased by 2 peanttaximum of 21 percent
(Falk and Tauber 2001, 6-8). The provisions of TANF penalize states for failuretingnee
work requirements for two-parent families; however, it simultaneouslyrdsvetates for
increased percents of marriages. Under TANF, states are given inseatiierease the
percentage of children living with a married couple. Beginning in FY2002 a “High
Performance Bonus” will pay $10 million to the 10 states with the greatesasecirethe
percentage of children living with married couple families (Falk and Tauber 200hel)
work penalty and marriage bonus are contradictory: the welfare policiagh\ayeating for
increased two-parent families and marriages but will penalize a stai€2@ipercent of its
basic block grant money if, after increasing two-parent families intéie, sall 90 percent
are unable to participate in work activities. For a single parent on welfaraage increases
the number of work hours and has the potential to disqualify the parent from TANF
altogether based on the new combined income. It would seem that TANF'’s provisions and
rules work in opposition to its goals on forming and maintain healthy marriages.

A study conducted by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) found thanbetwe
2 percent and 9 percent of those who left welfare rolls did so because of maraagag/
is commonly cited as a route off welfare. The new spouse often adds income toilye fa
making the family’s income too high for further TANF assistance. Taexeo federal
regulations regarding the treatment of a step-parent’s income; agellastermines if the
new income is used to determine eligibility for cash aid. Additional studies cexddocind

that more exits from welfare were because of work, not changes in faradiuse (Falk and
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Tauber 2001, 17). The emphasis of moving people off the welfare rolls has been promoted
through welfare-to-work efforts. These efforts can lead to fewer rgagjdecause like

welfare, work provides women with economic resources which do not require them to rely
on the additional income of a spouse. Since 1994 there has been a dramatic declimean welf
caseloads. Its historical peak was 5.1 million families in March 1994 under the cddewelf
system; by March 2001 it decreased to 2.1 million families. This decline was zatiech

by an increase in single mothers’ participation in the workforce. Howeota|l welfare-to-

work programs are successful: CRS research found that on average mothervaho lea
welfare for work remain living in poverty because of the low wages they areHemithle

family heads and their children are more likely to live in poverty than rdasggnen and

their children (Falk and Tauber 2001, 28). A large body of research has been produced on
welfare-to-work programs; however, no similar body of research isaél@ilo guide states
toward creating programs to increase children living in married couplédsa. The lack of
research means information is unavailable about potential negative, unintended coesequenc

of programs promoting marriage (Falk and Tauber 2001, 31).

The Institute for Women'’s Policy Research (IWPR) produced a briefing pape
examining marriage and low-income families. First, IWPR disregardothenon
assumption that if low-income women married, their incomes would increasgyléte
would improve and they could “live happily ever-after.” The work of Sigle-Rushton and
McLanahan (2001) found that low-income women would still be at or near the poverty level
if they were married and working. The income differences between mandeghanarried

parents are not because of marital status but the different charactefigérh group. For
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example, education levels, work experiences, and access to the labor manedetllone’s
earning potential. Marriage is not the “magic bullet” for eliminating pgu@dnes De-

Weever 2002, 1). Low-income women have indicated that marriage can reduce thei
economic state if the potential spouse cannot add substantial income to the household. It is
possible for a spouse to actually drain the finances of the household if he is noteginploy
adding another mouth to feed as opposed to financial stability. Economic factors ptgey a la
role in mate selection, which is why both men and women seek potential spouses who have a
solid educational background and stable employment. The decline of employment
opportunities for low-skilled labor has mirrored the decreasing marrigggiralow-income
communities. One in ten of all disadvantaged women will marry well. Base@sa th

findings marriage is not a viable option for women to leave welfare. Educationlasghst
contributing factor in increasing income potential. One year of post-secogdizzgtion

reduces the poverty rate of women of color head of households. Based on findings from the
2000 Census, a woman with a bachelor’s degree earns three times more than a woman
without a high school diploma. Consequently only 1 percent of employed single mothers
with a college education live in poverty. Low-income women need to focus on becoming
self-sufficient through education and employment opportunities outside theotrablfemale

low-wage labor, as opposed to seeking a spouse on whom to rely (Jones De-Weever 2002, 2).

When the discussion focuses on welfare, promoting self-sufficiency and economic
independence is all the rage. These values are not maintained, however, when the
message is sent that in order to overcome economic problems one need to find a man
willing to walk down the aisle, and then become economically dependent on his
support. These mixed messages detract from the real issues faced by sthghs-m

issues that are quite detached from their love lives. (Jones De-Weever 2002, 4)
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The activities and goals of TANF clearly promote marriage as asriea healthy,
economically secure life. The goal of TANF should not be to promote an idealaeidge

for low-income women to escape poverty but to build economically secure &ofikd

types. US welfare policies idealize and promote marriage as a means to iecesminity;

this reinforces the patriarchal control of men economically secure mewoxkeen. When in
actuality marriage may harm welfare recipients more than it witl. Méarriage can reduce

the amount of TANF aid, increase the required number of work hours, and in some cases

eliminate the family from welfare all together.

US domestic tax and welfare policies promote and incentivize heterosexualg@ar
as discussed in this section represent a small portion of overall policies. § AldRetary
enticement to the states and health insurance tax policy incentives fardhiadividuals
highlights the rhetoric of the US government on marriage. This rhetoricaestto
emphasize marriage as a means to economic security both for welfpremscand for
married couples at large. This rhetoric furthers neoliberal consumption iagesand
weddings. The next chapter summarizes my final conclusions and findings on adishier

marriage and the US wedding industry.
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CHAPTER 6: PoLIcY SOLUTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

By examining US cultural norms and policies perpetuating marriage, the
consumerism within the US wedding industry and neoliberal ideologies and economic
policies, | have demonstrated that the interconnectedness of thesedhrertslimpacts

women laborers globally and women as citizens, mothers, and spouses within the US

My examination of Alfred Angelo, Inc. and Mattel, Inc. shows that women laborers
are impacted by neoliberal economic policies that reinforce free markeetition and
consumption for the wedding industry. Although generalizations cannot be made to all
corporations based on my findings of women’s labor exploitation in Guatemala and China,
and more specifically by Alfred Angelo and Mattel, the similarities betwwomen'’s
treatment in both countries and companies strengthen the argument that thereeatioosnn
among neoliberalism, labor exploitation and the wedding industry. Gender-based
discrimination is apparent in both countries and their production factories. Weomen’
experiences in sweatshop labor are compounded by additional exploitation and
discrimination based on their gender. Women laborers incur the same hardships asimen, s
as unsanitary conditions, low pay, forced overtime and environmental hazards; however,
women also deal with gender and reproductive discrimination. Globally, women are
penalized because of their reproductive capabilities in employment oppostatitie

manufacturing facilities. Sweatshops seek young, healthy, unmarried, rgraiprgvomen
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to work long hours in unsafe and unsanitary conditions. The preference is for a female
laborer to not have any additional responsibilities such as a husband or children. Women
laborers also have to endure the fear of sexual harassment and verbal abuse. In som
instances proof of a woman'’s single status and/or non-pregnant status is reqoired pri
employment; this is ironic when one considers the goods produced by the singleshildles

woman may be for the US wedding industry.

The women laborers who are required to stay single and not have children to maintain
employment are creating goods for consumption by US brides and childratyrerlridal
consumers. To maintain its competitive edge in the market-place through low production
costs, the manufacturers of traded goods will continue to treat laborers poaght low
wages, unsanitary working environments and gender based discrimination. Thiaag wor
conditions are used in both Guatemala and China against women factory workersdd he tra
agreements and relationships between the US and international actors tie wanress la
globally to US consumers. For US consumers to benefit from neoliberal polictes odst
production and traded goods, global workers must suffer. This includes goods directly

produced for the US wedding industry by Alfred Angelo in Guatemala and Matteina.C

How can the exploitation and harsh treatment of these global laborers be t¥medie
The labor standards, policies, and procedures created by the international commatmity, s
governments and American corporations are not enough to cease the poor treatmemt of thes
women. Change needs to come not in the shape of more laws and regulations buhfy alteri
global economic ideologies. Neoliberal economic policies have brought our world tatthe s

it is in, where free market capitalism rules and consumer consumption sejgesne. The
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competition created by free trade, liberalized markets and cap#edisbmic policies
necessitated the creation of low cost production which is maintained through low wages,

forced overtime and unsanitary working conditions which impact women laborer$lygloba

The US wedding industry plays a role in perpetuating consumption of globally
produced goods. The US cultural norms perpetuating marriage and weddinguguals f
wedding consumption and the creation of goods produced internationally to fulfill the
wedding industrial complex. American consumption of goods for weddings and interhationa
privatization and liberalization policies has negatively affected womendibgiobally by
increasing incentives for low cost production and human rights violations. Thietexad
welfare policies of the US government connect to these women laborersrioplhe
promoting marriage in the US. The message is promoted through social pbhties t
reinforce marriage through monetary tax benefits and as a means of ecorcumiy && the
poor. The promotion of marriage as normal and beneficial to US citizens aids in the

continual expansion of the wedding industry and the global production that feeds it.

The neoliberal ideologies promoted by the US, coupled with the domestic policies
reinforcing marriage as normative behavior, create conditions conducive foptmesesn of
a billion dollar wedding industry to flourish. If American ideologies on the uigiit of
marriage can be altered, American society may no longer retnfimrcecessary consumer
spending in the wedding industry thus ending its association with neoliberalism and the

exploitation of global women laborers.
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A shift in the Washington Consensus’ economic paradigm is the only solution to
altering the pervasive neoliberal ideology. This is an enormous undertakingéet#ues
global proliferation of neoliberalism; although it is not impossible considénatghe
Keynesian state-led paradigm was replaced by neoliberalism. Is it pdssiBimerica to
revert back to Keynesian economics? Considering US President Obaorasnécrecovery
plans and the economic recession facing America, reverting back to statention in
financial policy and planning is not unfathomable, and in fact is currently happening.
However, reverting back to Keynesian economics doesn’'t necessarilga¢ie cultural
need to consume, spend on lavish weddings or the desire for low-cost products. The current
economic crisis highlights the faults of lax regulations over free maikeentually, a shift
in the American and global economic paradigm could reverse some of the traaleflien
and privatization policies that have increased human rights violations against wome
laborers. The neoliberal ideologies espoused by the Washington Consensus, W;TO, IMF
World Bank and US Treasury are too pervasive and globally widespread forrddggpa
shift to happen quickly or efficiently. The alteration of US policies is not enough to undo
over two decades of globalized neoliberal economic policies. Globalization @nde
avenue for the US to push its new economic policies, although the leading world players
not be receptive to a departure from free market capitalism; which the UShastqul for
decades and has provided other countries the ability to increase GPD ancedargfudial
markets. Prior to the election of President Barack Obama and the US economtigrdpthe
ability to rein in neoliberal ideologies was farfetched; however, a policy wingpeaas to

be opening, which may provide the opportunity to revert back to a time when economic
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philosophy centered on providing for the people, not increasing competition, consumption
and low-cost production. Ultimately the ability to alter globalized nedilbdeologies is

beyond the control of the US alone, particularly because of how pervasive the spread of
globalization has become. However, the solution should be driven by the US because it was
initially US driven neoliberalism that entrenched neoliberalism into ouetoand

facilitated these problems.

Another component intrinsic to ending women'’s labor exploitation and human rights
violations is re-defining US marriage and re-conceptualizing USaveetfolicies that
reinforce the institution of marriage as obligatory. Heteronormative idéatsirriage need
to be altered to address the consumption of wedding goods and the inequality inamelfare
federal laws. Eventually, the Defense of Marriage Act needs to bedatteallow for all
intimate relationships to have equal privileges under US law. That doesn’saélgamean
all intimate relationships must be defined by marriage. The political difficumending
the Defense of Marriage Act is large; therefore, state-led politi@adge, which is occurring,
is the best interim avenue for creating equity between married and unmarreedesaand
different sex couples. A means to creating equity without legislatingghaézation of same-
sex marriage is to amend laws, such as the federal health insurance takabgies

preferential treatment to married individuals.

Additionally, welfare policies require re-conceptualization so that they do not
reinforce marriage as a means to provide women with economic stabilitytaondariage
for single women on welfare. Welfare policies should be changed to focus onimgreas

women’s economic self sufficiency through education, not through marriage. Gueléante
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policies reinforce the “Cinderella myth” by creating monetary incenfwestates that

increase children living with married couples and through funding marriagestognand
education programs. The government is perpetuating gender roles that view asome
economically dependent on men and subordinate to their male counterpart. As opposed to
funding marriage education, TANF should fund education programs for single women and
provide child care subsidies so women’s empowerment is not accomplished through

marriage but through economic self sufficiency.

Ultimately, for marriage, neoliberalism and the wedding industry to be diséstiang

cultural and economic paradigm shifts are required.
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