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Abstract
This paper analyses the roles of auditors during an audit, where the role of traditional inspector
is used as a basis. Auditing theories and governance theories contradict each other since the first
one describes auditors as traditional inspectors, whereas the latter implicates something else.
By means of this research, clarity is aimed to be found. The two cases used are an audit at a
pineapple plantation in Ghana and audits at cropping farms in the Netherlands, to make a
comparison between the situation in a developing country and a developed country. The results
show that both auditors are not solely acting as a traditional inspector, but also as innovation
broker and development worker. Theories used to compare these three roles are
communication as negotiation, power, and sharing information. It is seen at both audits that the
atmosphere is informal where quite some discussion is possible, which has influence on the
power of the auditors and the information they are (allowed to) share.
Key words: standards, audit, roles, traditional inspector, innovation broker, development worker
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Summary
The standards and certification industry has had a boost the last couple of years. For example
Fairtrade products are now seen in supermarkets more often and consumers are becoming
aware of the effects of buying these products. Before producers have the right to trade under the
name of a certificate, they go through certain steps. One of these steps is where an auditor comes
to their farm and checks whether the producers comply with the criteria of the standard. Only
after the auditor communicated his results to the headquarters and the producers received the
certificate they are allowed to sell their products under the name of a certain brand.
During an audit, the most straightforward task of an auditor is checking whether the
requirements of the standard are implemented (FLO-CERT, 2011). The producers are asked to
show documents about their farming practices and explain what they did the previous year.
When looking at auditing theory, many researchers write about this process as a linear way of
communicating (Hughes, 2006; Albersmeier et al., 2009). They see the auditor as a traditional
inspector, who examines the farming activities of the producers. However, Konefal & Hatanaka
(2011) question if the situation is as traditional as claimed, since they also take politics into
consideration. Since they argue that “third-party certification is simultaneously science-based
and political” (Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011), they believe that more is going on in auditing world
than just wanting to check. This results in audits not being objective and neutral, but where it
represents negotiation. Therefore, the aim of this study is to find out what the role of auditors in
the auditing process is besides the one of traditional inspector, and how communication is
implemented.
Based on the theory, a first draft of two extra roles was created to find out what other
responsibilities auditors have besides fact checking. An innovation broker and development
worker seem to come close to what this research wants to find out. An innovation broker goes to
farms to discuss and teach about innovations and possible changes that could be made to
improve the current situation based on problematic situations (Leeuwis, 2004). When
transferring this to the tasks of an auditor, he can use the standard as an innovation to teach the
producers about the criteria. On the other hand, a development worker looks at the process the
producers go through and mainly acts as coach to facilitate the producers in a process of
maximizing their person and professional potential (The International Coach Federation, 2011).
To execute this research, two case studies have been used. First of all, an audit in Ghana was
accompanied. This audit was at a pineapple plantation and took four days. The second case
study was in the Netherlands, where two audits were attended of each about 2,5 hours. By
means of observation during the audits, and interviews and small talk with the auditors and
producers, the majority of the information was gathered, analysed, and used in this paper.
Furthermore, document review was done to get background information about the situation of
the auditors.
As a result of the fieldwork, interesting information was obtained. Besides the role of traditional
inspector, the auditors were acting as innovation broker and development worker. In different
situations throughout the audits, the auditors acted differently and by means of the theories
communication as negotiation, power, and sharing information, the three roles were recognized.
The role of traditional inspector was not the only role the auditors took on during the audits. It
vi
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was observed that the auditors felt free in sharing information and were positive towards
helping the producers to a certain extent. Certification bodies do not allow auditors to give
advice in order to keep a neutral position during the audit (FLO-CERT, 2011). However, it was
seen that both auditors did give advice, either about the standard, practical issues like farming
activities, or supporting activities like administration. When the auditor gave such advice, he
mainly acted as innovation broker. Both auditors also coached the producer by making them
brainstorm about certain issues as well. The aim of the auditors was to make them learn about
the standard and come up with solutions for issues themselves.
Looking at the defined roles of an auditor acting as traditional inspector, innovation broker or
development worker, there is some overlap between the roles. There is not one role used during
a conversation, but multiple roles can be determined in one meeting. It changes very often. As a
conclusion, it can be said that at the basis of an audit, the auditor acts as traditional inspector
since he is ultimately there to check whether the producers comply with the criteria of the
standard. The interesting part is where the Fairtrade auditor saw himself as development
worker throughout the audit since he wants to improve the livelihood of the producers, whereas
the producers saw him as innovation broker and source of information for their farming
practices. Also the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor experienced this, but on to a much lesser extent.
When doing further research about this topic, it is advised to look at the part on the perception
of both the producers and the auditors, giving advice, and the acceptance of the producers
towards the standard. Furthermore, since the Fairtrade auditors lack communication training, it
is recommended to look into this and ask the auditors what they miss or would like more
training in.

vii

From global standards to local adaption
Denise Bood

1. Introduction
“Auditing is like playing a game of chess” - Anthony Bright Kwakugah, 2011.
Where pineapple in the Netherlands often represents tropical sweetness, summer, or maybe
even barbecue, in Ghana and other West-African countries people perceive it as their livelihood,
and a future for their families. There are many initiatives to help these people to get a better life
and Fairtrade is one of them. By means of a Fairtrade certificate, the pineapple producers can
sell their products under this brand, receive a premium, and receive a higher price. On the other
hand, GLOBALG.A.P. is a standard used for different purposes. It focuses on the quality of the
processes at the farm which leads to higher safety of products, instead of situation of the
producers and the workers. In 1997 it was initiated in Great Britain and now applied in many
other countries around the world. So, the goal of the standard differs. Fairtrade wants to
improve the livelihood of producers, whereas GLOBALG.A.P. focuses more on the quality of the
farming processes.
There are also similarities between the two. Before producers have the right to trade under the
name of any certificate, they go through certain steps. First of all, the activities at the farm need
to be changed to the criteria required by the standard. Then, the producers can apply for an
audit when they think they are ready to get checked. An auditor visits the farm and examines
whether the producers comply with the criteria. Afterwards, he makes a report that illustrates
his findings. Finally, the report goes to the analysts at the headquarters who decide whether the
producer gets the certificate (FLO-CERT, 2010; GLOBALG.A.P., 2011). Only after they received
the certificate are the producers allowed to sell their products under the name of a certain
standard.
A Fairtrade audit in Ghana contains of various activities. These are a document review, field visit,
site visit, meetings with and closure meeting. It depends on the auditor’s planning when they
take place. On average a Fairtrade audit takes about five days, but it depends very much on the
circumstances and if the auditor has to check a small producer organisation (SPO) or a
plantation, which falls under the category of hired labour. The size of a farm or a plantation, the
number of employees and the stage in the certification cycle determine how much the auditor
has to check (FLO-CERT, 2010).
On the contrary, a GLOBALG.A.P. audit takes about maximum three hours. In these three hours,
the auditor deals with a documentation review session, a site visit, and the closure meeting. This
sequence is determined beforehand which is necessary because of the limited amount of time.
Furthermore, the criteria of this standard depend on the product that needs to be certified. Also
this standard is different per situation and tailor-made.
During any audit, the most obvious task of the auditor is checking if the requirements of the
standard are implemented. The way this is done depends on many factors, but literature states
that auditors mainly act as examiners who are there to inspect in a straight forward manner.
Communication, however, turns out to be an important part of an audit as well (GLOBALG.A.P.,
2006). Communication plays an important role in getting the correct information from the
producers, since that is not an easy process. “Auditing is like playing a game of chess”, where
well thought-out strategies are important to get to the truth.
1
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Communication is not practiced the same in every country. The case studies analysed in this
research were in Ghana and the Netherlands, and in these countries different communication
techniques are used. For example, Ghanaian individuals are open and communicate with
strangers as if they had known each other for years. The Dutch are a little closed and hesitant
when it comes to inspectors. This requires a different approach and influences the way people
communicate.
Ghana is just one of the countries in which Fairtrade operates and similarly, the Netherlands is
only one of the countries in which GLOBALG.A.P. works. There are many more involved and as a
consequence, it is difficult to define standards which comply with the different regulations in all
these countries. There are global standards that need to be translated by auditors to local farms
and plantations. This requests certain skills of the auditor because the standards need to be
translated in accordance with the standards of the companies, the regulations of the different
countries, and the local habits and customs in the field.
Currently, not much is known about the communication skills of the auditor and how he or she
deals with issue related to communication. Research about certification mainly focused on other
issues than communication and auditors do not get much attention in literature besides their
role as examiner. In reality, the auditors need to find a way where the international standards,
set by highly educated people in their offices, find its practical implementation on for example
pineapple plantations in Ghana and cropping farms in the Netherlands. Auditors have to work
with different aspects and are pressured from different sides. These are the producers who
demand a certain level of service of the auditor, and the headquarters who want to see
professionalism and neutral judgement during the audit. It seems inevitable that there is some
friction between the two. As a conclusion, this research intents to get insight about
communication during audits.

1.1 Problem statement
All the features mentioned above have impact on an audit and determine how an auditor acts
towards producers. Based on the provided information, questions are raised as to what extent
auditors are truly acting as an examiner. Also Konefal & Hatanaka (2011) question if the
situation is as traditional as claimed, since they also take politics into consideration. Since they
argue that “third-party certification is simultaneously science-based and political” (Konefal &
Hatanaka, 2011), they believe that more is going on in auditing world than just wanting to check.
This to come to results that are measurable, replicable and accountable. It is assumed that the
system is a “political and power-laden governance mechanism that often favours some interests
over others” (Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011). This results in audits not being objective and neutral,
but where it represents negotiation.
Similarly, Eden (2008) touches upon the fact that auditors need to have enough skills and
expertise to do the translation of the standard, and to judge how far their flexibility can be
stretched during an audit. This also assumes that audits are not objective and neutral, because
own interpretation of the auditors is important. Gherardi & Nicolini (2000) provide a practical
example of a building place, where safety is tested by an inspector. Because the place is very
large, the auditor cannot check every spot. He always makes a first selection to determine if he
will go inside. The pitfall is that the workers prepare the site according to the selection of the
inspector, to make sure that he is not ‘attracted’ and wants to check their site (Gherardi &
2
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Nicolini, 2000). This is an interactive process where the auditor has to adapt his strategy and use
considered communication techniques. Also here research shows that audits are subjective and
subject to interpretation, where negotiation plays an important role.
To make a clear distinction between the tasks and responsibilities of an auditor and the
influence of various external effects like politics on these tasks and responsibilities, this research
will focus on the role of an auditor. Due to the theory of Konefal & Hatanaka (2011) it is assumed
that an auditor takes on more roles during an audit than only traditional inspector. Therefore,
this research tries to find out how a current audit actually looks like when focussing on
communication, and which role the auditors take on besides the one of traditional inspector.
When having various roles, an easy comparison can be made between auditors in Ghana and the
Netherlands, based on various aspects. Therefore, the thesis research topic is determined as
follows:
The role of auditors in the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. auditing process and how
communication is implemented.
When auditing theory says the process of an audit is linear and the focus on auditors is as
examiners, and governance theories make clear that there is more going on in the world of
auditing, there seem to be some inconsistencies. The aim is therefore to find out what reality
looks like and how auditors communicate, having these differences in mind. When having this
information, it can be used as a basis for more extensive research on these (communication)
issues. This is not only applicable for Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. certification, but can be used
in various forms of certification, auditing, and classifying. So the first objective can be stated as:
Getting insight in the roles of auditors in practice
Another objective why this research is executed is to find out how auditors of the two standards
handle practical situations and when they take on a certain role. Academics wrote a lot about
auditors as traditional inspector, whereas different options are not heard so much. In this
research, Ghana and the Netherlands will be compared to see if there are differences in the
possible roles the auditors take on and how external factors influence this distinction. The
results from this research can be used for the involved parties (like certification bodies) to get
insight into the various aspects of an audit. The second objective of this study is:
Having a broad range of information about the communication aspects of an audit which makes
the audits more transparent for the certification bodies and every party that is involved
By means of these objectives, the research hopes to provide a new view on audits and its
characteristics. Not only is the current literature tested, it will also provide opportunities to
research further audits.

3
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2. Theoretical framework
The theories presented in this section are the foundation on which this research is built. Since
auditing involves a broad range of aspects related to standards and communication, theories in
this field are discussed and analysed. First, an introduction into standards is given to understand
where the theories from section 2.2 onwards are based on.

2.1 Introduction to standards
Standards have been around in this world for a long time. Nowadays, people link standards to
formal ones like GLOBALG.A.P., FSC, or Fairtrade, but standards of volume in grain have been
used by ancient Egyptian priests a long time ago (Busch & Bingen, 2006). Nations started to
develop standards for various things because of world trade, which began to grow in the 18th
century. At that time, standards were perceived as power, “the power to determine what shall be
sold on the market, but also the power to count, to tax, to observe, to record, and to rule” (Busch
& Bingen, 2006). These types of standards (e.g. volume, money, and distance) are now very
much implemented in our society that nobody seems to notice them anymore (Bowker & Star,
1999).
Standards and classification in general are subject to contradictions. “For any individual, group
or situation, classifications and standards give advantage or they give suffering” (Bowker & Star,
1999). Some people benefit at the expense of others, same for regions and other situations.
People will never be 100% satisfied, but standards help the world to be more transparent. What
would happen if gender is not classified and people would randomly go to a bathroom?
Important to mention is that classification and standards are not the same. Bowker & Star
(1999) define classification as “a set of boxes into which things can be put to then do some kind
of work (bureaucratic and knowledge production)”. Classification is not formalized but it is
something we use during daily activities and work as a guideline in various situations (for
example the bathroom). Standards, on the other hand, are defined as “any set of agreed-upon
rules for the production of textual or material objects” (Bowker & Star, 1999). Therefore,
classification can be seen as agreed-upon rules that work as a guideline in society, while
standards are agreed-upon rules which need formal documents as prove for the complied
criteria.
In this research, the formalized standards Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. are analyses through case
studies. They have their basis in other values and their criteria differ in content. The next section
will go into detail about the origin of both standards.
2.1.1 Setting the standards
At this moment, the headquarters of Fairtrade are in Bonn, Germany. This head office is mainly
occupied by Western, highly educated people who decide ‘what’s fair in fair trade’ and decide
which rules and guidelines should be used in checking producers. This biased perception on
reality could create conflict between having one version of reality in mind in Europe, and
working with in completely different situation in for example Africa. Auditors have to translate
the criteria from what is set from above to how reality is in the field. “It is important to be aware
of which groups or individuals determine what is considered a ‘good’ standard” (Ransom, 2006).

4
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Currently, FLO-CERT sets standards via strict procedures, where only in the very beginning and
at the end the producers’ networks and producers are consulted about what they think about
the proposed ideas by means of questionnaires (FLOc, 2011). This process can be seen as
negotiation, where many stakeholders are involved in the process (Sylvander & Biencourt,
2006). The question is, however, to what extent the input from the producers and producer
networks is valued and taken into account by the highly educated people in their offices. This is
not the main point this research wants to make, but important to mention because it has effect
on the communication strategy of the auditors.
GLOBALG.A.P. has its headquarters in Cologne, Germany, where the standards are developed
and updated. The organization has clear guidelines how to handle suggestions from clients
(producers and retailers) (GLOBALG.A.P., 2008). Producers are involved in the first phase of the
procedure. Nevertheless, the Board makes the final decision. Negotiation in this case is less
visible but input is still valued. After the Board approved the initial suggestion it puts the
decision online for everyone interested to respond to. Only after that, the new criteria in the
standard will be implemented. When comparing this method to the one of Fairtrade, it is quite
similar. They both involve their clients to a certain extent, and the input of these clients
increases the transparency and trustworthiness of the standard.
According to Busch & Bingen (2006) “most standards are produced by technical committees that
pay limited attention to the needs or desires of other groups not represented at the negotiating
table”. This is also seen at Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P., where local stakeholders are consulted
for their input, but where it is not clear to what extent their input is actually used in the decision
making. So, even though the producers are involved it is difficult to measure their influence
because they were not physically there at the negotiating table. Nevertheless, it must be said that
Fairtrade just as GLOBALG.A.P. try hard in keeping the standard-setting transparent by
consulting the most important stakeholders. However, “despite claims of objectivity, standards
are always enacted in specific locations and standards do not work equally well across time and
place” (Ransom, 2006). The fact that a standard is never hundred per cent suitable for a
situation, has influence on the auditors’ behaviour and what is requested from them during the
audit. In other words, an audit is never predictable and the way an auditor acts is always
different.
Due to the fact that an international standard never completely covers a local situation, it is the
auditors’ task to make the standard workable. However, the way the standard is organized also
has its influence on the communication during the audit. Eden (2008) discusses this issue by
looking at the workability of the standard, which has effect on the performance of the auditor.
Her article ‘Being fieldworthy’ explains how standards and criteria are, or are not “capable of
being put to work – requiring translation from abstract or pure knowledge about what is ‘right’
to locally interpretable and implementable knowledge practices to achieve this” (Eden, 2008).
She discusses the FSC standard and argues that a standard which is set by scientists but cannot
be made to work in the field (and thus is not fieldworthy) is of no use to a company or
organization. FSC solved the issues of criteria not being fieldworthy by writing the standard with
some flexibility, which made sure that it worked on the ground and that people could interpret
it. Nevertheless, flexibility could be challenging due to various reasons. These are identified as
questions to think about (Eden, 2008; Klooster, 2010; Eden & Bear, 2010):
5

From global standards to local adaption
Denise Bood

1. What happens to the network’s credibility when too much translation is going on?
2. Who has enough skills and expertise to do the translation, to judge how far the
flexibility can be stretched?
The first challenge can be avoided to a certain extent by means of training on being consistent.
Still, the lack of control at the scene can cause issues for the reputation of the company. For
example, geographically standards or the interpretation of the standards differ (regional or
interim standards), where people need to consider different situations (Eden & Bear, 2010).
When a standard includes the importance of different tribes or indigenous people in one
country, this might not apply to other countries. It therefore asks for a different approach. To
overcome this issue of the network’s credibility, constant evolvement of the standards is done as
well as trainings and other educational programs. The second point of issue is more difficult to
control. In the end, it is about a person’s judgement which is never easy to measure or control
completely. As two interviewees in the research of Eden (2008) state: “auditing is very much a
skill and a judgement based process” which is also the case for social and ethical auditing
(Hughes, 2006). It concludes that “it is not the abstract words of the standard that apply on the
ground, but the embodied fieldwork of the certifier” (Eden, 2008). The auditor tries to adapt the
standard to fit the conditions and uses his own discretion. In the end, auditing is a learning
process which is circular, “showing how field practices and abstract standards change through
interaction, fieldwork, and face-to-face discussions” (Eden, 2008). So, standards are never fixed
and always subject to change.
When already discussing details of and influences on audits, it is valuable to define an audit
before continuing to the next subject. An audit is “an assessment of a (...) management system to
determine whether it is doing what it is meant to do. It is a way of diagnosing an organization,
where an expert collects information, analyses the information, and informs the client about the
results” (Luning & Marcelis, 2009). One precondition of an audit is for the auditor to be objective
and neutral, since otherwise the audit is of no use. Audits are never the same. In the case of
Fairtrade, there are producer organizations and plantations, which all vary in size, complexity
and number of certified products (FLO-CERT, 2010). Also audits for GLOBALG.A.P. are never the
same, because no farm is the same. The standard can be applied to different kinds of farms and
products, and the audit always has a custom-made checklist. When looking besides the technical
part of the audits there are many aspects to consider. The following section will discuss one
other aspect which has influence on the process.
2.1.2 Politics and standards
When thinking and reading about standards, many people believe mainly NGOs and scientists
are involved in standards and certification, or they think the auditors are the main players in the
process. However, it turns out political actors play a great role in this business. Initially,
certification has been seen as a threat by government departments, since it had only been
promoted by NGOs. It therefore was one of the most controversial topics in for example forest
policy (FSC) (Elliot & Schlaepfer, 2003). Throughout the 1990s the actual creation of the forest
policy standards took place, where in one country the government was actively involved in the
development, whereas other countries did not really interfere. Therefore, the standards are not
only science-based but can have their basis somewhere else.

6
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Many people trust the organizations who set the standards and third party certification bodies
for having a “science-based and objective governance mechanism which generates results that
are measurable, replicable and accountable” (Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011). Still, there are many
people with another perspective. They view it as a “political and power-laden governance
mechanism that often favours some interests over others. In particular, the inclusive and
objective character of the standards-development process, the independence of certification
bodies, and the accuracy of audits are questioned” (Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011).
Konefal & Hatanaka (2011) mention three reasons why people do not trust the organizations.
The first one is because they believe the organizations are influenced by power. Some actors
have more power than others due to their position in the supply chain, as well as other reason as
resources and expertise. This results in “the interests and needs of those who have less
resources and support for their position are often marginalized in the standard setting process”
(Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011). The second point is the fact that third-party certifiers (TPCs) are
often not as independent as assumed (Hatanaka & Busch, 2008). The reason for this fact is the
competition in the audit-industry, because of the many suppliers of the service. In other words,
“certifiers have become aware about the standards they use, the accreditations they have, how
they operate, and their audit practices” (Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011). This influences the reason
of clients to choose them or not. Due to this commercial aspect and the responses it provokes,
the certification bodies cannot be seen as neutral certifiers anymore. The last point explains that
several commentators have also raised questions regarding to what TPCs actually measure or
audit. The audits are often based on a technical-rational logic and do not fail to account for the
live reality of workers (Konefal & Hatanaka, 2011; Blowfield & Dolan, 2008). In both standards,
Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P., there are criteria in the standards that are not applicable in real life
but which experts thought were important to include. In the case of GLOBALG.A.P. this is
reflected in situations where for example only one producer works at the farm, but still needs a
first aid diploma. Ponte (2007) states that these criteria are included because of the predetermined outcomes from a specified set of procedures, no matter what the actual practices
are. Like Konefal & Hatanaka (2011) state, systems have become rituals where the focus is only
on the outcome and the image (e.g. food safety, fair trade, environmental sustainability, etc.).
All above mentioned opinions make sense to people who are critical about the system and say
that there is more involved in auditing than checking criteria. In this perspective, there are many
factors influencing the trustworthiness of standards, and the organizations behind it. In the case
of Fairtrade, there are people wondering about the fact that Fairtrade and FLO-CERT used to be
one organization. Even though they have split up, not everyone believes in the independence of
FLO-CERT (Bouma, pers. comm.), based on the reasons mentioned above. It is therefore believed
that auditors do more during an audit than checking facts. The following section demonstrates a
selection of what are thought to be other roles an auditor could take on, and thus the other tasks
auditors are claimed to do.

2.2 The roles of auditors
The first part of chapter 2 focused mainly on standards and certification, which serves as a basis
for the theories provided in this section. This research assumes there are more roles the auditor
can take on besides a traditional inspector. In this section, the roles of traditional inspector,
innovation broker and development worker are discussed. It is explained on which basis these
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roles are chosen. To compare them, theories on communication as negotiation, power, and
sharing information are analysed. By means of these theories, the problems identified in the
introduction are analysed.
2.2.1 The auditor as traditional inspector
When articles are written about auditing, the authors usually portray the auditors as fact
checkers and examiners of producers. Also in practice, some certification bodies or other related
organizations keep this image alive. For example at the website of Fairtrade where the specific
tasks of the auditor are described. They are very technical and black and white. It assumes the
auditor to do his or her job very technically and follow the rules and guidelines set by Fairtrade.
The website furthermore describes the annual training the auditors have to attend, the practical
issues where the auditors are based, how much time they spend on the ground, and how long an
audit takes. The information provided by the website creates an image of audits as strict and
formal procedures that do not leave much room for flexibility.
People with a lot of technical experience and auditors employed by audit firms base audits on
their scientific backgrounds in product development, production safety, quality and technical
auditing (Hughes, 2006). So, not much attention is paid to other aspects like social issues,
besides facts on farming processes.
This traditional form of auditing can be seen as checklist governance, which is focused on a
standardized and equal form of auditing. Characteristics are consistency, stepwise refinement of
requirements, and similar training for all auditors (Albersmeier et al., 2009). This means there is
uniformity throughout the auditing process, where all auditors are supposed to act and judge the
same. By means of a similar training for all auditors, a level of creativity and flexibility in the
audit is prevented.
Communication as negotiation
In the past, communication was seen as a one way channel with a sender and receiver. Only if
something went wrong in the channel (noise, distortion, etc.), the message was not properly
received. “The idea was that communication could be best understood as information transfer”
(Engel, 1995; Pepper, 1995; Russell & Ison, 2000; Leeuwis, 2004). Since a traditional inspector is
characterized as a fact checker, there is no negotiation possible between the auditor and
producers. Therefore, the linear form of communication where a sender, receiver, and channel
are involved, seems to fit here perfectly.
Power
During the conversation between auditor and producer, not only the ‘general’ communication
techniques are important, also the less obvious influences need to be considered. The
relationship between auditor and producer are different from for example friends. In the
situations of auditing, the hierarchy between auditor and producer is well visible and have an
influence on the communication between the two parties.
In the article of Aarts et al. (2006), different frames are discussed which exist to understand the
dynamics in conflicts. These frames are presented by Gray (2003), who among others also deals
with power frames. Power frames are explained as “statements of the ability to influence the
situation, both one’s own and others’ ability” (Aarts et al., 2006). The auditor has power due to
8
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his or her authority, and positional control. He has the ability to judge or make decisions based
on their role or position (Gray, 2003; McLuskie, 2009), which creates a certain natural power
within the conversation. Since an auditor is mainly at the farm to get information from the
producers, he already enjoys a certain level of power since he is the one to make the final
judgement. Furthermore, when the auditor is acting as traditional inspector, he uses a linear
approach where questions are asked straight to the point. This assumes that also in that
situation, the level of hierarchy of the auditor is higher than the position of the producers.
Sharing information
Everyone who talks to the producer and gives his ideas, intervenes in the progression of the
business, either positive or negative. Also the auditor plays such a role. So besides negotiation
and power, there are more dynamics during a conversation, namely sharing information. The
sharing of information in this research, is not only done by producers, but also by auditors.
However, when looking at the role of traditional inspector, it is only the producers who share
their information.
The technique asking for information like a traditional inspector is in this case the most common
one for an auditor. During the audit, the auditor mainly wants to have information from the
producers to check whether they comply to the standard. Even though the auditor might be
taking on another role, he still needs information for the report which is created afterwards. Like
Albersmeier et al. (2009) state in their article, auditing is like checklist governance where not
many communication skills are necessary, but only a technical background to understand what
is asked. The main task of the auditor, when acting as traditional inspector, is to ask questions
and find out about the farming practices of the producers.
2.2.2 The auditor as innovation broker
Looking at the theory of extension, a link to auditing is easily made. Extension according to
Leeuwis (2004) is defined as “a series of embedded communicative interventions that are
meant, among others, to develop/ or induce innovations which supposedly help to resolve
(usually multi-actor) problematic situation”. So, an innovation broker goes to farms to discuss
and inform about innovations and possible changes that could be made to improve the current
situation. An auditor, on the other hand, goes to farms to check on whether producers stick to
the set standards, but it also has social aspects in it. Auditors might feel the need to inform
producers about farming practices and especially when a problem is detected, an auditor could
feel committed to help them. Therefore, the next possible role of an auditor as an innovation
broker.
When looking at extension, there have been some shifts in the meaning and understanding of the
term. In the beginning it was about teaching producers better or different practices, while at this
moment the term communication for innovation is more frequently used. This implies much
more than the term extension, namely a more interactive approach where producers and
extension workers (the new name is innovation brokers) have discussions about the topics. The
following five points according to Leeuwis (2004) show the shift from a one-way approach
towards extension services to a more reflective and coordinative form of communication for
innovation:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

Shift away from individual behaviour change of producers, to a more collective one
Move away from the idea that extension is pre-defined
Changes usually have a dual component (material-technical and social-organizational)
Social learning and negotiating in extension processes have become more important and
accepted
5. A two-way or multiple-way process, where several parties can share their ideas which
can have influence on all parties involved
This is in line with the shift to second-order research which Russell & Ison (2000) refer to,
where the researcher is very much part of the interactions being studied. Experience and
multiple opinions are more important than one single reality.
In this research, the innovation broker is one of the roles that auditors can play. Auditors can be
seen as innovation brokers, where the criteria of the standard are seen as the innovation. The
auditors then try to pass on information about the standards (the innovation) and have some
influence on how these are implemented. When seeing the standards as innovation, innovation
theory can be used to understand this concept.
The basis of innovation theory lies in the process an innovation goes through. A complete
innovation exists if there is an “appropriate mix and balance between new technical devices and
novel social-organizational arrangements” (Leeuwis, 2004). So, innovations have a technical and
social dimension which should both be considered by the appropriate parties. It is therefore
possible to relate the situation of standards with the innovation theory, where not only technical
aspects play a role, but also the social part where the producers need to accept the ‘innovation’
and truly understand the standard. Communication plays an important role in this process of
accepting and the auditors are there to facilitate the process (Leeuwis, 2004).
Communication as negotiation
In the previous section, the linear model of communication was discussed which was related to
the role of traditional inspector. Academics however soon found out that something was wrong
with the ‘objective’ model of communication and designed a new one, namely the ‘subjective’
model. The difference with the first model is the background of the sender and receiver, which
could also cause distortion. The so-called life-world of both sender and receiver creates their
own frame of reference, which could make interpretation between both people completely
different (Pepper, 1995; Leeuwis, 2004). The most current model in communication theory is
called the ‘social network’ model, which takes into account that communication is not only
between two individuals, but can contain groups as well (Engel, 1995; Leeuwis & Aarts, 2011).
Communication is a transaction of information and a “process rather than a linear series of
steps” (Pepper, 1995). It also acknowledges the fact that power can play a great issue in
communication, where the construction of meaning is influenced by many more factors than
‘just’ the message and people’s background. Politicians are clear examples of this aspect.
It can be derived from above that negotiating is a new form of communication in this sector,
among others in extension. People do not take one answer for granted and are better educated
before they are going into a conversation (Van Woerkum et al., 1999). Their negotiation power is
therefore stronger than before. Both sender and receiver are heading towards the same level of
input, where the position of the receiver becomes stronger.
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Øien et al. (2010) approach this as constantly seeking for common ground. They approach this
theory from two different views, namely from the (in this article) therapist point of view and the
patient point of view. It turned out that the therapists gave the patients a lot of freedom to
explore themselves and experience the therapy the way they would like to experience it. By
giving the patients so much freedom, they started to go into a discussion about the therapy and
therefore slowing down the process. This did not matter because the effectiveness of the therapy
became much higher since the therapist knew better what was going on. This can be reflected in
extension and other sorts of agricultural interactions, where the innovation broker or auditor is
the therapist taking time for its patients, namely the producers or workers. So, the process
becomes more flexible and the quality goes up.
The space for negotiation is often stretched by both auditor and producers, since both are open
to discussion. The innovation broker negotiates about the content but the main difference with
the traditional inspector is that the innovation broker still wants the producers to learn
something from the discussion. This means that the innovation broker focuses both on the
content of the standard as well as the process of the producers. By having this approach, the
auditor has power in the conversation to a certain extent.
Power
The agricultural extension book by Van den Ban & Hawkins (1996) provides insight on how
power works in agriculture, specifically in extension work. They state that the “application of
coercive power means that the people applying the power are responsible for the behaviour of
the people they are trying to change” (Van den Ban & Hawkins, 1996). When transferring this to
audits, auditors use their power to change behaviour which means they are responsible for the
producers’ behaviour. When the producers do not follow the rules of the standard, they cannot
be certified. Nevertheless, the auditor can refuse to give the certificate, so he or she is not forced
to use any power and thus not responsible. The situation is in balance where the auditor shows
authority by checking the farm or plantation according to his knowledge. An advantage of
individual extension though is mutual discussion, where the producer has the opportunity to
talk and explain how he or she feels about the situation (Van den Ban & Hawkins, 1996).
However, not only are the producers allowed to talk, they also have the opportunity to ask
questions about uncertainties.
Power can be an influential technique to achieve a goal. However, when the focus is on
developing countries, there is more to consider. Hounkonnou (2002) talks about an expert
culture which started soon after the independence of many West-African countries, a “process
which overlooks grassroots initiatives”. To achieve greater impact of (in this article)
development programmes, local development dynamics should be more linked to these
programmes and “develop their capacity to listen to the local in order to learn (together)”
(Hounkonnou, 2002). The lack of governments in developing countries to listen to locals is even
seen as the main reason for development failure. National experts were not asked to participate
in establishing development programmes, but foreign experts were consulted who had no
practical or local knowledge. What can be learned from this experience is the fact that everyone
who is linked to development programmes, should be aware of how locals can be of influence to
make the programme succeed. This also means auditors. The way they communicate to the
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producers is adjusted to how the situation on the field is. Both Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. are
making use of local auditors to avoid this form of expert culture.
Sharing information
Where in the previous role the auditor only wanted the producers to give information, the
innovation broker also focuses on giving information. This technique already requires more
skills. When taking the role of innovation broker, the auditor acts more like an specialist
knowing about the standard and being able to explain the details and reasons behind the
standard. Leeuwis (2004) distinguishes between teaching strategies preceding, following, or
during the interactive trajectories. In this situation, the research only focuses on what happens
during an audit, and therefore during interactive trajectories. In this trajectory, there are various
actors, namely outsiders (auditors) and insiders (producers, workers, etc.). These actors have
different types of knowledge, that is scientific versus local knowledge. Leeuwis (2004), however,
argues that all knowledge is local, because it depends on where the knowledge is used. For
example, when auditors among each other discuss an issue, they talk about local knowledge
because it is their field of knowledge. On the other hand, when an auditor visits a farm, the
producer is seen as the one having local knowledge. This discussion is related to the information
about expert culture provided above, but approached in a different way. Where expert culture in
this research focuses on local auditors versus international auditors and their knowledge, here it
taken more in detail namely producers versus auditors.
In the context of this research, auditors visiting a producer can be seen as having scientific
knowledge. It also depends on the auditor, because an auditor can still have very much ‘local’
experience, meaning technical experience at the farm. In this situation, auditors can be seen as
“resource persons who can play four basic roles during social learning and negotiation
processes” (Leeuwis, 2004):
1. Help explicate implicit assumptions, knowledge claims and questions – when there are
points of uncertainty about a topic, it could keep the conversation from continuing. The
auditor could then provide clarity. This also means that the auditor could explain
something which indirectly could be seen as giving advice
2. Join fact-finding and uncertainty reduction – answering questions that could affect the
innovation process. This is not only to provide answers, but also create confidence, trust
and shared perspectives
3. Feedback – the auditors could encourage learning by giving feedback on the process. It
could come from research data or arise from comparison with totally different situations
4. Process monitoring – in order to inform the auditor’s organization about the process and
possible updates.
There is a danger in the explaining-skill, because certification bodies require the auditors to be
neutral and not give advice (FLO-CERT, 2011). “The certification body is allowed to explain its
findings and/or clarify the requirements of the standards, but shall not give prescriptive advice
or consultancy as part of an evaluation” (Seppänen & Helenius, 2004). So, there are two types of
recommendations auditors could give during an audit. First of all, an auditor could recommend
the producer to adjust something directly related to the standard (Seppänen & Helenius, 2004).
On the other hand, the auditor could give more direct advice regarding the processes on the
farm, which would change a point in the standard from a non-conformity to an accomplished
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point. This is officially not allowed to do by the auditors, but trends show that more and more
auditors see the importance of giving advice to producers and are able to relativize the issue of
giving advice.
Seppänen & Helenius (2004) continue by saying that the situation of giving advice during an
audit can be captured in a figure. Since this paper focused on organic farming, the explanation of
the figure is too specific for this report, but the basics can be used to understand the situation.
Compliance

Input substitution

System redesign

Advice
Fig. 1 Advice axes

Source: Seppänen & Helenius (2004)

The authors give the following explanation of the model: “The word compliance is used to mean
those topics that were discussed in order to satisfy the inspection purpose. It is possible to
recognize the compliance topics because they are repeated on every field plot, deal with
(organic) standards or other regulations, or are items on the inspection documents. Compliance
does not refer to a form of conversation, but to the items dealt with in inspection”.
“Advice means that the inspector and the producer discuss something the producer should do or
take into consideration. Advice assumes some need or problem, either implicit or explicit, which
is dealt with in some way in the interaction between inspector and producer” (Seppänen &
Helenius, 2004). The authors specify giving advice and therefore, in this research, advice means
one or more of the following:
1. The producer asks something related to his or her farming activity and the auditor
answers the question. The topic is categorized as advice even if the answer is uncertain
or does not correspond to the question.
2. The producer reports his or her activity and the auditor brings in some new point of
view. (If the inspector adds nothing new to the discussion, then the topic is not
categorized as advice.)
3. The auditor instructs, that is, offers information without being asked to.
Furthermore, the other axis of the figure are described by Seppänen & Helenius (2004) in a more
technical way, but in this research the axis can be used as follows: a topic is categorized as
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system redesign when it deals with managing Fairtrade interactions within the field system,
such as labour issues, protection clothes for workers, premium handling, etc. GLOBALG.A.P. can
be more compared to organic, where they can talk about crop rotation, (organic) nutrient
management, clover grasses, farmyard manure and compost, or anticipatory weed control.
Topics about inputs that could be replaced by local (Fairtrade or GLOBALG.A.P.) resources are
categorized as input substitution. This means also a change in for example attitude (e.g.
contracts) towards workers, complied to the Fairtrade standards. Talk about inputs are counted
in the analysis even if the farm did not use them. (Seppänen & Helenius, 2004) In this sense, the
analysis is more about Fairtrade or GLOBALG.A.P. input rather than input substitution as a
strategy.
This scheme will be used as a tool to analyse the results of the techniques used by the auditors,
whether they give advice and what kind of advice. The outcome will help understanding the type
of advice the auditors give and in which situations. The idea is not only to categorize, but to get
an overview of the circumstances the auditors work in by means of this figure.
2.2.3 The auditor as development worker
The role of auditor as development worker can be linked to the one of innovation broker, since
in both cases the auditor wants to help the producers to improve their situation at the farm. The
main difference is the approach of the auditor and what goal the auditor tries to reach. Where an
innovation broker focuses mainly on the content and the process to improve the current
situation, a development worker is solely interested in the process the producers go through.
This means that the auditors do not immediately give a solution to the possible problems of the
producers, but let them think about it also and understand what the reason is behind a criteria.
When the term development worker needs to apply to two worlds, namely a developing country
and a developed country, it can be approached in a universal way. Like mentioned above, the
tasks of a development worker focus on the process the producers go through and therefore the
role of coach would cover the lading. The International Coach Federation (2011) defines
coaching as "partnering with clients in a thought-provoking and creative process that inspires
them to maximize their personal and professional potential". This means that producers are
forced to think about their situation and come up with solutions to problems themselves. This
process can happen in both developing and developed countries. Provoking a creative process
requests skills from the auditor. He needs to be able to communicate and facilitate such a
discussion, which often leads to negotiation.
Communication as negotiation
Auditing and its function have changed considerably over years. GLOBALG.A.P. therefore asks for
more social skills of their auditors because of the additional responsibilities during an audit.
Different standards ask for different techniques and since Fairtrade falls under the category
ethical trade, “techniques of social auditing (need to be) adopted by companies to monitor the
implementation of codes of labour conduct at sites of production” (Hughes, 2006). Fairtrade
mainly makes sure producers receive a fair price for their products and work under fair
conditions. This social auditing is a different type of ‘regular’ auditing, where skills of the auditor
are very much tested. In the article of Hughes (2006), one interviewee describes the heavier
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reliance on interpersonal skills, the ability to communicate, to be non-threatening, and to get
people to tell you things.
Despite the fact that the Fairtrade audits are portrayed to be fixed procedures that need to be
followed by the auditor, personal experiences of auditors mentioned at the same website
suggest something different. Felipe Arango states that:
“I think the most important thing is to be able to build up an environment of trust.
You have to make sure that the people you are visiting do not feel threatened, forced
or observed. You also need to have communication abilities to both speak with the
well-educated board of directors on the one hand and the sometimes poorly
educated producers on the other hand. You have to listen closely to both groups,
take their objections seriously but also bring the message and the importance of
complying with the Fairtrade standards across. It also helps a lot to have ecological
and financial knowledge”. (Interview, retrieved from www.flo-cert.net).
He is very much aware of the other aspects of an audit, namely communication, and how he
should deal with related issues during a conversation (for example trust). This form of auditing
is modern and linked to risk-oriented auditing. More details are taken into account, and no farm
or business is the same. Some auditors are trained for special risks and randomly chosen
auditors go without appointment to the farm or company (Albersmeier et al., 2009). This is an
extreme example of a modern audit, but illustrates the difference with the traditional audit
process mentioned in section 2.2.1.
When an audit is risk-oriented, negotiation is often involved. Since a development worker only
focuses on the process, brainstorming is a technique that can be used frequently. The principled
negotiation proposed by Fisher et al. (1991), where soft and hard ways to negotiate are
combined, seems an interesting combination. It is “hard on the merits, soft on the people”
(Fisher et al., 1991). In the case of auditing in the modern world it could work out very well and
agrees with the communication theory described above. Communication is negotiation where
people are also important, not only the rules and facts objectively observed. In addition, Fisher
et al. (1991) present four methods to keep in mind while negotiating:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Separate the people from the problem – people have emotions
Focus on interests, not positions – saving face instead of a good deal
Invent options for mutual gain – consensus
Insist on using objective criteria – standards of fairness, efficiency, or scientific merit

Even though this book focuses very much on the conflict side of negotiation, it can still be used in
the form of negotiation-communication. In the case of auditing, the auditor needs to follow rules
but the way he is communicating with the producers makes a lot of difference.
Within a conversation, there are many dynamics. One of these dynamics which is very important
during an audit is the space for negotiation. Smith (2004) defines spaces for negotiation as
“opportunities opened up by an actor or by several actors in order to allow negotiation around
resource allocation (…) to take place among these and possibly other actors”. In other words,
these are moments in a conversation where one or more actors agree on having a discussion
about a topic. Such spaces can be formal or informal.
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There are advantages and disadvantages of having space of negotiation during a conversation.
Like Dillenbourg (1999) mentions in his example, “through the negotiation of goals, people do
not only develop shared goals but they also become mutually aware of their shared goals”. When
this theory is transferred to the situation of the auditor, one can say that when the auditor and
producer are having a negotiation, they do not only improve their own knowledge, but also
understand where the other person is coming from and therefore also develop a shared
understanding.
Due to the information provided above, it is already difficult to believe that auditors act as
traditional inspector and no negotiation occurs. The following section continues more about this
issue but highlights it from another angle, namely power.
Power
When the auditor takes on the role of development worker, power is of another influence during
the audit. The space for negotiation can be limited by the auditor, because of his power due to
his position. In the end, the auditor will always have the final word during a conversation.
However, this differs per country and not everyone responds the same towards hierarchy and
positions.
Culture plays an important role when looking at power. Hofstede (2012) compared countries on
various subjects, among others power distance. It turns out that Ghana scores quite high on this
topic, meaning “people accept a hierarchical order in which everybody has a place and which
needs no further justification. Hierarchy in an organization is seen as reflecting inherent
inequalities, centralization is popular, subordinates expect to be told what to do and the ideal
boss is a benevolent autocrat”. This suggests a strict division between roles during an audit,
where the auditor is higher ranked compared to the producers.
In the Netherlands, it is the other way around. Here Hofstede (2012) found out that they score
low on power distance, meaning “being independent, hierarchy for convenience only, equal
rights, superiors accessible, coaching leader, management facilitates and empowers, are
characteristics of the Dutch style. Power is decentralized and managers count on the experience
of their team members. Communication is direct and participative”. This shows that the
approach of the Dutch auditor will probably be informal and not much hierarchy is visible.
However, since the auditors are locally based, space for negotiation was at a certain point
limited. The auditor knows exactly what is applicable in the region and what not, and
negotiation could be restricted. He cannot be fooled. On the other hand, it can also create space
for the producer because of the exact same reason. The auditor might have more sympathy for
the producers than a foreign auditor. However, like Smith (2004) mentions, opportunities for
negotiation are opened up by several actors, so everyone has the same chance to start a
discussion. The only point of discussion is the extent to which the auditor lets the producer
stretch the space for this.
Sharing information
The technique that fits the role of development worker best to share information, is to let the
producers think for themselves by challenging them. This could be done by asking questions that
start like: “The situation at another plantation is like ...., how is this done here?”. By letting the
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producers talk and think for themselves, they are encouraged to think about their own situation.
This can be seen as part of the tasks of a coach where he or she tries to provoke creative
processes to maximize potential. The International Coach Federation (2011) lists a couple of
core competencies of an effective coach, namely
1. Communicating effectively
o Active listening
o Powerful questioning
o Direct communication
2. Facilitating learning results
o Creating awareness
o Designing actions
o Planning and goal setting
o Managing progress and accountability
These competencies are necessary for the auditors to support self-expression of the producers
and the like. This research will focus on the above mentioned skills and find out if the Fairtrade
and GLOBALG.A.P. auditors use these techniques.

2.3 Sub-conclusion
The literature provided in this chapter gives a solid background for executing the research. The
first part of this chapter was mainly to introduce the topic of standards and certification,
whereas the second part focused on the theories used as the basis of this research. To be able to
recognize the roles in the practical situation of an audit, three concepts will be used namely
communication as negotiation, power, and sharing information. By means of these theories, the
roles can be easily identified and compared. Communication as negotiation in this research is
not used as a way to solve conflicts, but more as how communication changed into an interactive
process instead of a linear one. More aspects are involved in communication and negotiation is
more and more integrated into day to day conversations.
Since dealing with a situation where the auditor checks the producers, the concept of power is
integrated. The aim is to find out how power relations differ between Ghana and the
Netherlands and how the auditors deal with this issue. Power is in this research integrated to
find out how auditors influence the producers and how the producers respond to this.
Furthermore, the information given throughout the audit is an important aspect to consider.
When the auditor needs information from the producers to see if they comply with the criteria of
the standard, there are various techniques to obtain this information. By asking for information
or make the producer talk themselves, the auditor aims to get to the truth of the producers’
activities. Giving advice is an important part of these theories, because most recent studies show
that there is a trend where auditor see the importance of giving advice despite the fact that they
are not allowed to by the certification bodies.
The goal of this research is to find out which roles the auditor takes on and thus what the
differences are between the three roles defined in this chapter. The three theories mentioned
above help to recognize the roles in the practical situation of the case studies. In conclusion, the
auditors are tested to find out how auditing works in reality and how literature is on its way to
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develop into a more realistic view on auditing. Based on these concepts, the following subquestions can be derived, supporting the main research question:
What is the role of auditors in the process of translating the international Fairtrade and
GLOBALG.A.P. certification standards into the practical reality of Ghanaian pineapple
plantations and Dutch cropping farms?
Sub-questions:
1. How is communication as negotiation integrated during an audit?
2. How does the power relation between auditor and producer influence an audit?
3. Which methods does an auditor use to share information?
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3. Methodology
The research needed strict guidelines in order for the research to finish successfully and on time.
Many aspects are involved and many techniques can be used. This section will discuss the
research methods used, and data collection and data analysis done.

3.1 Research methods
There are various methods selected to execute this research. They vary from primary to
secondary data and are all important for this research. The case is selected via the regional
manager of Fairtrade West-Africa, who suggested the idea of researching Fairtrade in a different
and independent way. People from outside the organization maybe come up with different
outcomes than people from within the organization doing an impact analysis. Due to time
limitations the initial research topic had to be narrowed down to a realistic one which could be
completed within a period of six months. Also, a communication aspect was integrated into the
topic. After discussions with the first supervisor, the following research topic came up:
The role of auditors in the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. auditing process and how communication
plays a role.
One specific pineapple plantation was found, since not much research had been done about this
fruit yet. There exists much research about cocoa, coffee, and bananas, but pineapple plantations
are relatively new. In relation to the Fairtrade standard, this type of plantation is categorized as
‘hired labour’. For the GLOBALG.A.P. data, two random farms were visited. Both farms were
certified in the category crop base.
3.1.1 Theory
The basis of this research was formed by theory. Communication theory was the foundation
from where this research was further developed. Theories were gathered via books and articles
in academic journals. Practical information came from the website of FLO, FLO-CERT,
GLOBALG.A.P., and other related organizations that are also used in this study.
3.1.2 Case study research
This research is based on case studies where certain techniques are used to get a complete and
broad view of the situation. When a researcher wants to examine “naturally occurring rather
than artificial phenomena” (Green & Thorogood, 2009) a case study is the best option possible.
When using a case study method, it is possible to go in-depth on the situation so most details are
investigated.
There are at least five reasons why a research based on case studies, is valuable to science. These
are (Flyvbjerg, 2006):
1. Predictive theories and universals cannot be found in the study of human affairs.
Concrete, context-dependent knowledge is, therefore, more valuable than the vain
search for predictive theories and universals
2. One can often generalize on the basis of a single case, and the case study may be central
to scientific development via generalization as supplement or alternative to other
methods. But formal generalization is overvalued as a source of scientific development,
whereas “the force of example” is underestimated.
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3. The case study is useful for both generating and testing of hypotheses but is not limited
to these research activities alone
4. The case study contains no greater bias toward verification of the researcher’s
preconceived notions than other methods of inquiry. On the contrary, experience
indicates that the case study contains a greater bias toward falsification of preconceived
notions than toward verification.
5. Good studies should be read as narratives in their entirety.
These motives are introduced by Flyvbjerg (2006). He explained them as misunderstandings in
his article, but contradicts them immediately with why he believes case studies are valuable for
research. The research does not aim to provide proof on how all audits work, but it wants to
show that the current theories are not applicable anymore. This can be proved by one case study
only.
Pilot research with auditor GLOBALG.A.P. and Voedselveiligheid (ISA-CERT/NAK-AGRO)
To get a first idea of how an audit is done in practice, two days of joining an auditor for
GLOBALG.A.P. was done before the visit to Ghana. In total we visited five farms. The pilot gave
the researcher an idea of where to pay attention to during the Fairtrade audit. Permission was
asked beforehand so possible conflicts would be eliminated.
During these days, five audits were attended where observation was done on the conversation.
Furthermore, interviews were held with the auditor. In addition to this, many questions were
asked during informal situations. This pilot research was not recorded. Based on a previously set
topic list, the auditor was tested and notes were taken.
Case study with auditor Fairtrade (FLO-CERT)
In Ghana, five days were spent with the auditor. Four days were done at the plantation, where
the entire audit was observed and analysed. One day was as preparation where informal talks
with the auditor took place, to get an initial understanding of the situation. The auditor had
documents for the researcher to read before the audit started. This gave the researcher an idea
of the plantation where the audit would take place. The detailed schedule of the Fairtrade audit
can be found in appendix 1.
During the actual audit, only observation was done because the researcher did not want to
intervene the process of auditing by asking questions. Every detail of the audit was noted and, if
possible, also recorded. The aim was to create field notes where many details were written
down (not only what is said, but also by who, where, when, how, etc.). The data was written in
Dutch, to make sure all people involved were not distracted or affected by what they might read.
The most questions were asked during individual interviews, mainly with the auditor. Also an
interview with one of the producers was held. The research questions were answered during
this audit by means of the observation, but more techniques were needed to understand the
process (interviews, informal talks, etc.).
During the interviews, the perception of the auditor themselves was investigated and
questioned. The auditor training manuals were compared with the real life situation and how
they used techniques from the training to translate global standards to the local situation. Also
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their personal opinion was asked, to get a clear picture of how these perceptions influenced the
process.
The reason a case study with two auditor was chosen is due to time constraints where more
auditors could not be followed. The auditor were chosen to see how they deal with the various
aspects of auditing. It involved studying a phenomenon within its context (Green & Thorogood,
2009). Also here permission was asked beforehand. To accompany the audit, several steps had
to be taken. After applying to join, the auditor and the producers had to agree on the visit. In
addition to that, money had to be paid to FLO-CERT to get permission. GLOBALG.A.P. was free of
charge.
It was only possible to do this part of the research because of the researcher’s previous
experience in Ghana. It was important to have a good understanding of the country since
otherwise a culture shock would have been in the way. In combination with the pilot study with
the GLOBALG.A.P./Voedselveiligheid auditor, the preparation was solid enough to start this
intensive fieldwork.
Case study with auditor GLOBALG.A.P. and Voedselveiligheid (ISA-Cert/NAK-AGRO)
After coming back from the field research in Ghana, it was decided to incorporate the data from
GLOBALG.A.P. more than initially decided upon. Due to the outcomes of the Fairtrade field trip, it
was decided to make a comparison with the Dutch certification process linked to GLOBALG.A.P.
Since the information from the pilot research therefore was not adequate anymore, a second day
of audits was planned. During this day, two farms were visited were the focus of the observation
was different than during the pilot research. One audit took about 2.5 hours. Despite the fact that
the information from the pilot research was still useful, it was necessary to join two more audits
to be able to answer the research questions. The extra day of audits was entirely recorded. The
detailed schedule of the GLOBALG.A.P. audit can be found in appendix 2.
3.1.3 Informal talks with producers
Not only interviews with the auditor were important, also producers needed to be questioned to
understand the entire situation. This was to see and understand how the producers felt about an
audit and how they perceived a visit. It was known from personal experiences in GLOBALG.A.P.
that not all producers are happy that an inspector or auditor visits their farms. It is perceived by
producers as strict and too much bureaucracy for ‘simple’ farming (Bood, pers. comm., 2011).
During the FLO-CERT audit, one interview was held with the Fairtrade officer of the plantation.
There were no formal interviews held during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit.
Still, it was not necessary to always have formal interviews with the producers. There were
many opportunities to have informal talks with the producers. These formal and informal
encounters were not recorded but only written down. Also, by means of the observation, it
became clear how the producers feel about audits.
3.1.4 Informal talks with auditors
In between the audits, there was room for questions to ask all the auditors. All these talks were
written down and some were recorded. They were used to understand their situation. During
the Fairtrade audit, the auditor and researcher stayed in a hotel. Because of this, it was possible
to have many informal talks during for example dinner. Many of them were recorded, but there
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were also many only written down. Since the audits for GLOBALG.A.P. did not take so long, there
was less room for talks and questions. Still, since the second auditor is a family member of the
researcher, it was possible to have regular contact about the issues. Due to this, it was also easier
to have contact with the first auditor, colleague of the second auditor.

3.2 Data collection
In this section, the research methods discussed above are now explained more in detail, namely
how the actual data is collected. They are subdivided in to theory, observation, interviews, and
document review.
3.2.1 Theory
By means of literature available at the university, the basis of this research was created. Articles
were found via bibliographic databases and books via the library catalogue of the university.
They were both used and cited according to the Harvard Reference System.
3.2.2 Observation
Most important in this research was the observation done during the audits. During these audits,
theories presented in previous chapters were tested according to which extend they were true.
“The strength of observational methods is that they provide data on phenomena (such as
behaviour), as well as on people’s accounts of those phenomena” (Green & Thorogood, 2009).
Since communication also represents behaviour and the way people react to each other via body
language, this method was very applicable in this research. During the audit, the role was of
complete observer, because it was the intention not to intervene. This counted for both
Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. audits.
The information was processed by means of taking notes during the observation, as well as
recording most encounters. The note taking was done as detailed as possible, based on previous
set points of attention grounded on theories. Later on, the notes were coded according to the
research questions. This was done to get an overview of what was said as well as easily finding
what was needed.
During the audit in Ghana, people mainly spoke English. The possible bias in this case was the
fact that it was for both parties not their primary language (Green & Thorogood, 2009). In every
country, people have their own dialect and sentences they use to express themselves.
Fortunately, the researcher already had experience in Ghana, so this bias was slightly eliminated.
Still, it must be noted that observing a situation in another language is always different than
when no translation is needed. Furthermore, some meetings or talks were in Twi, one of the
local languages in Ghana. This was due to the fact that some of the workers were not
comfortable talking in English. For the researcher it was almost impossible to follow this
conversation. Fortunately, many words were expressed in English, so the topics discussed were
noted down. After the talk, the auditor explained what it was about and what was interesting or
surprising. These meetings cannot be compared to the ones being held in English because then
other factors were analysed.
The language bias was absent during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit. These were all in Dutch. This did
not mean there were no biases. Due to the fact that the researcher had no agricultural
background, it was sometimes difficult to follow the conversation. Regardless of the fact that the
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research is focused on communication, some comments could not have been placed in the right
context due to the lack of knowledge. Still, there were only few of these moments. During the
Fairtrade audit, these moments occurred less frequent, because this standard does not only
focus on agricultural aspects. Therefore, the percentage of moments that were difficult to follow
due to the topic, were lower than with GLOBALG.A.P.
The field notes made out of the observations was used as basis for the final report. In the report,
some parts of these field notes were used to strengthen a point made. This is done in the form of
a dialogue, where the producer (P) and auditor (A) have a conversation about a topic. The
reason why the producers are indicated with a P and the auditor with an A is due to the
anonymity aspect. The aim of the research is to make a point about communication, and names
of the involved parties are thus of no relevance. Furthermore, the researcher does not want to
harm the position of any party who cooperated in this research in any way. In addition, some of
the dialogues are slightly adjusted to not distract the reader from the message the researcher
wants to send.
3.2.3 Interviews
There were several interviews held with various people (auditors and producers). Many
interviews were done in a semi-structured way. The researcher set the topic list for the
interview, but the respondent was free to add anything they like (Green & Thorogood, 2009). It
was the interviewer’s responsibility that the interview did not get out of hand when looking at
the topic and the time. More information was gathered when questions were not fixed and a sort
of discussion could be held. There was a difference in formality between the interviews, where
the ones with the auditors were more informal than the one with the producer. Besides the
formal interview, there were also many informal talks. These were not planned beforehand but
done when there was opportunity to do so. These were written down afterwards, or even during
the talk.
3.2.4 Document review
In this research, the focus was on the auditor. Therefore, the training manuals of both the
auditor from Fairtrade as well from GLOBALG.A.P. were analysed. In addition, other relevant
documents about Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. were used for understanding the context of the
situation.

3.3 Data analysis
Once all relevant information was gathered, the information was processed. The final results are
presented in a written report as well as in a final presentation and defence.
3.3.1 Validity and reliability
There were several issues that needed to be taken into account before doing research. Especially
when doing research in another country which uses another language, biases are very common.
Furthermore, the fact that this research was based on two case studies brings along some issues
that needed to be considered beforehand.
First of all, according to Yin (2003), multiple sources of information are needed to construct
validity, which he calls data triangulation. “Data triangulation is the collection of multiple
sources but aimed at verifying the same fact or phenomenon” (Yin, 2003). In this research,
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multiple sources are obtained, namely the case study itself, joining another auditor, interviews,
and literature.
In addition, the objective of reliability is to be sure that if a later investigator follows the same
procedures as described by an earlier investigator and conducted the same case study all over
again, the later investigator should arrive at the same findings and conclusions (Yin, 2003). In
the case of qualitative research, reliability is more difficult to test than quantitative research.
Nevertheless, due to the described steps in the process this issue can be eliminated.

3.4 Limitations
Due to the limited amount of time, not more audits could be attended to get a completer
overview of how audits go. Instead, case studies were used to go more in detail and find out in
depth which details are important. The aspects that influence an audit which are detected by
means of the case studies, can now be used for further research.
Initially, the focus was only on a case study in Ghana. Because of the lack of financial resources to
stay for a longer period in this West-African country, it was chosen to compare this case study
with one in the Netherlands. Despite the initial limitations, it was solved by focusing on an
additional case study in the Netherlands.
Another reason why it was not possible to attend more audits in Ghana, was the amount of
money Fairtrade asks to accompany an audit. Due to lack of sufficient financial resources, it was
not possible to join an auditor during an audit for longer than four days.
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4. Context of research
The previous chapters gave an overview of the aim of this research. However, to understand the
setting of both case studies, this chapter deals with the background of Fairtrade and
GLOBALG.A.P.. First, an introduction is given about Fairtrade, followed by a discussion of their
certification body FLO-CERT. Then, by way of comparison, GLOBALG.A.P. is introduced.

4.1 Fairtrade
There are many people who claim to know when the real fair trade movement started. One says
it has its origin in the theories of comparative advantages after the Second World War (Nicholls
& Opal, 2005), whereas the other says it started as a result of the globalization movement in the
17th and 18th century (Trentmann, 2007). In general it can be stated that the modern free trade
movement started after the Second World War and that the first actual signs of unfairness
between trading partners became visible during this period. Fair trade aimed to correct “the
largest market failures in the global trading system, by providing a profitable relationship to all
in the supply chain” (Nicholls & Opal, 2005; Raynolds & Long, 2007). From then on, more people
joined the movement and on a global scale people tried to help via honest means of trading.
Where many people work in one sector, many explanations and ideas exist about that industry.
Companies, organizations, and individuals use their own suitable definition to make their
activities work. However, for this research the definition that is most useful is the one of
Fairtrade (FLO). This research is based on the activities of this organization, and therefore
practically wisest to follow their terminology. FLOa (2011) states that
Fairtrade is an alternative approach to conventional trade and is based on a partnership between
producers and consumers. Fairtrade offers producers a better deal and improved terms of trade.
This allows them the opportunity to improve their lives and plan for their future. Fairtrade offers
consumers a powerful way to reduce poverty through their everyday shopping.
Their approach is a social one, where the livelihood of poor people is mainly considered. These
people are the basis of and the reason for FLO to exist in the first place. On their website, FLO
presents very clearly the goals they want to achieve, namely (FLOa, 2011):





Stable prices
A Fairtrade premium
Partnership
Empowerment of producers and workers

This is what they want to offer the associated producers to make sure they are getting an honest
chance of improving their lives on their own.
Besides the many positive words said about fair trade, it is wise to also consider possible pitfalls
of the movement. For example Murray & Raynolds (2007) identified four challenges of fair trade,
which could be also considered as possible limitations. First of all they mention how the
movement has become global and big players in the field want to join as well. This is worrying
because Alternative Trading Organizations (ATOs) have established and guided the movement,
and they are too small to keep on guiding all players in the market. They have to work together
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with big organizations which could change the initial idea of fair trade. This is worrying for some
people.
A second challenge is related to the first one because with a growing demand for fair trade
products, more producers need to be attained. Currently, bigger plantations are for example
integrated, but people worry about the future, the development of the certificate, and the
exclusion of smaller producers. A third possible limitation could be a change in direction of the
movement. Initially fair trade was a Northern initiative working for producers in the South, but
since fair trade is a common aspect of social development activities, Southern producers now
want more a more active role in debates. Fairtrade must respond to both pressures from the
North and South. A last challenge is based on the opposite side of the supply chain, namely the
consumers. The larger consumer base makes Fairtrade think about different strategies to reach
this large amount of customers, without losing its unique, individual message.
The launch of the first Fairtrade label was a Dutch initiative in 1988 under the name of Max
Havelaar (Max Havelaar, 2011). To “unite the labelling initiatives under one umbrella and
harmonize worldwide standards and certification” (FLOa, 2011), FLO was founded in 1997 and
now situated in Bonn, Germany. Since then, the organization tried to get worldwide attention for
their services by “improving the visibility of the international FAIRTRADE Certification Mark on
supermarket shelves, facilitating cross border trade, and simplifying export procedures for both
producers and exporters” (FLOa, 2011). To make things more transparent, FLO was split into
two independent organizations: FLO and FLO-CERT.
FLO is a coordinating labelling organization at an international level, which acts as an umbrella
for various national fair trade initiatives. It 1) sets international Fairtrade standards, which
apply to producers, companies and traders; 2) organizes support for producers around the
world by gaining the Fairtrade certification and developing market opportunities, which is done
by locally based Liaison Officers who provide training and guidance; 3) develops global
Fairtrade strategy to improve the impact and become more effective in the future; and 4)
promotes trade justice internationally via debates on trade and development, together with the
World Fair Trade Organization (WFTO) and the European Fair Trade Association (EFTA) (FLOa,
2011).

4.2 FLO-CERT
FLO-CERT as a separate entity from Fairtrade that “independently audits organizations and
verifies their performance with the Fairtrade standards to ensure that they are working in a
‘fair’ way. The certification is meant for both producers and traders who want to join the fair
trade market” (FLO-CERT, 2010). It’s help is focused on socio-economic development of
producers via certification which guarantees consumers fair trading practices to which they
then contribute.
FLO has strict procedures on how standards are set. The standards are set according to the
ISEAL Code of Good Practice on Standard Setting, which go from standards project request to the
final complaint against the standard-setting procedure. In between many steps are taken to get
to the fairest and most suitable standard possible. Many stakeholders are involved in this
process but the final decision is made by the FLO Standards Committee. The following scheme
shows which parties are responsible for which tasks in the Fairtrade product chain:
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Fig. 2 Fairtrade supply chain

Source: FLO-CERT (2011)

All the actors in this chain, besides the consumers, are obliged to be certified by Fairtrade.
Otherwise they are not allowed to trade with the certified products. This is to make sure that the
Fairtrade values are respected by not only the producers, but also the larger (retail) companies
dealing with the products afterwards.
4.2.1 Ghana
In this research, one pineapple plantation is observed in Ghana. Producers and traders need to
consider various standards and therefore various rules. The generic standards apply to everyone
and focus on 1) certification 2) traceability 3) contracts 4) sustaining trade 5) pre-finance and 6)
pricing. These standards are the same for all Fairtrade certified operations around the world.
Since pineapple is mainly grown at plantations by landless workers, they fall under the category
‘hired labour’. Also for this category specific standards exist, which cover social, economic, and
environmental development. Especially social development is important, as it deals with for
example freedom from discrimination, freedom of labour, and conditions of employment.
Product specific standards, in this case fresh fruits, focus more on product-specific contracts.
Extra specifics on pineapple can be found in appendix 3.
4.2.2 The audit
On average, a Fairtrade audit contains of predetermined activities. When these activities take
place are also more or less determined, but there is some room for flexibility. This is due to the
time an auditor spends on average on a plantation, namely about five days. “Audits vary in
length and intensity depending on the size of the producer organization, the complexity of the
producer organization and the number of certified products they are seeking to sell” (FLO-CERT,
2010). Nevertheless, the following activities must always take place, regardless of the situation
(FLO, 2011):
1. Opening meeting
The purpose of this meeting is to provide the auditor an opportunity to explain how the
audit will take place and what the organisation can expect of the audit. Relevant
Fairtrade standards, as well as minimum prices and premium are explained.
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2. Document review
The auditor inspects, amongst others, the following documents: Distribution of
tasks/organogram, financial and accounting documents, balances etc., statutes, internal
policies, work plans, Fairtrade sales and premium administration/accounting, labour
documents, policies related to occupational health and safety.
3. Interviews
The auditor interviews different people and cross-checks information with each
interviewee.
4. Site visit
The physical site visit includes, the central offices of the cooperative as well as
processing facilities.
5. Closing meeting
During this meeting, the strengths and weaknesses of the organisations are discussed
and all detected non conformities with FAIRTRADE Standards are explained.

4.3 GLOBALG.A.P.
In comparison to Fairtrade, the GLOBALG.A.P. standard is “primarily designed to reassure
consumers about how food is produced on the farm by minimising detrimental environmental
impacts of farming operations, reducing the use of chemical inputs and ensuring a responsible
approach to worker health and safety as well as animal welfare” (GLOBALG.A.P., 2011). This
means that GLOBALG.A.P. focuses on the quality of the process towards the end product, instead
of the quality of the end product itself. Compared to Fairtrade, which deals mainly with
improving the livelihood of producers and workers, GLOBALG.AP. has a more technical
approach, meaning their focus is mainly on the processes where not much attention is paid to
more social aspects (such as contracts or salaries). The standard is used anywhere around the
world, where G.A.P. stands for Good Agricultural Practice and is voluntary for producers and
retailers etc. (GLOBALGAP., 2011).
GLOBALG.A.P. is formally known as EUREPG.A.P., initiated in 1997 by retailers united in the
Euro-Retailer Produce Working Group (Will, 2011). It was founded in Great-Brittan, where
retailers started the movement together with supermarkets in continental Europe. This was the
result of growing concerns from consumers regarding product safety, environmental and labour
issues. They decided to combine their different standards (Will, 2011). Not only consumers and
retailers enjoyed the benefits of the new standard, also producers benefitted from it, because the
importance of “Integrated Crop Management and a responsible approach to worker welfare”
(Will, 2011) was taken into account.
Due to the fact that so many producers and retailers around the world used the certification, it
was a natural step to change the name to GLOBALG.A.P. after 10 years of great success to avoid
confusion for customers. The standard is not only represented in the West, also in Africa
GLOBALG.A.P. is used. One example where GLOBALG.A.P. has great influence is Kenya. Producer
organizations have created KenyaGAP, which is “fully benchmarked by GLOBALG.A.P.” (Will,
2011).
Despite the fact there are initiatives for the development of producers in Africa, the standard
may also cause exclusion of producers due to the fact that the certification is required by many
retailers (Will, 2011). Group certification might be a solution, where more small-scale producers
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join efforts to get the certificate. Nowadays, many European supermarkets and retailers ask for
the GLOBALG.A.P. certificate, so when the producers do not have the certificate, it decreases
their market. Despite these possible negative effects, Will (2011) mentions that if the standard is
appropriately applied, the producers also get a lot of benefits. These are not only higher income
but also opportunities to invest.
The organization believes in multi-stakeholder support and they work according to the principle
of Think Global, Act Local. A few years after the start, when the organization started to grow, it
started to link their activities more to the producers, where the producers’ needs were more
considered (GLOBALG.A.P., 2011).
Within the GLOBALG.A.P. standard, there are different sub-standards created for different
products and farms. For each inspection a tailor-made, user-friendly checklist is prepared. This
means that no farm will have the same list. There are four sub-standards used to make this
checklist (GLOBALG.A.P., 2011):





GLOBALG.A.P. integrated farm assurance standard (IFA)
GLOBALG.A.P. compound feed manufacturer standard (CFM)
GLOBALG.A.P. plant propagation material standard (PPM)
GLOBALG.A.P. risk assessment on social practice (GRASP)

Within the standard the distinction is made between the products and the type of farm, namely
crop base, livestock base, and aquaculture base.

4.4 ISA-Cert and NAK AGRO
ISA-Cert is one of the approved certification bodies in the Netherlands carrying out
GLOBALG.A.P. audits. “ISA-Cert is accredited by the Dutch Council for Accreditation (RvA) for
auditing and certification of the scopes Fruit & Vegetables and Combinable Crops” (ISA-Cert,
2011). Officially ISA-Cert is the holder of the license and NAK AGRO in this case is hired to carry
out the audits (Bood, pers. comm.). ISA-Cert aims to create trust between international retailers,
as well as between companies, and want the customers (producers) to feel proud to be able to
show they did a good job (ISA-Cert, 2011).
ISA-Cert has representation in more than 20 countries, where their native speaking auditors
“combine the international standard requirements and legislation with their knowledge of the
local conditions and legislation” (ISA-Cert, 2011). They state that every auditor is trained and
assessed on a regular basis.
NAK AGRO (Nederlandse Algemene Keuringsdienst) as mentioned, is the subcontractor actually
carrying out the audits. The company offers inspections and certification, which are very
efficiently organized. At this organization, it is possible for producers to get two certificates at
once (e.g. GLOBALG.A.P. and Food safety). The organization does not only carry out audits in the
Netherlands. They also do the inspections in Morocco, Kenya, Tanzania, and some other
European countries (NAK AGRO, 2011).
Yearly, the company provides 22.500 certificates to more than 12.000 producers. As a result,
NAK AGRO is market leader in the Dutch agri- and horticulture. Since the credibility of the
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certificate is very important, there is a Board of Accreditation joining the auditors frequently to
check if they are doing their work correctly and honestly (NAK AGRO, 2011; Bood, pers. comm.).
4.4.1 The Netherlands
In the Netherlands, the governmental laws are very strict and GLOBALG.A.P. adjusted its
standard to these (Bood, pers. comm., 2011). This is convenient for the auditors, they have the
right version of the standard in front of him immediately.
4.4.2 The audit
Also the GLOBALG.A.P. audit contains of predetermined activities. However, this audit will only
take a couple of hours, with a maximum of three. The following activities should always take
place (Bood, pers. comm., 2012):
1. Opening meeting
During the this part of the audit, the auditor explains the procedure of audit.
2. Document review
This is the longest part of the audit. The auditor checks the documents and self-checklist
the producer filled in beforehand.
3. Site visit
The auditor also checks machines and farm hygiene aspects, so a walk around the farm is
done here.
4. Closing meeting
At the end, the auditor will tell non-conformities and what will happen next. He will also
asks the producers for a signature to make sure they agree to what happened.
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5. Traditional inspector
People take on different roles wherever they are. A woman takes the mother role when she is at
home with her children, while she can be tough business woman at the office. Also an auditor
can take on different roles, depending on the situation. As identified in section 2.2.1, an auditor
acts as a traditional inspector when he only focuses on the content, meaning the standard. In this
section, the auditors’ role as traditional inspector will be discussed, based on three different
theories, namely communication as negotiation, power, and sharing information. In the
following chapters, the other two roles are analysed.

5.1 The audits
In general, the Fairtrade auditor’s role was not so much one of traditional inspector. The
atmosphere during the entire audit was very informal whereas a traditional inspector would not
care about small talk. After the welcome to the plantation by one of the producers, they quickly
had small talk among each other. This directly created a situation where everyone was feeling
comfortable to talk. Because in Ghana it is common to talk to strangers as if they were friends or
relatives (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011), it made the atmosphere immediately at ease. The
producers therefore might not have seen the auditor as a traditional inspector. This was
probably the aim of the auditor, namely to make them feel comfortable.
During the documentation review the role of traditional inspector could be identified. He read
the criteria from the standard out loud in the form of a question, to which the producer could
answer. For example, the auditor wanted to know about the company’s corporate social
responsibility plan. He asked: “Do you have a part on corporate social responsibility in your
mission or policy statement?”. The producers answered positively. Then, the auditor knew
enough and wrote it down. There was no need for him to ask more questions about this or
elaborate more on the topic, besides asking for the document. This was possible for many
questions and also necessary to save time. For example, when the auditor asked for the number
of hectares the producers possess, it was not necessary to use a special technique to get to the
answer. The following dialogue gives an example of where the auditor chose to not ask further
questions and where he acted as a traditional inspector (A= auditor, P= producer):
A: “How is overtime paid?”
P: “Overtime is 1.5 times”.
A: “What about holidays?”
P: “Yes, also”.
Silence.
A: “When are the workers paid?”
P: “At least by the 31st of the month”.
A: “Oh okay”.
This short conversation shows how the auditor wanted to get directly to the point and he did not
use other ways to come to an answer besides asking it straightforward. He chose not to get into
detail about this topic at that moment, but eventually covered the topic during another
encounter by means of documents. A traditional inspector approaches the subject as a point on
the checklist and that is what the Fairtrade auditor did.
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During the site visit, field visit, and closure meeting, the role of traditional inspector was largely
absent. Throughout the site visit and the field visit, the auditor had informal talks with the
workers, as well as with the producers. The auditor obtained all the information he needed by
integrating topics into a conversation, especially when talking to the producers. By doing this in
an informal way, it made it different from other encounters where he followed the checklist only
and focused on the content.
During the talks with the workers the auditor took a
different approach than during the documentation
review. The auditor had a semi-structured interview,
where he had certain topics he wanted to discuss with
the workers but still gave a lot of freedom to the
workers to have a discussion amongst each other. So,
despite the set topic list, the auditor did not act entirely
as a traditional inspector. Due to the informal
atmosphere, the workers felt comfortable and not as if
they were checked.

Photo 1 Informal talk with workers

Negotiation took the overhand during the closure meeting, and the auditor was not able to finish
the audit as a traditional inspector. At the Fairtrade closure meeting, the auditor usually
expresses the non-conformities he found at the plantation and gives the producers the
opportunity to come up with a corrective measure to be executed in the following year. In this
meeting, the auditor did not act as a traditional inspector and gave a lot of space for negotiation.
The producers wanted to discuss many points to influence the opinion of the auditor, since they
did not always agree with his non-conformity. The auditor had a structure he used throughout
the entire meeting. First he read the point in the standard the producer did not comply to, then
he gave his account of why he came to the conclusion of non-conformity, and afterwards gave
the producer the time to come up with a corrective measure. Only in a few cases, the auditor
could immediately continue to the next issue without negotiation, reflecting his role as
traditional inspector.
Also the GLOBALG.A.P. audit had a clear structure when it comes to activities needed to be done
during the audit. It contained of a documentation review, a site visit, and a closure meeting. The
two audits used for this research took about two hours per inspection. Just as the Fairtrade
auditor, this auditor did not mainly act as a traditional inspector. Starting from the first minute
he entered the farm of the first producer, there was an informal atmosphere. The producer
seemed nervous but comfortable and was very open about his farm and its refurbishment at that
time. The auditor participated lively in this conversation. Due to this informal talk, the producer
did not feel as if the auditor came to check and he therefore seemed to eliminate the auditor’s
role of traditional inspector.
Since it was a short audit compared to the Fairtrade audit, the auditor took less time to have
negotiations about topics. He was more straightforward. This was possible because the producer
was well prepared. Since this producer was well organized, there was no need for the auditor to
guide him in answering the questions. Still, when the auditor takes on the role of traditional
inspector, it is also about the way he asks the questions. The following interchange
demonstrates how the auditor at some points asked his questions:
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A: “Do you spray your own chemical fertilizer?”
P: “Yes”.
Silence.
A: “Checking of the spray”.
P: “It is valid for three years”.
A: “Yes”.
P: “It is valid until March 2012, so it needs to be checked again next year”.
A: “Yes, that is true”.
The auditor did not ask any further questions, because he already got the proof by means of a
document. In this short dialogue, it is possible to see that the auditor also used techniques to get
to the information immediately. Like mentioned before, it was not necessary to have a long
discussion about it, since the producer understood what the auditor meant. In general, the
auditor did not have long discussions with the producers during both audits. Looking at this
aspect, the producers might think that the auditor’s role of traditional inspector strengthened.
On the other hand, the auditor was doing his job without considering this issue (Bood, pers.
comm., 2011). He was focusing on the content and trying to finish the audit in time.
It seems inevitable that during an audit questions need to be asked straight to the point. The
basis of both audits were as traditional inspector, however it cannot be said that the auditor was
working in this role throughout the entire audit. One of the techniques how the two auditors got
the information was a straightforward approach and therefore mainly linked to the role of
traditional inspector.
After the general overview of the audits where the role of traditional inspector stood out, now a
more detailed view is presented based on the three different theories.

5.2 Space for negotiation
This section analyses the audit with a focus on space for negotiation. However, this will be a
short segment since a traditional inspector in theory does not provide space for negotiation, but
focuses on the content and asks direct questions. He focuses on getting the question answered,
without taking the process of the producers into account.
When the Fairtrade auditor acted as traditional inspector, he did not give the producers space
for negotiation. Questions were asked and information was requested in a straightforward way.
When looking at the entire audit, the producers were negotiating with the auditor a lot.
However, during the time the auditor asked direct questions, the producers did not always start
negotiation. There were more instances where there was a lot of negotiation during a
conversation, than were the auditor purely acted as traditional inspector and did not give any
space.
Whereas the Fairtrade producers were testing the auditor and stretching the negotiation, the
GLOBALG.A.P. producers were seemingly more convinced of the auditor’s expertise. It was
therefore easier for the auditor to give room for the producers to ask questions and discuss a
topic. Still, the auditor was strict and to the point, since an audit only takes a couple of hours and
not multiple days. The most obvious example is where the auditor expressed his nonconformities to the producers at the closure meeting, where both said they agreed with this.
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Compared to the Fairtrade producers, they were calm and patient and did not get into discussion
with the auditor. They knew he was right and that they had to fix it. It must be said that the
Fairtrade producers had many more non-conformities, so for them it was worth a shot to change
the auditor’s point of view. Nevertheless, the GLOBALG.A.P. producers could also have discussed
with the auditor if they did not agree.
Providing space for negotiation as an auditor is not how a traditional inspector would be
classified. Concluding from the information provided above, the amount of times the auditors
acted like a traditional inspector or opened up space for negotiation depended on how the
producers prepared before and performed during an audit. The division of hierarchy is another
factor influencing how often space for negotiation is used and will be discussed in the following
section.

5.3 Power
Power relations in developing countries are different in Ghana compared to the Netherlands.
Producers and auditors might expect different things from an audit and therefore also enter the
process differently. It is difficult to judge beforehand what happens during an audit in any
region. Especially Fairtrade audits might be very different than other audits since the focus is on
improving livelihoods instead of only farming practices, and a lot is at stake during such an
inspection. This section deals with the power relations during the Fairtrade audit, as well as the
hierarchy during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit where it was assumed hierarchy did not play a large
role.
Even though power differences were not directly visible, there were signs during the Fairtrade
audit which showed that the auditor was the chairman of the meeting and definitely had the last
word by means of making the final decision. This was mainly because of his position. Since he
was the auditor and the one making the final decision, he naturally had more power than the
producers. This became clear in that the auditor was the one asking the questions during the
documentation review, field visit and site visit. Just as a test in school where the teacher asks the
questions and students answer them, it was of a similar structure how the auditor asked his
questions. He did use certain techniques to get to the information but in general a teacherstudent relationship could be identified. The producers seemed uncomfortable because at times
they were not able to answer questions immediately (so they started stuttering or stayed silent),
which amplifies this view.
During the closure meeting the auditor was very persistent in his decisions. The auditor was not
able to give his non-conformity and immediately continued to the corrective measure very often.
A lot of times, the producers started a discussion and automatically the auditor’s power faded
away. Then, he did not act as traditional inspector anymore. However, when there was no
discussion, the structure was very clear: first the criteria, then the non-conformity, followed by
the corrective measure of the producers. This structure made the auditor very powerful again,
because it was clear what the producers could expect.
Whereas the Fairtrade auditor did not experience many power issues even though it was
assumed he would, the GLOBALG.A.P. audit was how one would expect an audit in the
Netherlands would go, namely informal and without a strict hierarchy. Differences in hierarchy
in Dutch society is slightly decreasing and therefore the audit was most likely to be informal and
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without any power issues. This was the case during both audits. Despite the general feeling of
the auditor being an intruder which many producers in the Netherlands experience (Bood, pers.
comm., 2011), power had never been a real concern. However, the auditor had natural power
due to his job and position during the audit. By being clear on the procedure as well as about the
criteria in the checklist, the auditor showed what he wanted and how he wanted it. This auditor
also had the ability to make the final decision, which put him automatically in an authoritative
position. A traditional inspector does not negotiate about issues, and during the GLOBALG.A.P.
audit it was not necessary to discuss the procedure, criteria and the non-conformities identified.
Also the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor asked questions to the point and not in an indirect way to fulfil
other purposes (for example to make producers learn about their faults). However, during these
audits the atmosphere was not as if the producers were doing a test. A teacher-student
relationship could therefore not be indicated as heavily, because the producers seemed to feel
comfortable while answering.
Although it may seem that a developing country as Ghana and a developed country as the
Netherlands experiences differences in power relations, the audits showed that this was not the
case. There were more similarities than differences and both audits were very informal. This
was the same for the next theory analysed, namely sharing for information.

5.4 Sharing information
Sharing information can be interpreted in two different ways. First of all, the auditor can share
his knowledge about a certain topic with the producers. Second, it can refer to how the
producers share information about their farm or plantation with the auditor. Most
straightforward during the audits was for the auditor to ‘just’ ask the questions that needed to
be answered, point-blank. Both auditors used this technique, which is related to the role of
traditional inspector. About half of the time the Fairtrade auditor asked questions to which the
producers answered immediately and to the point. It was a clear procedure, where the auditor
asked for information and the producers answered accordingly, often with a document as backup. This happened mainly at the documentation review meeting, were most questions were
asked. However, also during the site visit and the field visit, these straightforward questions
were asked. Based on what the auditor saw during the visit, he asked questions related to the
standard. Again this was about fifty per cent of the time, where the atmosphere was informal
and comfortable.
Also the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor used the technique of asking information to the point. Like
mentioned earlier, these producer were well prepared and therefore did not need many special
techniques to get to the right information. Also this auditor mainly used the technique during the
documentation review meeting, as well as during the site visit and the field visit.
Looking at this point, the auditors did not differ very much. The Ghanaian auditor created an
informal atmosphere but still used straightforward techniques to gain power during the audit
and get the information he needed. This was the same for the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor, who
created an informal atmosphere by talking about for example market related topics.
Nevertheless, he also made sure the necessary topics were discussed and the questions
answered.
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5.5 Sub-conclusion
At the end of this chapter it can be concluded that the differences between the approaches of the
two auditors related to their role of traditional inspector are not very large. The following table
provides an overview of the previously mentioned similarities and differences:
Table 1 Overview traditional inspector

Fairtrade
The audits






GLOBALG.A.P.

Informal
Some situations traditional
inspector
Producers low educated
50% of the time the auditor acted as
tradition inspector






Informal
More situations traditional
inspector
Producers high educated
50% of the time the auditor acted
as tradition inspector

Space for negotiation



No space



No space

Power




Because of position
Strong student-teacher relationship




Because of position
Moderate student-teacher
relationship

Sharing information




Asking questions straightforward
Based on what auditor saw and
standard





Asking questions straightforward
Based on standard
Well prepared producers

The Fairtrade audit and the GLOBALG.A.P. audit were both of informal character, where the role
of traditional inspector occurred more often during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit than during the
Fairtrade audit. Reason for this could be the level of preparation of the producers beforehand
and their experience with certification. As a result, the GLOBALG.A.P. audit went faster because
the auditor did not have to explain the producers a lot about the content of the standard and was
able to ask straightforward questions. This does not mean that is was a very static conversation.
Due to their way of acting as traditional inspector at certain moments in time, there was no
space for negotiation during both audits entirely. Even though especially the Ghanaian
producers were willing to negotiate with the auditor, often direct questions were asked that did
not need further elaboration.
There were a lot of similarities between the two auditors when it comes to power. Both had
natural power during the audits due to their position. They both used it in similar ways, namely
by being clear on procedure, asking direct questions and ability to make the final decision. An
auditor has to be strong and confident about what he is doing. By using the mentioned
techniques and strategies, a traditional inspector is likely to have a lot of power. This was proven
during the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. audit, where the auditor gained a lot of power just by
being strict and clear.
Linked to the role of traditional inspector is the technique used to obtain information. Both
auditors asked direct questions without making it very complicated or unnecessary long.
Questions were based on the standard or what the auditors saw during a site visit or field visit.
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Again, it seems inevitable that the auditors are acting as traditional inspector during an audit.
Questions need to be asked and if the auditor takes a long time at every question, a Fairtrade
audit would take weeks instead of days, and the GLOBALG.A.P. audit would then take days
instead of two or three hours. It can then already be concluded that a traditional inspector is
partly present during audits and not completely put off.
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6. Innovation broker
Auditors have a lot of information about and experience with standards. They are the ones that
know the content of the standards and the details of how the producer can comply with the
criteria. It is the task of the auditor to teach and pass on information about the standards and
have some influence on how these are implemented. When combining the content of the
standard with the process of the producers to learn about it, it refers to the role of innovation
broker. This chapter is organized similarly to the previous one, namely first discussing the two
audits, followed by space for negotiation, power, and sharing information.

6.1 The audits
In Ghana, the situation is quite different than in the Netherlands. The Fairtrade standard is
implemented there to improve the livelihoods of people, whereas the Netherlands is a rich and
developed country where improving livelihoods is not the main goal anymore. This has its effect
on the audit and working methods of the auditor. Even though auditors are not allowed to help,
in the case of Fairtrade it seemed inevitable not to give any advice. The lives of people are very
important in this standard and this auditor felt the need to help them wherever he could. An
innovation broker can be described as someone that goes to farms to discuss and teach about
innovations and possible changes that could be made to improve the current situation. This role
could be identified at certain times in the audits that were analysed.
The fact that Ghana is a developing country, requires an approach from the auditor which
acknowledges this issue. What was seen during the Fairtrade audit is that the producers
executed the activities required by Fairtrade only to receive the premium. The auditor tried to
convince the producers to change this attitude, make them to earn more money in the long run.
He did that by giving advice about farming activities. His aim was to make them ‘live’ Fairtrade,
truly believe in it by seeing the benefits, and to change their attitudes towards the organization
(Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011).
Even though auditors are formally not allowed to give advice as explained in section 2.2.2, the
Fairtrade auditor still gave tips about certain issues throughout the audit. When looking at the
various stages in the Fairtrade audit, there were differences between every phase. First of all, the
documentation review provided room for the auditor to be an innovation broker only to a
certain extent. The information given varied per subject and the auditor mainly gave advice
without a request to do so from the producers. This situation is combined with the role of
development worker, since by sharing his knowledge he wants to help to improve the processes
at the farm. However, the main difference is that the innovation broker gave the advice, whereas
the development worker let the producers come up with the solution. The following dialogue
illustrates how the auditor shares his knowledge as an innovation broker:
A: “So the people who got the training, have they been passing it on to other workers?”
P: Mumbles.
Silence.
A: “Have they been passing on the training to others?”
P: “No, they haven’t”.
Silence.
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A: “A way to reduce costs is to train the trainer. Only a few people are trained by a certified
trainer and they can then pass it on to other workers. I know it is very expensive to train all
workers, also with the turnover of employees, but this could be a solution”.
Because of the background of the auditor, where he has probably seen this technique at other
farms or at least heard about it before, he is able to give them this advice. This is classified as the
auditor being an innovation broker, because he provided the producers the information on how
to implement a certain activity. The producers listened to it and wrote it down. This can also be
views as a student-teacher relationship. However, this was more in an instructing form. During
another moment in the documentation review, the auditor provided the producers an example
of another plantation. He did that to make a point, because the producers did not seem to
understand what he meant. The auditor and the producers had a discussion about the fact that
there is no part on environmental protection in their management plan:
A: “Do you know what Chiquita did? You know, the banana trader”.
P: “No, no...”.
A: “Well, they stopped using so much chemicals on their bananas. This was much better for their
products, and the customers also really liked it”.
P: “Yes...”.
A: “The other thing is that they save a lot of money because they did not use chemicals where it
was not necessary. So besides the environmental consequences, it might be economically
beneficial as well”.
P: Mumbles. “Interesting, I think we should try that”.
Since the auditor had the opportunity to provide them with such an example, it demonstrates
how he used his experience in another way than the previous example. He used a successful
company as example whereas the first dialogue was based on the producers’ own situation. He
gave concrete tips, whereas the second one was a more general example. Here, the producers
learned how it could be done another way. Even though it was less concrete than the first one,
the auditor passed on information and indirectly said how and why it could be implemented.
In addition to the documentation review session, the site visit and the field visit were informal.
Besides the fact that the auditor was having a talk with the producers about various topics, he
meanwhile gave tips about what he sees could be improved and how it should be improved (for
example wires that are hanging loose, without any protection). This was done without the
producers asking for it, however, by doing this the auditor strengthened his image of being an
innovation broker.
Compared to the documentation review, the producers more often asked for advice during the
closure meeting. The way they asked questions was also more direct and to the point than
during other activities. This was probably because of the structure of the closure meeting which
was strict, but open enough for producers to ask questions. As a result, it seemed that in the end
the producers viewed the auditor as an innovation broker and as their source of information
concerning the standard. This was partly caused by the auditor who provided information at
times the producers did not ask for it, as well as the structure the auditor used during the
closure meeting. Because of the amount of tips and advices the auditor gave to the producers
throughout the audit and the way the producers asked direct questions in the end, they more
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likely viewed him as innovation broker having the knowledge they are lacking. The entire fourday audit cannot be written down in this report, but the overall view on the audit demonstrated
that the auditor gave a lot of tips and advices.
In contrast to the Fairtrade audit, the GLOBALG.A.P. audit was less focused on improving the
situation at the farm but more on checking the processes. Still, because of the background of the
auditor as a producer, his know-how was used in various situations. During the audits, two types
of knowledge were detected, namely 1) knowledge related to the standard and 2) knowledge
related to farming practices. The largest part of the audit was the documentation review, where
he often referred to the standard and to how GLOBALG.A.P. would like to see some practices to
be done. This cannot be seen as advice, since it is only mentioning what is already in the
standard. In addition, there was another way the auditor shared his knowledge related to the
standard, namely by giving tips on how to improve the producer’s administration. It can be
explained by means of the following example. The producer and auditor had a discussion about
receipts of the collection of the products. The producer threw old receipts away and made no
overview, while either one must be kept for at least two years:
A: “It is not necessary to keep all the receipts, it could also be an overview. As long as the
auditors can find which truck picked up which products. The next version of the standard will be
stricter on this. Still, it is also not compulsory to have an overview. If you keep the receipts in a
box as you have it now, I can take a random sample out of it to see what happened”.
P: “Yes, I see”.
A: “Throwing everything away is not good. This time we will use the receipts of this year but
next time you have to show all”.
P: “Yes, no problem. It is just difficult with all these papers, to keep track of everything”.
A: “Of course, I understand. And if you have your money, there is no need to keep them
anymore”.
P: Laughs. “Yes you understand what I mean”.
Most important in this example is the first part, where the auditor explained in detail the
possibilities of how the producer can improve his administration, by making it easier for himself.
It did not affect the outcome of the audit, but it was a tip to keep in mind for next year. Still, it is
interesting how the conversation continued because of the informal atmosphere and the
accepting attitude of the producer. Reason for this could be the flexible approach of the auditor.
He explained why it the administration is important and why the alternative option can also be
used. The auditor later on explained that he does not mind giving advice on practices that do not
directly influence the criteria in the standard, but support the process (Bood, pers. comm.,
2011). He also explained that he wanted the producers to really understand why certain criteria
are in the standard, or why in this example the administration could be improved. This partly
overlaps with being a development worker, where it is the aim to let the producers learn
something (this will be explained in chapter 7).
In addition to having knowledge about the standard, at times the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor used his
agriculture knowledge to create a comfortable atmosphere. When an auditor knows what he is
talking about and provokes the producer to make him talk about his favourite topic (namely his
farm), the auditor can gain his trust while his formal role as inspector shifts to the background.
In addition, being able to talk about the details of a shared topic, shows commitment and might
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open up the producer to tell more about the processes at the farm (Bood, pers. comm., 2011).
During the GLOBALG.A.P. audits, the auditor used his knowledge to ‘break the ice’. Especially the
second producer was not very talkative in the beginning and the auditor looked for ways to
make him relax, by for example asking about the market at the moment and the stage where the
products were in to have a technical discussion about it afterwards. This was also seen during
the Fairtrade audit, but to a much lesser extent than during the GLOBALG.A.P. audits. The
auditor did not only use this technique to make the producers comfortable, but also to find out
how their businesses were running and what was important to them. By doing this, he got a
completer overview of the farm of the producers’ practices.
Not only did the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor use his knowledge to make a connection and gain
information, the producers also benefitted from this new source of information during the
conversation. Especially during the first audit, the auditor acted as an innovation broker at times
where the producer asked for it (“Do you know how...?”) or when the auditor did it himself (“You
could better do...”, similar to the example mentioned above about the receipts). In section 6.4,
more will be discussed about how information is provided and what the impact is.
The GLOBALG.A.P. audits showed that the auditor’s knowledge was not only used as information
source of the producers, but also as a technique to create a comfortable atmosphere. As a result
from this section, it can already be said that an innovation broker has many development tasks
and motivations. Chapter 7 goes into detail about the development worker, to illustrate the main
difference between the two roles.

6.2 Space for negotiation
Space for negotiation is created during various situations, either done by the auditor himself or
the producers. Due to new forms of communication, auditors are naturally opening up the space
to negotiate an issue. Because of the empowerment of producers, they also enjoyed negotiating
with the auditor. During the audits in Ghana and the Netherlands, both auditors created space.
This was done for example by asking if the producers had questions. The auditors thus gave
them freedom to discuss.
When thinking about negotiation, the first thing that comes in mind is conflict. However, not all
situations where negotiation took place was based on a conflict or a challenging situation. The
Fairtrade auditor performed more as development worker when he dealt with conflict, since he
tried not to let the situation escalade. Therefore, the next chapter will deal with this more in
detail. What is mainly meant with communication as negotiation as a movement is the fact that
more discussion is going on about any given topic. The following dialogue shows what is meant:
A: “I made a schedule before I came here, did you receive it?”
P: “Yes, we did”.
A: “Let’s go through it then, so we can see what is feasible and what not. First there is a
documentation review meeting taking place this morning. In the afternoon, I planned to have a
meeting with the health and safety committee followed by a meeting with the union. Tomorrow,
I start with the packhouse audit, followed by a round of inspections. But I think it is better to do
part of the inspections already today”.
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P: “Well, maybe it is best to do the packhouse tomorrow since then people are working.
Inspections can then also be done, but maybe some can be done today already. I also think it is
best to switch these two tomorrow, because of logistical reasons”.
A: “Yes, that’s fine. Perfect”.
This conversation continued in a similar manner discussing the various scheduled activities. It
illustrates how the auditor involved the producers in the decision making about the schedule.
The activity was interactive and negotiation was seen at multiple levels of the conversations.
During the audit, the auditor wanted to have discussions about certain subjects which lead to
input from him and the producers. His aim was not only to give direct advice, but also make the
producers think about the topic and possible solution. His focus was at the standard and the
process. At the same time, the auditor gained information about the current situation. Starting a
conversation like that required skills and methods to inspire people to talk. First of all, the
Fairtrade auditor used examples from other plantations or from purely hypothetical situations
based on what he had seen so far, to start a discussion. Starting sentences like: “What if...?” and
“Let’s assume that...”, made the producers respond to what was said. This way of provoking
producers was an effective way to start a process of negotiation about a specific subject.
Whereas the auditor and the producers both initiated discussion, specific methods were
necessary when the producers wanted to stretch the boundaries of the auditor. In the example
below, the producer was testing the auditor how far he was willing to go:
A: “I was personally not impressed by the recordkeeping. For example overtime, that
administration was not sufficient and there are easier ways to do this’.
P: “Well, the reason why we do this is...”.
A: “I know why you are doing this, but it can be done in a better way”.
P: “Okay, but what if workers get to the plantation and the fruit is not yet ready to be packed.
What should they do? What should we do?”
A: Silence. “It is not their fault the fruit is not ready. You told me during the documentation
review meeting you have a rotation scheme for the workers, so it should not matter where they
work. I just want more clarity in your hour-registration, wherever they work”.
In reality, the producer came up with many more examples of why their registration is fine the
way it is, but this example already shows how the producers were very confident in criticizing
the auditor’s observation. Here the auditor did not let him extend it too much. He interrupted
him to make him stop.
The next example is during the closure meeting of the audit. The auditor used a clear structure
to go through all non-conformities identified. The producers are obliged to propose a corrective
measure for their errors, either during the meeting or afterwards. This example explains this
point. The auditor read out loud criteria 1.6.0.66 and gave his non-conformity (patient files are
not kept confidential). One producer saw the results of a medical examination and informed
other members of management about it:
P: “What do you mean exactly with this point?”
A: “I mean that the doctor’s results should never go to a third party, under no circumstance. Only
the doctor and the patient have the rights to see the files, not management”.
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P: “Yes, but I received a letter with results from all workers and opened the letter, only after
consultation with the doctor”.
A: “I am talking about the individual files”.
P: “Management needs a copy of these files”.
A: Silence. “If you need advice on one of your workers, you can consult the doctor about it”.
P: “But what if a worker needs to be given another task?”
A: “You can discuss that with the doctor”.
P: “But what if...?”
The producer continued asking what-if questions for about ten minutes afterwards, trying to
find a way to get to see the files anyway. At the end the auditor got upset and became very strict.
He finished the discussion by repeating that management is never allowed to see the files, and
that if they needed advice on something, they should consult the doctor, followed by asking for a
corrective measure. He told the producers how it is meant by Fairtrade and thus referred to the
content of the standard. The auditor had no plans of changing his mind, but gave the producers
an opportunity to learn.
During the audit, it was clear that the producers did not always understand what the auditor
meant. This was often due to the content of the standard and he had to explain them regularly
how the Fairtrade criteria were to be understood. It could be that the requirements from
Fairtrade did not match the reality in Ghana, like demonstrated in the example above (about the
patient files). In Western countries it seems obvious that nobody except the doctor is allowed to
see the files, however, in Ghana this is not so common. There were more situations where the
auditor had to explain how Fairtrade meant something. Furthermore, since the auditor knew
that the producers did not understand everything about the standard, he often asked if the
producers still had questions about either the procedure or the content of the standard. Any
question was allowed. For the auditor it was important that everyone understood what was
going on and no confusion was created.
One of the main issues the Fairtrade auditor had with the standard is the fact he missed a
regional version of the standard. The local laws sometimes do not make it any clearer. Officially,
the auditors have the opportunity to use local laws if they are more beneficial for the producers
than the Fairtrade standard. However, the laws in Ghana are sometimes too vague or not
consistent enough (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). It therefore makes it difficult for the auditor
to use.
When looking at the GLOBALG.A.P. audit, the starting point was different than from the Fairtrade
audit. Both producers were already for a longer time in the GLOBALG.A.P. cycle and had more
experience with certification than the Fairtrade producers. Furthermore, the average education
level in the Netherlands is higher than in Ghana, so the audit started from a different level. In
addition to this, the content of the standard required a different approach from the auditor, so
the audits in that sense cannot be one-on-one compared. The communication techniques the
Fairtrade auditor used were therefore not found during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit.
Also during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit, negotiation took place. However, it must be said that it was
substantially less compared to Fairtrade. Various reasons for this difference can be identified
including the level of preparation of the producers (so the entire audit went much smoother),
43

From global standards to local adaption
Denise Bood

the content of the standard (the length of the audit was considerably shorter), and the
acceptance by the producers of the non-conformities identified (they had less non-conformities
than during the Fairtrade audit). The producers were seemingly more convinced of the auditor’s
expertise.
However, there were situations where the auditor had to use certain skills to have an effective
discussion about a topic the producer introduced. In the following example, the producer is
sharing his irritations about the fact that larger farms do not fill in the self-checklist which is
required to be filled in by the producers prior to the audit. This checklist is a tool for the auditor
to quickly check what happened in the past year, instead of asking all the questions. However, it
requires a lot of time from the producers. By means of documents the checklist is verified.
Despite this requirement, the producer hears at many occasions that other producers do not fill
in the list and still get certified:
P: “I have heard about many inconsistencies where larger producers do not fill in the checklist
because the auditor does not check it anyway. That kind of bothers me, because it takes a lot of
time filling it in. For example when I talk to one of my neighbours, they kind of laugh about filling
it in”.
A: “I understand your problem, I have heard it more often. You have to know that this will be
covered in the next version of the standard”.
P: “Okay that is great because it really bothers me, especially at parties where we talk about our
work and the companies, and yes of course, you also talk about the audits. When you then hear
that other producers do not fill it in, get certified and also sell their potatoes, it makes you start
thinking”.
A: “Yes I can imagine that bothers you. Well, our organization also does not like this issue and we
are very much aware of it. Like I said before, the new version will cover it”.
P: “Yes, they promised us that these producers will get less paid for their products, but that
never happened”.
A: “Well, you have to know that NAK AGRO is just the executing organization. We cannot really
do anything about it. But I do know they are working on it”.
P: “Great, because you get disturbed relationships because of that”.
By continuing the discussion, even though the auditor already agreed, the producer continuously
negotiated with the auditor to make his point. The producer seemed to want confirmation on his
issue and negotiated this with the auditor, trying to get the auditor to say he is right on every
point he makes. Also in this example, the space for negotiation is stretched by the producer but
accepted by the auditor. Here, the focus is a little more on the process, but still the content is an
important aspect for the auditor. Also, the auditor explained why the criteria was there.

6.3 Power
Power differences during an audit is something that could naturally occur due to the different
positions, namely auditor versus producer. Since the auditors were the ones making the final
decision about a non-conformity, they are automatically more powerful than the producers.
However, there were also techniques the auditors used that emphasised the power they had
during conversations.
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To start with, the Fairtrade auditor enjoyed testing the producers. Even though it was an
informal atmosphere and the auditor wanted the producers to get the certificate, he liked finding
out what the producers really thought about a subject. He did not accept only the document, he
wanted to know what really happened (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). Therefore, he asked
them to explain certain situations. He combined the content of the criteria with the process of
the producers to learn from it. Even though the auditor might have felt insecure because he was
not sure he was getting all the information, looking at the situation it came across as powerful. In
addition to that, another way of testing the producers which the auditor liked to do was by first
asking a question (“Do workers know the difference between union and joint body?”) followed
by asking for proof (“Do you have record of trainings?”), where this should have been taught.
Interesting about this technique is not asking if this has been taught during a training and then
asking for proof, but leaving it in the middle at first. Then the producers can convincingly say all
workers know, after which they possibly cannot give him their proof. Furthermore, this was
again asked to the workers and the truth came out anyway. Once more, this is combining content
with the process of the producers, indicating the auditor’s role as innovation broker. He tried to
teach them something as well as finding out how they operate.
To make producers tell the truth in a developing country where money is very important and it
is a real challenge for the producer to get certified, is difficult for the auditor at times. Producers
try to make their situation appear more positive than it actually is. Documents might show one
thing, but reality could be completely different (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). There is one
example which is rather simple, but shows the complexity and intensity of the job of a Fairtrade
auditor. During the documentation review, he asked the producers for a map of the plots of the
plantation. After they had given him the document, he started asking questions about it. The
auditor wanted the producers to explain him how they organize everything, regardless of the
map he was holding in his hands. After the audit, the auditor explained he sometimes likes to ask
the producers to explain the documents and how the claimed procedure is practiced in real life.
He experienced that documents are sometimes made up and not used accordingly. By using the
technique of asking to explain the documents, he aims to test the producers to find out if they
really practice what they claim to (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). Explaining something in
words can be different than typing a form. Throughout the audit he applied this technique.
A little more severe was provoking the producers. The auditor tended to use this method as well
to get information and not make it too easy for them. The reason for provoking was mainly to get
a reaction. The auditor wanted to see what happened if he commented on something about what
he saw or heard at the plantation, about which he wanted a response. This was mainly
something either negative or challenging. The following example will explain what is meant
here. The auditor reads out loud criteria 1.6.0.63 and gave his non-conformity (workers take
their protection clothes home):
P: “Yes but you know what, the workers want to take it home because they want to wash it, and
then return it. Or they don’t want to leave the clothes behind because other workers steal them”.
A: Sighs. “I understand, it is a difficult situation. I think that...”.
P: “Well I think that...”.
A: “P, you have to agree that it is not only about chemicals, (...) but about contamination”.
P: Silence. “Workers don’t listen to management”.
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A: “So you don’t have a voice?”
P: Silence. “Not much...”.
Instead of the auditor understanding his point of view, he tried to challenge them by mentioning
a vital weak point of management. When workers do not listen to management, they are doing
something very wrong. The producers got challenged because a painful issue was brought up.
Even though they did not respond, does not mean they did not feel uncomfortable and were
thinking about this issue. Initially the auditor felt compassion for the issues of the producers, but
eventually challenged them to think about their own flaws, instead of them only blaming the
workers.
Furthermore, during the closure meeting the auditor was very persistent in his decisions.
Despite the fact he had quite some discussions with the producers, he only changed his
conclusion once which was one word to make the message less severe. During the rest of the
meeting, the auditor was able to explain clearly and appeared convinced why he made the
decision. By sticking to his findings and having a good arguments for it, he created natural power
without emphasizing it the entire time. This was possible because of the informal atmosphere
throughout the audit.
The GLOBALG.A.P. auditor also did not experience many situations where he had most power.
Besides the power he had due to his natural position, there were not many situations where the
auditor had to use specific techniques to make sure the producers also did not underestimate
him. However, there were some situations where the auditor explained the producers about the
content and how their activities could be improved. The example of the receipts in this chapter is
a good illustration, where the auditor explains how GLOBALG.A.P. wants to see his
documentation but still let the producer think about it before the auditor gave his advice. Also
the following example demonstrates a slight difference in power relations:
A: “How many employees have worked at your farm this year?”
P: “I have no employees, I work on my own”.
A: “But you just told me about the students that helped you during the summer”.
P: “Ah yes, but that was only a few days. It was temporary”.
A: “They still count as employees”.
P: “Really?”. Silence. “There were two students”.
A: Writes down the answer.
P: “But that is not on a yearly basis”.
A: “No I understand, but I want to know how many helped you on the farm, either paid or not.
For example, your father might work at the farm for free, which is none of my business, but as an
example. I need to know who worked with the product”.
P: Silence. “Why is that?”
A: “To get an overview of all the people at the farm and they need an indication how many
touched the product. There are certain rules about that”.
Due to the auditor’s knowledge about the standard, he was able to explain the producer in detail
what was meant. Also, he provided comparisons to make him understand what the standard
means. Only by being able to explain the content gave the auditor more power than the producer
when looking at the standard.
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The auditor did not feel like he had the most power during the audits. Besides the techniques
and the natural power the auditor had during the meeting, he envied the knowledge of the
producers concerning farming practices and managing a business. Still, he did feel powerful
related to the standard, because that is his job and therefore specialization compared to the
producers (Bood, pers. comm., 2011).
During both audits, the auditors and producers did not seem to have issues with scientific
knowledge. Where the producers had knowledge about their farming practices, the auditors
knew more about the standard. This way, the situation was more or less in balance.

6.4 Sharing information
The knowledge of the auditors can be divided into two types, namely knowledge about the
standard and about farming processes. This knowledge is based on information they received
via trainings as well as through experience. It is therefore used in different settings.
During the audits in Ghana and the Netherlands, it became clear that despite the prohibition of
organizations against giving advice, both auditors were not hesitant to do so anyway. However,
there turned out to be a difference between the types of advice the auditor gave. As a result of
the observation, it was possible to determine three different types of advice, namely:




Concrete and direct advice on the farming practices
Advice based on the standard
Tips supporting certification processes

Only the first type of advice could be problematic for the position of the auditor, since that form
is officially not allowed by the certification bodies. The GLOBALG.A.P. auditor says that an
auditor should always be in a position to give tips on how to improve for example
administration, as long as it does not directly interfere with the assessment of the farm, where a
non-conformity changes directly to a complied criteria (Bood, pers. comm., 2011). Advice in this
section is based on the content of the standard and its criteria, as well as the process the
producers go through.
The Fairtrade auditor had no problems giving any type of advice, whereas the GLOBALG.A.P.
auditor made a clear distinction between various types. The Fairtrade auditor’s aims were to
improve the livelihood of the producers and to make sure that they understood that Fairtrade is
not there to bother them, but to help. Moreover, he makes a clear division between the different
types of producers he audits. The auditor believes that young producers might need more help
than experienced ones, since they are new in the Fairtrade system (Kwakugah, pers. comm.,
2011). The plantation described in this study did not have a certificate before and the auditor
gave the producers advice when they asked for it or based on a discussion. The following
example, during the health and safety committee meeting, illustrates the different techniques the
auditor used:
A: “During the field visit I asked the boom (mass) sprayers what the red flags (danger) at the
plots meant. They said that it probably meant a mark indicating where the plantation was
sprayed and where they had to start.”
P: Laughs. “The workers are new at the plantation, so they don’t know”.
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A: “Yes I understand, but for me a mark of danger would be a skull. You know, with a cross
underneath. A red flag does not mean the same for everyone, whereas a skull does”.
P: Thinks and mumbles. “Yes you are right”.
A: “I suggest you to change the flags into something understandable for everyone. So that
everyone knows, even if you are new”.
P: Writing.
First the auditor tried to provoke the producers by presenting them a situation at the plantation
where they failed their responsibilities. Once more, he opened up the space for negotiation. The
fact that the producers did not respond very actively to the auditor, does not mean he did not
provide them an opportunity to brainstorm. Then, when looking at the type of advice, he gave a
very concrete tip to improve the processes at the farm. Not having clear signs at the plots can
have serious consequences for the health of the workers, and thus the certificate.
Nevertheless, there was some discretion in the amount of tips he gave. During the audit, there
were many opportunities for him to tell the producers how it could be improved. However he
also often referred to the criteria of the standard as a form of advice, where it is clearly
explained how it should be. For example, after the union meeting and the health and safety
committee meeting, the auditor asked if the members still had questions for him. They did and
asked their questions (for example how the committee could be improved). In response, the
auditor did not answer directly but referred to the checklist since all activities are written there.
Similar to the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor, he did not feel the need to tell them exactly what they
should do. There should be some effort coming from the producers as well (Kwakugah, pers.
comm., 2011).
Tips on supporting activities for certification and how to smoothen the audit process are
relatively innocent for the auditor to give. On overall the Fairtrade auditor did not give many of
such tips, compared to the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor, however there were some examples of where
the auditor provided guidelines on how to smoothen some processes:
A: “This overview of costs, it is calculated in Dollars, not in Ghanaian Cedi. While this one is in
Euro’s, how come?”. Points at different form.
P: “We base this on the exchange rate, which is most beneficial. We also do this because we deal
with many businessmen from all over the world. They all want something else”.
A: “I see”. Silence. “I still encourage you to change this into one currency because it makes your
life easier as well. Uniformity in such documents is very important”.
What this example illustrates is that it is possible to give certain types of tips or advices, without
changing a complete farming process which would change the outcome of the audit. Later on, the
auditor said that even though he gives tips or advices, he would still write the non-conformity
down if they are detected at that moment (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). It is then a tip for
coming year.
At the GLOBALG.A.P. audit, the balance was a little different. Here, the auditor gave a lot of tips
how to improve the supporting activities (administration) and much less on concrete farming
practices. The situation in the Netherlands is much different than in Ghana and the producers
were better prepared. For them, it was not necessary to receive concrete tips on farming issues.
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More advice was given on the supporting activities and referring to the criteria of the standard.
For an auditor it is easy to refer to the standard, since there is no potential harm for him. Also
this auditor used the technique often, where he sometimes read the criteria out loud to make a
point. Nevertheless, the technique most used was giving tips on supporting activities. The
following examples represent this technique in two different ways:
A: “You told me about the boxes outside. If you have other products or products from other
producers, it might be a good idea to put little cards on them to make sure an easy distinction is
made”.
P: “Yes that is true. It is only a lot of work”.
A: “That is definitely true, but next year the standard will be stricter on this than this version.
You want to make sure it is taken care of”.
P: “Right now I use chalk, is that also enough?”
A: “Yes that is also fine”.
and
A: “When is the spray checked last time?”
P: Sighs. “I don’t know that by heart. The spray is in the neighbours barn, because I don’t have
the space”.
A: “I see. Well, we can go there later on, because there is probably a sticker on the machine with
the date”.
P: “Yes, there is. Good idea. The neighbour also has the receipt of the check, since he brought the
spray there”.
A: Silence. “Well, maybe next time it is a good idea to have a copy in your folder. That is also
enough for us”.
The first example can be categorized as giving advice about the procedure, whereas the latter
one is more about administration. As though the last one seems a relatively straight forward
example, it represents the easiness of the auditor to give such tips. The auditor wants to help
and improve the way of working of the producer to make his life a little easier, without
interfering in the auditing process where it influences the outcome (Bood, pers. comm., 2011).
Besides the different types of giving advice, the auditors also used different ways of giving advice.
Based on the techniques mentioned in section 2.4, the auditors were tested during the audits.
First of all, when a producer asked something farming or standard-related, regardless of the
answer given, it could be seen as giving advice. Both during the Fairtrade audit and the
GLOBALG.A.P. audit, the auditors encountered this situation and both of them responded
similarly. Especially during the first GLOBALG.A.P. audit, the producer asked many questions
and was very eager to learn. He ‘used’ the auditor as his source of information (reflecting the
auditor’s role as innovation broker) and asked very specific questions which the auditor
answered fully. The Fairtrade auditor on the other hand, also experienced this situation.
Producers asked questions about their practices for the auditor to answer. However, the
questions these producers asked were not so detailed but very open questions (how to improve
a committee). It therefore became more difficult for the Fairtrade auditor to answer and to have
a decent discussion about it.
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The second way is where the producer reports his activity and the auditor brings in some new
points of view. Auditing is a process where the producer demonstrates what he did and if the
auditor then has a recommendation to improve, it classifies as advice. The Fairtrade auditor
experienced various situation where this occurred, much more than the previous technique. This
was started by the auditor himself, whereas the previous one was more initiated by the
producers. The example of the uniformity in documents is an illustration of this technique.
Alternatively, the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor took the opportunity of some answers from the
producers as chance to advise them to improve a certain tactic. He sometimes used the checklist
the producers had to fill in themselves, to point them on their mistakes. It makes it also tangible
for the producers to understand what he means.
The last way an auditor can give advice is by instructing, which is offering information without
being asked to. In the case of the audits, pure instruction is not given. Before a Fairtrade audit
takes place, the producers are assigned to a liaison officer, who helps preparing them for the
audit. The liaison officer is the one to instruct the producers what to expect, whereas the auditor
is not supposed to do that anymore (Banson, pers. comm., 2011) as long as the liaison officer did
his work right. In the Netherlands producers do not have a liaison officer, but meetings are held
where producers can voluntarily go to, to get information about the (new version of the)
standard (Bood, pers. comm., 2011). During both audits, the auditors did not instruct the
producers.
Both auditors were not completely against giving advice. However, the focus of the two auditors
was on different subjects. The Fairtrade auditor gave more advice on the processes at the farm
whereas the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor concentrated more on support for certification processes
(administration). They can be both classified as innovation broker, because of their approach
towards giving advice. All their advice was content-based and given for the producers to learn.

6.5 Sub-conclusion
As a conclusion of this chapter, the differences between the Fairtrade and the GLOBALG.A.P.
audit looking at the role of innovation broker demonstrates that the two auditors were open
towards the producers and willing to help where necessary. The following table shows the main
similarities and differences:
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Table 2 Overview innovation broker

Fairtrade
The audits




Space for negotiation





Power





Sharing information





GLOBALG.A.P.

Give advice to change attitude
(money and income)
Advice without letting producers
actively work with it



Providing opportunity to
negotiate
Giving space for negotiation to
certain extent
Learning process for producers



Auditor has natural power due to
position
Testing and provoking producers
Direct about wishes and
expectations



Open to give advice
Focus on farming practices
Provide new input












Standard & farming
practices knowledge
Use agricultural knowledge
also to comfort
Giving space for negotiation
to certain extent
Not very applicable

Auditor has natural power
due to position
Giving a clear introduction
(clear about expectations of
the producer during the
audit)
Open to give advice
Focus on supporting
activities (administration)
Provide new input

The two audits used as case studies in this research were in many aspects alike. At times, both
auditors acted as innovation brokers where they focused on teaching the producers something
about the standard or farming practices. Especially the Fairtrade producers saw the auditor as
an innovation broker, due to the amount of tips and advices he gave them. Initially they were
hesitant in asking questions, however, because of the openness of the auditor throughout the
audit, they were less hesitant in asking questions towards the end.
During the GLOBALG.A.P. audit, there was less of a feeling the producers viewed the auditor as
an innovation broker. However, many factors played a role why the auditor did not give as many
tips as the Fairtrade auditor did and thus created this perspective. First of all, the GLOBALG.A.P.
producers were well prepared and therefore had less questions and faults which could be
discussed. Second, the GLOBALG.A.P. standard does not aim to improve the livelihood of the
people. Therefore, there is another goal at stake and the producers are asked for farming
activities within the reasonable.
Due to the openness of both auditors, there were many opportunities for negotiation. The
Fairtrade auditor provided the producers more space for negotiation than the GLOBALG.A.P.
auditor. Also this could have had similar reasons as mentioned above (more specific preparation
and the content). In addition, power was not much of an issue for the two auditors. They both
enjoyed natural power because of their position. They were clear on procedures and requests,
which made them powerful to let the producers know who had the final say.
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Giving advice is an important part of the tasks as innovation broker. In the following figure, the
auditors are placed according to their performance. This means that based on the earlier
mentioned types of advice and their frequency of use, they are place somewhere along the axes.
Compliance

Input substitution

System redesign
GLOBALG.A.P.

Fairtrade

Advice
Fig. 3 Results in the advice axis

Source: Seppänen & Helenius (2004)

Since both auditors were not completely aversive towards giving advice, they are both
positioned in the lower part of the model. This figure now helps to see the difference in style
between auditors, when it comes to giving advice. The Fairtrade auditor focused more on giving
tips about farming processes whereas the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor was more looking at how to
improve the current working method of the producer (looking at for example administration).
Giving advice on administration is not very troublesome. Nevertheless, a standard like Fairtrade
which focuses on improving the livelihood of the producers and workers needs more advices on
concrete farming practices (Van Elzakker, pers. comm., 2012) compared to a Western standard
as GLOBALG.A.P.. Therefore, the Fairtrade auditor gave more advice when looking at absolute
numbers, but that depended on the circumstances.
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7. Development worker
Whereas the traditional inspector and the innovation broker focus during a conversation on the
content, the development worker is mainly interested in the process the producers to through
without focusing on the content too much. When the auditors take on this role, they want to
coach them in finding an answer to an issue, in an interactive way.

7.1 The audits
There were certain points during the audits, where the auditor was acting as a development
worker. This was more often detected during the Fairtrade audit, than during the GLOBALG.A.P.
audit. However, a development worker is a broad term, which can be interpreted differently in
various situations. Nevertheless, the term coach covers the main point the research wants to
make, despite the circumstances of the audits. It is how the term is used in various situations
which creates a difference. This section will discuss the main characteristics of a development
worker, based on the audits in Ghana and the Netherlands.
First of all, the Fairtrade auditor dealt with a different situation as the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor.
The standard required the auditor to look at different things and therefore use a different
approach. Since the Fairtrade audit focuses on improving livelihoods, it could ask for more
empathy of the auditors towards the producers. The GLOBALG.A.P. producers were already
more developed and therefore could be challenged more. Before the audit actually took place,
the Fairtrade auditor said that his main aim was to improve the livelihood of the people by
means of the standard (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011), meaning he sees himself as development
worker. During the audit, this was confirmed by the techniques he used. The first technique was
directly related to the definition of the term coach, namely provoking a creative process to
maximize their potential. The auditor did that in various ways, for example by providing an
illustration to which the producers had to respond (“Let’s assume that...”, “What if...”?). By
leaving it open for discussion, the auditor let the producers think about the situation and made it
a more interactive conversation instead of a test. Since the auditor was creating space for
negotiation, he made the producers think about their own situation and at the same time he gave
them insight into how for example other plantations might handle issues. This mainly happened
during the documentation review, site visits, and field visits. During the closure meeting, this did
not happen because another structure was used.
Since the plantation was relatively large, it took some time to get to all locations. Meanwhile, the
auditor started talking to the producers about what they saw on their way, immediately getting a
complete overview of the situation. By having a general conversation about certain points, the
auditor made the producers think about issues that might not have come up when they thought
about it for themselves.
Throughout the closure meeting, another technique was used which was created by the
Fairtrade organization. After the auditor read out his assessment of instances of the nonconformity, the producers were asked to propose corrective measures to improve the criteria
for the coming year. In essence this is a coaching activity because it aims at making them think
about a solution themselves, instead of the auditor offering it to them on a platter. He tried to
engage the producers in this creative process where brainstorming about the issue among each
other was needed. It was a straight forward technique but very efficient for a coach.
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Another technique used very often during the documentation review and occasionally during
the closure meeting, was giving time and being flexible. Despite the fact that flexibility suggests
something different namely stretching the space for negotiation, being flexible here means
giving the producers the opportunity to look for documents and then think about how their
administration could be improved. This happened very often during the Fairtrade audit and one
of the producers showed his discomfort in not being able to hand over certain documents
because they could not find it (he felt he was losing face).
Furthermore, by being flexible the auditor showed the producers that he was committed to the
plantation. His aim was for them to get the certificate and not to let them fail. A couple of years
ago, Fairtrade West-Africa got signs from producers that they had the feeling that auditors were
only there to make them fail, because they were so strict. However, in recent years a change is
seen where auditors are more positive towards producers (Banson, pers. comm., 2011). By
giving constructive feedback and having a positive attitude, the auditor was acting as
development workers.
The flexibility of the Fairtrade auditor was possible because the inspection took four days, where
he had the opportunity to extend certain activities if necessary. In addition, the producers had
the opportunity to hand in documents the following day. Especially during the documentation
review this came in handy, but this flexibility was also used during the closure meeting.
Nevertheless, the auditor was stricter on the time (and therefore his flexibility) during the
closure meeting. This is illustrated in the following example. The producers were looking for a
document for a long time already, and the auditor was waiting to continue to the next nonconformity. By means of a printed document, he wanted to delete the non-conformity identified:
A: “P, can we go on?”
P: “Yes”. Keeps on printing.
A: Sighing. “You did not give me a corrective measure yet”.
P: “That is because I am giving it to you now”.
A: “Wow”.
The producers continue going through the paperwork. The auditor starts small talk with another
producer. Then one producer provides the auditor a document which he starts to read.
A: “You already showed this to me, there is no section on sexual harassment”.
Silence. The auditor continues reading. The producers continue going through the paperwork.
A: “You need to give me a corrective measure, because I cannot accept this document’.
P: Says the corrective measure.
Silence.
A: Sighing. “P, this is not a documentation review meeting, you cannot take so much time to
search for documents anymore”.
P: Silence.
Even though the producers did not respond to the auditor, he made his point. Still, despite the
fact that the producers were not allowed to take a lot of time, the auditor let them search for
relevant documents. This technique used, being strict but flexible when needed, gave the auditor
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a powerful position during the meetings since he had control over the situation. It also shows the
willingness of the auditor to help them succeed.
In addition to the previously mentioned techniques, the next technique has overlap with the role
of innovation broker. Like mentioned before, giving advice is officially not allowed, since the
auditors are at the farm to check and not to help. Nevertheless, the Fairtrade auditor said he has
no problems with doing it anyway. His aim is to improve the livelihood of the producers and
workers, and giving advice is almost immediately linked to that. The Fairtrade auditor gave
advice when he was asked to, but also when he felt the need to do so. The fact that he gave
advice, whether related to the standard or not, shows he is committed to the producers. As a
result, this commitment benefitted multiple parties. First of all, the producers felt valued and
important which can be helpful for their commitment towards the standard. Second, the auditor
was benefitting because he more easily got the information he wanted, since he was building a
sense of trust with the producers. With that information, he could see if the producers then
needed help. In addition, Fairtrade also benefitted because the good relationship between the
auditor and producers strengthens their image.
Related to the last technique is that the auditor always asked the people at the end of a meeting
if they had questions for him. This accounted for all meetings he had (documentation review
meeting, union meeting, etc.). He again opened up the space for negotiation, where the
producers had the opportunity to ask questions and the auditor had the chance to help them. He
was using a more direct technique to start a discussion and invite producers into a creative
process, but his purpose was still to help the producers when necessary.
Trust, as well as confidence, are created by means of giving compliments. Also this technique is
not directly in line with the definition of being a coach, but it turned out to be part of the
characteristics of a development worker. The auditor gave his compliments or ‘positive
feedback’ especially during the closure meeting, where he started off the meeting by mentioning
strengths and weaknesses. This method of not only focussing on the negative points but also
highlighting the positive ones, encouraged the producers to be proud of their achievements and
continue the good work. For example, the auditor mentioned that the packhouse of the
plantation was very modern and one of the best he had ever seen in Ghana. All producers in the
room started to laugh and clap their hands, seemingly happy with the remark. Like mentioned
before, this enforced the trend of committed auditors instead of inspectors who are there with
the aim to fail the producers.
The role of development worker was less applicable for the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor, since he was
not auditing in a developing country. Still, it is worth to take a look at the role of this auditor as
development worker, since the term coach covers a larger area.
The techniques for creative processes were not used very often and not very extensively during
this audit because the course of this audit was entirely different. First of all, it went much faster
and less time was available to use techniques to get to a certain answer. Second, these producers
were well educated, informed, and prepared, and therefore did not need these techniques so
much. For them, it was not profitable to make up answers, because they had to show proof of
everything and the reliability of the documents was much higher than in Ghana. Third, the
content of the standard required different information and GLOBALG.A.P. had less sensitive
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criteria in its standard. Therefore, there was no situation where the producers could feel caught
or ashamed (such as in the example of labour laws for Fairtrade). He tried to provoke the
producers, which led to interesting situations:
A: “I see you wrote this on the checklist, why is that?”
P: “What did I write?”. Reads the criteria. Silence.
A: “You told me before you use the well with your neighbour”.
P: “Yes you are right”. Silence.
A: “So then you do not have fill in this one, but fill in ‘not applicable’”.
The auditor then explained how the criteria should be interpreted, which lead to a discussion
with the producer who tried to understand it. By using a fact or a question in the self-checklist,
the auditor opened up space for negotiation where he was able to discuss with the producer and
to inform him about something. This demonstrates that the auditor wanted the producer to
learn something and by using this method, he approached the issue interactively. In addition to
the situation mentioned in section 5.3 and 6.1, also this can be classified as a teacher-student
relationship. Only this situation represents the role of the teacher as educator and not as
examiner.
During the other audit, the producer did not fill in a checklist correctly. He copied it directly from
last year and when the auditor checked it, it turned out that a lot had changed past year and the
checklist did not comply anymore. The auditor solved the issue as follows:
A: “So far it is going well. I only write (...) as a non-conformity. It is a minor-must question, so you
are allowed to miss a few”.
P: “Yes”.
A: “The rest looks fine. Here and there some remarks”. Silence. “I am only concerned about the
checklist, because officially it needs to be filled in before I come to the farm for the audit. This
time you did it the easy way (by not filling it in at all). Later on I will work on my laptop, and I
want to ask you to then fill it in with a red pen (next to the old one), so it is then at least taken
care of before I leave”.
P: “Okay, I will do that”.
A: “I give you that chance, since the rest looks fine. No problems in other areas”.
Similar to the Fairtrade auditor, this auditor showed a level of flexibility in his methods. Even
though the producer did not comply to the formal criteria of the standard, he still got the chance
to correct this during the audit because he complied with most of the other criteria. Although the
producer initially seemed irritated (it is a lot of work), he then realized it was a thoughtful sign
of the auditor. It must be noted here that the current version of GLOBALG.A.P. would not deny
him the certificate based on this issue because it is a recommendation point, but the next version
is able to do so. The auditor may have seemed considerate towards the producer but this also
meant a learning experience and a preparation for the next time in which he would most likely
not be so flexible anymore. This example clearly shows the auditor’s role as development
worker.
Like auditors in general, the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor was not allowed to give advice to the
producers. In practice, this auditor was willing to give advice, but only if he sees that the
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producer did his best to arrange everything for the certificate. He wants to help the producers to
get their products sold, but not at all costs (Bood, pers. comm., 2011). This is in line with the role
of development worker because he still wanted to help the producers to improve the situation at
the farm in the interest of the producer. In addition, the auditor gave advice to show the
producer that he is committed to his situation. If an auditor was only there to check very
formally, it might make the producer uncomfortable and nobody benefits from that (Bood, pers.
comm., 2011). NAK AGRO is only one of the organizations that executes the audits. Besides the
social benefits, there is also a commercial interest involved in auditing as the auditor is there to
represent and ‘sell’ their organization. Giving advice also has its drawbacks, seen in one situation
during a GLOBALG.A.P. audit. The latter dialogue shows how the producer did not fill in a
checklist and the auditor let him do it later during the audit. It turned out that it was partly the
mistake of a previous auditor who told the producer it is not necessary to fill in the checklist.
This could be a pitfall of the multiple interpretations (resulting in possible advices) of which the
producer is then the victim.
Besides the obvious techniques to coach producers, the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor also gave some
compliments to show his appreciation and let them know that they were doing the right thing.
He did this by mentioning an activity that the producer did correctly, or another activity where
the producer came up with an innovative solution. Similar to the reasons of the Fairtrade
auditor, this auditor also did not want to mention only all the negative points but also
emphasized the positive ones.
When looking at the Fairtrade auditor asking if the producers had questions for him at the end of
every meeting, the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor asked if the producers had questions before he started
the meeting as well as after the meeting. The difference is that he first gave an introduction of
why he is there and the procedure of the audit, and afterwards asked if the producer wants to
know anything before he started. This auditor opened up space for negotiation, but restricted
this space by asking it beforehand when the producer did not have a lot of information yet.

7.2 Space for negotiation
Even more than the innovation broker, the development worker created space for negotiation.
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, a coach is there to provoke creative processes to find
solutions to problems or an answer to ambiguities. This means that he challenged the producers
to come up with clarifications themselves. Not only does this reflect the tasks of a development
worker, also other methods are important to motivate producers to improve their activities.
Examples are giving positive feedback and making producers comfortable to speak. In this
section, all these techniques are discussed.
First of all, one technique became visible straight from the beginning of the Fairtrade audit,
where the auditor made sure the producers were comfortable by having small talk about various
topics. By doing this, the producers were encouraged to talk a lot about their situation and for
them it did not feel as if they were doing a test. The aim of the auditor was to let them speak for
him to get information about the farm. Furthermore, not only small talk was a way to make
producers talk, the auditor often asked the producers to explain certain documents or situations
during the documentation review. During these conversations the auditor asked confirming
questions, where he did not solely accept what was said but provoked them to explain all details.
By starting sentences like: “So do you mean that...?”, he verified what was said by the producers.
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By means of repeating and rephrasing and maybe already adding a conclusion, the auditor tried
to see if what was said was really true. This playing with words reflected the negotiation in the
conversation, where the auditor tested words to find the final truth.
Because of the different backgrounds of the two parties, the auditor sometimes had to use
communication techniques to not let the situation escalade or to get the information he wanted
to have. First of all, the auditor tried to be clear at all times. Throughout the audit, he was
repeating questions when the producers did not understand him. He did that when they asked
him to, but also directly after he asked it the first time. His aim was to make sure that the
producers comprehended what he was talking about and that no miscommunications occurred.
Sometimes these did occur and the auditor was then very strict in correcting them. He did not let
them talk about anything else.
The Fairtrade audit was not as balanced compared to the GLOBALG.AP. audit. Producers in
Ghana are in general not very high educated and the difference between the educated is
relatively large (see example about patient files in the previous section and the example about
Chiquita in section 6.1). This created a situation where producers had to learn a lot about the
standard, even during an audit. The Fairtrade auditor provided them with a lot of information
during the audit with which they could improve their farming practices. Despite the general
view on educational levels in Ghana, the producers at the plantation were well educated and
cannot be compared to the cocoa producers who are working on their own. The difference
between the producers and the auditor was not very large. Nevertheless, the level of the workers
on the plantation can be compared to the level of the cocoa producers and they thus needed a
different approach. During the field visit, the auditor had small interviews with the workers and
made sure the questions he asked were easy to understand. So, the goal of the talks was different
than from the meeting with the producers. Also a different method to get to the information was
necessary for them to correctly understand what was asked.
More often during the closure meeting the producers asked a what-if question, where they
wanted to look for exemptions to the rule. During these encounters, the auditor stayed patient
and calm, not giving in on any point. It is important for an auditor to be confident in what you do,
since there are many difficult producers who do not take no for an answer (Kwakugah, pers.
comm., 2011). During one audit, the auditor had to stay until midnight because the producer did
not agree on any non-conformity identified. This is an extreme example but it is possible to
experience such a situation.
When global, international standards have to be translated to local realities, auditors might
come across issues that are difficult to tackle. Also the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. auditors
came by issues that might not have mattered if the standard was only based on their own
country. The Fairtrade auditor had more difficulties with that than the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor.
This seems a logical consequence of the fact that the international standards are created in a
Western country, which differs the most from Ghana. Even though the standards focus on
developing countries, many of these countries also differ amongst each other so a complete
uniform standard is difficult to create.
Due to the new communication techniques auditors use and the international standards that
need to be properly translated, a training for the auditors seems necessary to practice
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unexpected situations. Despite the fact that communication is vital during an audit looking at all
the techniques the auditor used described above, FLO-CERT does not provide its auditors
communication training. At the beginning of their career as auditor, all employees get a training
on how Fairtrade and FLO-CERT art organized and what is expected of them related to the
technical details of the audit (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). However, no attention is paid to
one of the most important aspect of an audit, namely communication. During the audit, the
auditor was confident enough to handle difficult situations which could easily be solved through
the correct communication techniques. He only started half a year before the accompanied audit
but managed to do the inspection as if he was very experienced. This means that the auditor was
skilled of himself, instead of the guidance from FLO-CERT. Still, communication training from
FLO-CERT would be very welcome (Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011).
Contrary to Fairtrade, GLOBALG.A.P. does pay a lot of attention to the communication skills of
their auditors. As part of a multiple-day programme to prepare auditors for their job, a lot of
time is invested in making sure the auditors know how to handle various situations. The focus of
the training programme was mainly on changing from ‘checklist to process-auditor’. The trainers
started off with saying that a well-structured conversation is vital. Important elements in these
were the introduction, interview, judging the company, and the closure meeting. “A conversation
is more than just asking questions” (NAK AGRO, 2006), where they already pointed out that
more skills are necessary than just using the checklist. The following techniques were discussed
and analysed in the manual:






Making a checklist
Interview techniques
Cross checking
Explain background of norms
Introduce norms

These methods help the auditor to create structure in the meeting, which is necessary if
everything needs to be covered. Despite the more general advices on how to create structure,
the manual also provided practical tips on how to get the most information out of the audit.
When looking at the manual after attending the audit, one can see that the manual is very
practical and to the point, covering all aspects of the audit necessary. Still, the PowerPoint
presentation ends with: ‘practice makes perfect’, meaning that the auditors will be able to
enhance their performance by doing many audits.
There was no need for the auditor to create space for negotiation about the process. Like
mentioned before, the producers were well prepared and there was less of a need to start a
creative process to come to improvements. There were moments during the audits where the
GLOBALG.A.P. auditor started provoking the producer by mentioning a fault in their selfchecklist (see example in section 7.1), but it stands in stark contrast to what happened during
the Fairtrade audit. The two auditors both wanted to teach the producers something and make
them understand why the standard includes certain criteria. However, the GLOBALG.A.P.
producers were experienced and therefore already knew about the majority of the criteria.
The GLOBALG.A.P. auditor did not seem to have many issues with the standard and its criteria.
The Netherlands is a Western country, similar to the one where the standard is created as well
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as where the standard is designed for. However, the Dutch are not very willing to openly talk
about their business to a stranger. In the Netherlands there is an atmosphere where inspectors
and other people checking their farm (for example the government) are seen as intruders and
not friendly to begin with (Bood, pers. comm., 2011). It is the task of the auditor to overcome
this issue and not specifically something the standard can change.
The main difference between the audits looking at the space for negotiation was that the
Fairtrade producers needed more time to come up with ideas about certain practices. The
content of the standard was also more designed for this. In addition, the producers started
negotiation more often. A lot was at stake for them and they wanted to convince the auditor to
change certain decisions. On the contrary, the GLOBALG.A.P producer did not start negotiation
very often, but frequently there was a discussion about subjects. This did not lead to as many
conflicts as during the Fairtrade audit, but the auditor also wanted to teach the producers about
the standard.

7.3 Power
During the pilot research with the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor, it became clear audits in Africa do not
go the same as in the Netherlands. The Dutch auditor had been to Kenya for GLOBALG.A.P.
numerous of times and was always treated with great respect and welcomed as if he were the
expert who knew everything. It therefore came as a real surprise that the Fairtrade audit in
Ghana was informal as if friends were talking. As of the first meeting on Monday, the auditor and
the producers created an informal atmosphere where everyone was comfortable to talk. In
Ghana, it is common to talk to strangers as if they had known each other for a long time already
(Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2011). This does not only happen in Ghana, but also if they are abroad.
If Ghanaians meet fellow Ghanaians, they can talk for hours. Also the auditor and the producers
did that. They soon found out they had friends in common, which immediately created a
connection between the two parties. This atmosphere continued throughout the audit. This
could be seen as part of the tasks of a development worker, namely to make them feel at ease.
However, this resulted in the fact that the auditor was not explicitly authoritative during the
audit.
From the start of the audit, the producers were very restless during meetings. On a regular basis,
they were making phone calls and left the room when they wanted to. On the contrary, the
auditor was sitting down the entire time. Doing that, made him a calm and balanced person. He
became an authority by doing nothing, while the rest came and went. This small detail made him
getting more power towards the end of the audit, even though the atmosphere was informal and
in general not hierarchal. So, it was not directly visible that the auditor tried to exercise power.
Less noticeable techniques were used to keep control during the audit. For example, in some
situations during the audit it was better not to respond to comments or statements of the
producers, to avoid a difficult situation. During one conversation the producers were a little
irritated by a request from the auditor and their response was: “If you want it signed, I will sign
it”. The job of the auditor was to stay neutral and only judge on what he sees. So if he would have
replied to this comment, it would not benefit the rest of the audit. This form of power is indirect,
but still had great influence on the audit.
Throughout the audit the auditor wanted to make sure that no misinterpretations occurred. In
addition to the techniques mentioned above, he used another technique to avoid confusion. After
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the producers answered questions, the auditor repeated their answers before he wrote them
down and made them final. He asked confirming questions, like ‘So do you mean that...?’ or ‘So by
this you mean that...?’. By asking these questions, the auditor also gave the producers the
opportunity to rephrase their answers if the auditor did not understand it correctly. Despite the
different backgrounds of the various parties, he avoided many challenging situations. This is a
powerful method since the auditor is aware of how confusion makes him look unbalanced.
What happened during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit was similar to the Fairtrade audit. It was an
informal audit, the auditor did not actively exercise his power, and also this auditor was clear
and consistent. However, not only being strict or being clear put the auditor in an authoritative
position, also his sense of commitment and compassion towards the producer in a way made
him having control over the situation. Someone can be very powerful by showing his weakness.
In the following example, the auditor had sympathy for the situation of the producer:
P: “Do auditors actually get checked?”
A: “Yes, very often”. Silence. “It is very annoying and I think it is too often. Just like you, you must
also don’t like getting checked so often”.
P: Mumbling. “Yes that is true”.
This short example shows how the auditor made himself vulnerable by saying that getting
checked often is irritating, while they were doing an inspection at that moment. The reason was
to provoke a reaction from the producer and then being able to respond to it. However, also the
fact that he tried this by pointing out a sensitive topic, makes him powerful due to the fact that
he was not afraid to initiate such a discussion. He showed commitment to the producer and
comforted him in understanding his position. The difference between the two auditors looking
at power in their position as development worker was not very large. They were both in control
by using techniques that were not directly noticeable and still created an informal atmosphere.

7.4 Sharing information
A coach can use many techniques to get to information from the producers and provoking a
creative process to maximize their potential is one of them. This technique is not only beneficial
for the producers, where they learn from their mistakes or get new insights into a situation, it is
also a way for the auditor to get a complete overview of the situation and get a lot of information
about the way the producers think. The following example from the Fairtrade audit shows what
is meant:
A: “So what if I am working here, does my wife also has to work here? Or if I work here, my wife
cannot work here?”
P: “Well”. Silence. “We don’t have a policy for that”. Shares personal experience of working with his
wife.
A: “Oh okay”.
P: “Sometimes we also don’t know if people are married”. Laughs.
A: “How are you going to solve this?”
In this dialogue, the auditor used a hypothetical example to which the producers had to respond.
The aim of the auditor was to start a discussion about it which worked out well, because the
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producers started to share a personal experience. In addition to that, the auditor got his
information as well as an idea how the producers think about the topic.
The Fairtrade auditor used this technique very often, but not only during the formal parts of the
audit as mentioned earlier. In addition to the meetings and visits, the auditor had informal talks
during the breaks (with the waitress who also worked at the plantation) and in the car driving
towards the workers (with the Fairtrade officer of the plantation). All this information gave the
auditor an overview of the situation, or a possible opportunity to catch the producer on an
inconsistency. Also the GLOBALG.A.P auditor had this incentive to have informal talks, besides
the comforting aspect. The auditors both remembered what was said during an informal talk, so
that it could be used again later during question rounds (cross checking).
Besides the methods to get information, there were aspects during the audit emphasizing the
difference in backgrounds. When the auditor had to explain or inform the producers, he
immediately but unintentionally displayed the difference in backgrounds because the producers
did not understand an issue. At the same time, it was an opportunity for the auditor as
development worker to understand their situation and help them in solving this issue. The
following example demonstrates how the producers do not see the dangers of a certain situation
and the auditor had to explain why it is important. The auditor read out loud criteria 1.6.0.40
and gave his non-conformity (lack of sanitary in the field). The producers had to laugh:
A: “The workers have no toilet in the field. I spoke to the workers about it, how the situation is
currently. What is so funny?”.
P1: Laughs. “It is funny that they have to pee in the bushes”.
P2: “They can pee in the bushes. There are enough bushes and there is no problem for them to
go there”.
A: “The problem is not peeing in the bush, but that there are no facilities around the field. They
don’t have another option”.
P: “Yes, but there are facilities around here. Around the office”.
A: “Okay, but they are not for the workers in the field”.
P: “They have the opportunity to go there”.
A: “No, no, no P, that is absolutely not the same. They cannot go there, do you remember how
long it took us to get to the field by car. Can you imagine if they have to walk. It can also be
dangerous to pee in the bushes, because of all the snakes around here. The workers told me they
often see one”.
P: Silence. “Because of the nature of the work, it is difficult to build facilities there. For many
months, the plots are not used and nobody comes there”.
A: “Portable toilets could be an option then. Try to put pressure on the board to get it fixed”.
Interesting in this example is that the producers initially did not see the problem and even made
fun of it. This illustrates there is still a substantial difference between the educational levels in
the country, and also with other countries in the world. Not only issues that can be taught at
school are at stake, also issues that are ‘common sense’ to other people creates a difference (for
example in Western countries or higher educated Ghanaians). The example given about the
patient files in section 6.2 illustrates this view. By letting the producers share their opinion and
information on the subject, gave the auditor an opportunity to help them finding a solution to
comply with the standard next time.
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Also the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor shared his knowledge and tried to convince the producers to
share information. During the introduction, the auditor gave advice about the new version of the
standard becoming effective three days after this audit. The advice was to inform them about the
procedures for next year. In addition to that, it also comforted the producers since the auditor
showed his commitment to them right from the start. He was not only there to check them which
made the atmosphere easy-going. Reason for doing this was the experience the auditor had with
other producers where some of them were very nervous beforehand (Bood, pers. comm., 2011).
When comparing the two audits, the first producer seemed a little nervous but relaxed himself
by talking about the refurbishment of the farm. The second producer though, was not very
talkative and required another approach. His background was based on the view that inspectors
are only there to bother him, so the auditor had a tough job comforting him. This advice was the
first step.
The main part of the GLOBALG.A.P. audit was the documentation review. The site visit and the
closure meeting were in no way similar to the length of the same activities during the Fairtrade
audit. Throughout the documentation review, the auditor and the producers were often in
situations where their different backgrounds became visible. There were a couple of encounters
where the auditor had to explain what the producer misinterpreted. One problem was for
example the interpretation of a checklist. The GLOBALG.A.P. standard asks from the producers to
fill in a self-checklist about the practices of past year. The standard assumes that the producers
are trained enough to be able to understand what is asked, nevertheless misinterpretation
occurred. The auditor approached this in an indirect way, without pointing out the mistakes the
producer made and giving him a negative feeling. First he gave them the opportunity to explain
why they did what they did, followed by how it actually should be. The following example
illustrates what is meant:
A: “Can you explain me what you did here?”
P: “Yes, let me see...”. Reads the criteria.
Silence.
A: “I see here many crosses saying not applicable. However, the criteria says packing ánd storing
of the products. Even though you don’t pack it yourself, you do store”.
P: Silence. “Yes”. Reads the criteria.
A: “You see, therefore it is wise to fill in the checklist every year”.
P: Silence. “Yes, but this section says fruits and vegetables, that is why I did not fill it in”.
A: “Okay, I understand, but potatoes fall under this category”.
P: “Really?”
A: “Yes, in Europe people perceive potatoes as vegetables. Besides, this year you also have
carrots”.
P: “Yes, that is true”.
A: “Therefore, all these points are applicable. But you can fill it in later”.
In this example, the auditor first gave the producer the opportunity to explain his reason for
filling in something at the checklist. The auditor was very much aware he also does not know
everything and maybe missed something earlier. He therefore wanted to make sure the
producer could explain his point of view before making a judgement. It is also a method for the
producer to think about what he did, since filling in a checklist is a relatively easy job where a lot
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of mistakes can be made because of a feeling of indifference. Even though it seems that this
example focuses a lot on the content, it is also a clear example of how the auditor tried to let the
producer think about what he did and therefore initiated a process of review.
Also here, the two auditors acted similarly through their techniques. However, there were also
some differences. This was mainly seen at their approach towards mistakes made by producers,
where the Fairtrade auditor used hypothetical situations and the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor used the
standard.

7.5 Sub-conclusion
In a developing country the role as development worker seems the most obvious role an auditor
can take. Nevertheless, it turned out the Dutch auditor also acted as development worker but
with a different aim. The following table represents the differences in aims between the
Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. auditor:
Table 3 Overview development worker

Fairtrade
The audits



Provocation into creative
process
Corrective measures
Being flexible on searching
documents
Positive feedback/compliments
Asking for questions after the
meeting







Small talk
Confirming questions
No communication training







Informal
Balanced
In control by using unnoticeable
methods
Being clear and consistent




Hypothetical situation
Different educational
background meant different
approach









Space for negotiation

Power


Sharing information

GLOBALG.A.P.













Provoking creative process by
means of criteria in the selfchecklist
Flexible in filling in selfchecklist later
Compliments
Asking for questions before
and after the meeting
No need to discuss due to
auditor’s expertise
Extensive communication
training
Informal
In control by using
unnoticeable methods
Being clear and consistent
Using empathy
Informing
Misinterpretation
Explaining by means of
process

Even though the (development) aim of the auditors was different due to the (economical)
situations in both countries, there were not many differences in the approaches they used. The
difference was mainly the frequency of usage and the outcome of the discussion. When looking
at the development worker as being a coach, it can be interpreted in different ways. The two
auditors wanted to improve the situation at the farm (by either their livelihood or certification
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processes) and make the producers understand why certain criteria were included in the
standard.
The main difference was the space for negotiation during the two audits. Even though both
auditors had the same aim, the Fairtrade auditor gave the producers much more room for
negotiation than the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor. This was due to various reasons, namely the content
of the standard, the preparation of the producers, and the difference of educational level in
Ghana and the Netherlands. The producers in Ghana therefore needed more guidance in their
process for optimizing their (Fairtrade) processes.
During the audits, power relations or hierarchy did not play a role when looking at the auditor’s
role as development worker. The audits were informal, the auditors were clear and consistent,
and used techniques to make sure they were in control of the situation without the producers
realizing it too much. Techniques to provide information to or to get information from the
producers, were present to a certain extent. The Fairtrade auditor often used hypothetical
situations to make a point, whereas the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor focused on informing the
producers via the standard.
The Fairtrade system says that coaching by an auditor should not be necessary because of the
liaison officers. During the audit it turned out that it was necessary to give advice, despite this
preparation. It seems to be a longer process where the producers have to go through before
their activities are optimized. The GLOBALG.A.P. producers are not linked to a liaison officer, but
regular meetings are organized to inform the producers about updates of the standard.
Interestingly enough, the Fairtrade auditor said that he sees himself as development worker
(Kwakugah, pers. comm., 2012), whereas the producers viewed him as innovation broker as
discussed in chapter 6. This contradiction shows that the devotion of the auditor towards
Fairtrade goes much further than the believe and trust of the producers in the standard.
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8. Conclusion
This research tried to discover the situation auditors are currently in and which role they take
on besides the one of traditional inspector. Since literature lacks a solid basis of a new trend in
certifying, the aim of this research was to get insight into the different roles of auditors in
practice. By means of the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. case studies, an overview was made of the
roles and communication aspects involved. In this section, the main research question is
answered: What is the role of auditors in the process of translating the international Fairtrade and
GLOBALG.A.P. certification standards into the practical reality of Ghanaian pineapple plantations
and Dutch cropping farms?.
Besides the role of traditional inspector, the auditors were acting as innovation broker and
development worker. In different situations throughout the audits, the auditors took on different
roles and by means of the theories communication as negotiation, power, and sharing
information, the three roles were analysed and recognized.
As can be seen from the results in the previous chapters, it can be concluded that an auditor
cannot solely take on the role of traditional inspector. As this was the starting point of the
research, it was interesting to find out that reality also shows this pattern. The roles of
innovation broker and development worker were identified by means of theory and also these
roles were discovered during the fieldwork.
The extent to which the auditors acted as innovation broker, differed per auditor. The Fairtrade
auditor did not see himself as innovation broker, whereas the producers did and tried to benefit
a lot from his knowledge. The GLOBALG.A.P. auditor was not so much perceived as innovation
broker even though the producers also profited from his expertise. Many aspects influenced
these perceptions, among others the preparation of the producers and their educational level.
Instead of an innovation broker, the Fairtrade auditor saw himself as a development worker
trying to help the producers and improve their livelihood. This difference in perception
sometimes showed a friction in their communication, where the focus of both parties was on
something else. Similarly, the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor also did not feel like an authority during the
audit, but more as someone who also tried to help the producers. The extent to which this
auditor wanted to help the producers was based on how their preparation was.
The roles were defined to show the different intensions the auditor might have during an audit,
besides examining the producers. These roles are useful to determine what influences the flow
of the audit. Besides the straightforward and measurable influences like for example the level of
education, there were also other influences that had impact on how an audit could go. For
example, the personality of both parties both determine which tactics the auditor had to use.
When a producer is reluctant in giving information, the auditor needs to be more persistent. Also
other factors like the season which influences the state the farm is in (harvesting or planting)
also influence the emotional state of the producers. If the producer is in the middle of a busy
period, he might come across as stressed. The auditor then has to react as neutral as possible. So,
besides the roles the auditor can take on, there are more influences having impact on the audit.
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9. Discussion
Results from fieldwork are more valuable when linking it to theory. This chapter will focus on
the most important results from chapter five until seven, based on the main research question
and the objectives of this study.
Scientific relevance
Due to the inconsistencies in auditing theory and governance theory, fieldwork was done to find
out where this gap came from and to get more insight into the matter. What was seen was that
only a solely linear way of communicating during the audits was not found, but that the auditors
used more ways of communication. There was a lot of interaction found between the auditor and
producers and therefore the role of traditional inspector was not the only role the auditor used.
When an auditor is acting as innovation broker, his main goal is to find an appropriate mix and
balance between new technical devices and novel social-organizational arrangements. The
technique must be socially accepted (Leeuwis, 2004). In this research, the criteria of the
standard are the techniques. Both auditors tried to accomplish acceptance by means of
explaining how a criteria should be implemented, but also why. Their aim was to make them
truly understand why a criteria was included in standard, to make the innovation succeed in the
end by applying it without extra effort. This change of attitude is a long process, but according to
Van Woerkum et al. (1999) also a sustainable one. They believe that when the producers have
the opportunity to think about an issue multiple times, the attitude will remain for a longer time.
Similar to commercials, messages need to be repeated for people to remember them. In addition
to this, they state that change of attitude is in general more resistant to ‘useless’ information
when the perception is based on well-informed decisions. They are less like to change their mind
and are strong during discussions.
During the research, it was interesting to see how the perceptions on the different roles varied
between the parties. First of all, the Fairtrade auditor saw himself as a development worker,
wanting to improve the quality of the livelihood of the producers and workers. However, the
producers gradually during the audit saw that the auditor, besides his official role as examiner,
could also be used as source of information. They therefore approached him as the expert of the
standards, which resulted in the auditor acting as innovation broker. During the GLOBALG.A.P.
audit, this was not so much visible and there seemed to be only a slight difference between the
perception of the auditor towards his role and the perception of the producers towards the
auditors’ role. Leeuwis (2004) already touched upon this concept by saying that extension
workers do not see themselves as extension workers (or innovation brokers), but as
development workers, marketing employees, communication managers, trainers, etc. However,
he does not go into detail about the differences between the two roles but continues his
discussion about the communication styles and the changing role of the extension worker in
general, irrespective of the roles and the perception on these roles. It is, however, interesting to
see how, similarly to the auditor acting as innovation broker, a comparable perception is
acknowledged in extension literature.
When looking more specifically at the roles, it is important to acknowledge the definition of
Cegala (2009) who focuses on perceptiveness. This can be seen as one’s ability to determine and
integrate meanings associated with self and other(s). The ability to reflect on themselves is
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something the auditors might lack during an audit. However, it could be difficult for them to
distinguish between innovation broker and development worker since there is a lot of overlap
between the two.
It could also be that the difference between the perceptions of the two parties has its origin in
having different expectations before an audit. Dennis (2010) argues that there exists something
as an expectation gap, where the focus is on the ”differences in beliefs about what auditing
involves and/or in desires that auditors perform certain functions in particular ways”. In other
words, if there is no uniformity in what auditing contains, either because of ignorance or a shift
of the view on the tasks of an auditor, the outcome of an audit will always vary. Dennis (2010)
also suggests that the definitions of auditing could be the result of the wanted outcome of the
audit, where the reason for an expectation gap is turned around. Either way, when there is no
consistency in the definition, auditors could be following their own path which might lead to a
lower network’s credibility.
This was seen at the two auditors of the case studies. They were not reluctant in helping the
producers in improving their farming practices, and providing advice was not a thorny point.
Again, it must be said that officially, giving advice to producers during an audit is not allowed.
However, like Van Woerkum et al. (1999) state, there are signs of a shift towards increased
collaboration and joint negotiation. Giving advice is a part of this interaction. Seppänen &
Helenius (2004) mention that advice is not seen as a top down instruction anymore, but “a joint
analysis and negotiation of problems that is open and enables many types of interpretation”.
They also state that “when organized systematically and consciously developed, advice in
inspections could reinforce the dialogue between the formal, closed regulation, and the informal,
more open ‘self-regulation’ that is going on in local farming practices” (Seppänen & Helenius,
2004). When was visible during the audits in Ghana and the Netherlands, is that both auditors
also respected the local farming practices, but tried to combine that with the requirements from
the standard. They both believe that they should go beyond the regulations and assist the
producers to a certain extent wherever they can.
Not only in the standards and certification industry change is going on. Also the forest business
experiences change in attitude. Where forest owners face pressure to become more customeroriented, it asks for a change of work style. Hokajävri et al. (2011) did research about the
advisory role of a forest planner and found out that this role can be subdivided into two subroles, namely a mediator and an activator. A mediator is “sensitive to the owner’s needs and
wishes and he informs the owner about the various long-term opportunities” (Hokajävri et al.,
2011), whereas an activator “ supports the realisation of the suggested operations” (Hokajävri et
al., 2011). This can be both translated to the advisory role of the auditors, which also subdivided
this into different phases. The GLOBALG.A.P. auditor, however, often stopped at the first step,
while the Fairtrade auditor also at times gave concrete advice on how to change processes at the
plantation.
Other roles that are identified in agricultural extension, are categorized by for example Leeuwis
(2004). He focuses on external facilitators and scientists, and sees these as two different roles.
Each of these roles have their own responsibilities. These are for the facilitators (Leeuwis,
2004):
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Overseeing/monitoring learning and negotiation processes
Intervening in learning and negotiation processes
Collecting and connecting relevant knowledge and actors

And for the scientists these are (as explained in section 2.2.2):





Help explicate implicit assumptions, knowledge claims and questions
Joint fact-finding and uncertainty reduction
Feedback
Process monitoring

When now looking at these roles and tasks and responsibilities that are linked to them, it is
possible to relate it to the roles defined in this research, namely the roles of innovation broker
and development worker. The tasks of the scientists seem to fit the role of innovation broker
best, whereas the responsibilities of the facilitators connects best with the development worker.
This overview helps to get a complete picture of how the roles of this research can be filled in.
Besides Leeuwis (2004), Turnhout et al. (2007) made a distinction between certain approaches
(roles) in how people deal with different problem types in policy processes. The following table
shows this division:
Table 4 Problem based roles

Problem type

Well-structured

Unstructured

Badly structured

Moderately
structured

Policy process

Rule

Learning

Compromise

Negotiation

Role of scientist

Problem solver

Problem signalling

Accommodation

Advocacy

Use of
knowledge

Data

Ideas

Concepts

Arguments

Source: Turnhout et al. (2007)
When comparing this classification with the auditors’ roles identified in this research, it is
possible to see similarities. A traditional inspector can be easily identified with the wellstructured problem type, where the focus is on data and on the rules of the standard. Similarly,
the unstructured problem type can be linked to development worker, where the auditor deals
with the learning process of the producers by means of various ideas. The innovation broker can
both relate to badly structured and moderately structured, since aspects of compromises and
negotiation are both seen when the auditor is acting as innovation broker. This theory from
Turnhout et al. (2007) show how other roles can be defined from a different angle. It results in
again another view on roles of auditors which agrees with the reality seen at the plantation and
the farms.
In spite of the discussion about roles, training is important for auditors before being able to
audit. Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. producers get trained before an audit, both in different ways.
However, the basis of these trainings are always theoretical and an information instrument that
is used before the implementation of the required farming practices. Hysing & Olsson (2005)
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state that there is no indication that these instruments have had a substantial influence on the
theoretical and farming-specific knowledge of the producers. This means that even though
training is given and people learn from it, there is more necessary to make the producers truly
understand the reason behind a standard (when looking at for example environmental impacts
of their actions).
Training is also essential for the auditors as a preparation for real life situations during an audit.
Especially when looking at the different communication styles and the empowered producers
(Van Woerkum et al., 1999) who are not afraid to negotiate, it seems valuable to think about
strategies to use beforehand. There are various ways to discuss about an issue. Hollingdale et al.
(2011) quotes in his article Goodwin (2002), who researched “auditors’ perceptions on the
planned use of negotiation tactics and found that auditors mostly intend to use an integrating
style in negotiations rather than compromising and dominating styles”. This means that their
style is supposed to be very subtle. This was also noticed during the audits, where no direct
focus was laid on negotiation but used in an indirect way.
The producers on the other hand did negotiate in a more direct way. As seen in the article of
Gherardi & Nicolini (2000), negotiation is sometimes done to find out how far the flexibility of
the auditor can be stretched. They give an example which illustrates this point (Gherardi &
Nicolini, 2000):
Inspector: “This parapet is out of order”.
Site foreman: “You must be joking, it’s standard workmanship”.
Inspector: “No, no, it’s too low”.
Site foreman: “Aw, come on, it’s five centimetres”.
Inspector: “No, I must be strict about this”.
Similar situations were seen at especially the Fairtrade audit. This article now gives a new point
of view on dialogues like these, since extra value is added through the results. Not only is it
interesting to see how the producers try to find out how large the auditor’s space for negotiation
is, it can now also be analysed as a learning process for the producers where they want to know
how they should prepare for the audit for next time.
Besides a discussion about negotiation tactics, Hollingdale et al. (2011) also provide a list of
other tactics an auditor uses. When looking at this list, it very much agrees with the findings of
this research. For example, they state in their article it is wise to try to gain their (the
producers’) trust and confidence, which was also perceived by the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P.
auditors. The way they approached the producers, showed that they wanted to create a
comfortable atmosphere where there was no stress. Another tactic auditors should use
according to Hollingdale et al. (2011) is for example control the timing or pace of negotiations.
Related to the theory by Goodwin (2002) mentioned in the previous paragraph, negotiation
tactics are integrated. Also the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. auditors controlled the discussion
during the audits. They both provided the producers the space to negotiation, but only to a
certain extent and only relevant to the situation.
The quality of an audit is determined by various effects, for example the skills and expertise of
the auditors. Their judgement is based on what they knows and their personality. Francis (2011)
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defines more characteristics which influence the audit and its outcome. The author identifies
five national features, namely






Political, economic and business environment
Legal framework
Education
Culture
Perceptions of the value of auditing

Many of these point were taken into consideration in this research and were obvious when
analysing the audits. Education and culture are two aspects which directly influences how the
atmosphere of the audit will be. The differences between Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. were
quite large. When looking at the audit practically, the legal framework and political, economic
and business environment have effect on the audit. For example, the Fairtrade auditor often
mentioned that a regional addition to the standard would be beneficial for him and the
producers, since the legal system in Ghana is not very reliable. They have rules and regulations,
but nobody sticks to it. The perceptions of the value of auditing probably refers to the view on
auditing by the majority of the people in a country. It depends a lot on the content of the
standard as well, but in Ghana producers tend to be a bit more positive towards getting certified
because of the extra money they get. The GLOBALG.A.P. producers, however, do not get extra
money which creates an atmosphere of reluctance towards auditors and auditing.
Societal relevance
Besides the fact that the results from the research are valuable to literature, it also has great
meaning to society. The second objective of this study was to provide a first step into more
transparency about audits for certification bodies and other actors involved in auditing. Even
though the topic of communication during audits needs to be further researched, it can be said
that there is more clarity about the characteristics that are important for auditors during an
audit. As Francis (2011) states, transparency “means that [we] may have better ability to assess
the quality of auditors relative to other certifiers”.
What stands out in the research, but gets a little overshadowed by other practical results from
the fieldwork, is the fact that the Fairtrade auditors are not trained for communication, whereas
the GLOBALG.A.P. auditors are. Looking at the results from the observation of the audits, this
seems to contradict. The Fairtrade auditor overall seemed very communicative during the audit
and a lot of different communication techniques were used. Reason for this was the lower level
of education in Ghana, so where the auditor had to guide them through the certification process
probably more than in a developed country. It therefore seems odd that the GLOBALG.A.P.
auditors get extensive communication training, whereas communication seems not so intense.
This does not mean that communication is not important during the GLOBALG.A.P. audit. It could
be that the this perception on the GLOBALG.A.P. audit was formed due to the training the auditor
got. The auditor already used the trained techniques as efficient as possible, which made it seem
that there was less communicated, but only due to the training.
Helliar et al. (2009) discuss in their article the skills people need to become an auditors. Just as
this research found out, they suggest communication skills to be very important. It is ranked as
second, where data/information collecting skills is only one place higher. This means that a large
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organization as Fairtrade (or actually its certification body FLO-CERT) should be aware of this
and train their auditors accordingly.
Training the auditors is important because for example because of the level of acceptance of the
standard by the producers. Some producers are not very positive about the certification. For
example if they do not get a premium for their products like at GLOBALG.A.P.. At times the
auditors have to deal with a negative attitude of the producers. It is then important to know how
to cope with such a situation. Schulze & Spiller (2010) did research in Germany about the
acceptance of standards. Their findings indicate that “the majority of producers accept the
present (organic) certification system but are not convinced of its cost-benefit relationship”
(Schulze & Spiller, 2010). They furthermore state that “the reputation of and satisfaction with an
(organic) certification system is higher if the (organic) producers perceive an increase in the
quality of the product as a result of the oversight procedures (perceived usefulness)” (Schulze &
Spiller, 2010). Even though this study was based on organic certification systems, it can be
implemented to the Fairtrade and GLOBALG.A.P. standards as well. The producers are more
likely to put effort into their farming activities, required by the standard, if they directly benefit
from it. The Fairtrade producers have expressed their concerns here, where the auditor had to
explain them that the benefits will be visible in the long term. If this is not clear for producers
who even get a premium, how must that be for producers who only get the certificate? The
GLOBALG.A.P. producers had the impression that they were pressured by the government and
the companies demanding the certificate without any extra benefit for the producers. Auditors
then need to be well informed on how to handle the situation without making the situation
escalate.
Another important societal relevant aspect to consider is the tasks of the auditor as development
worker. Especially when looking at developing countries, it is an interesting discussion whether
or not auditors take over the tasks of ‘traditional’ development workers. The NGOs and other
(small) organizations who used to go to these countries to help in practical issue like in schools
and hospitals, are seeing a trend where other types of development work is entering these
countries (like microfinance and fair trade). This structural approach on improving the
livelihoods of people on a long-term basis seems to be implemented more frequently. Therefore,
auditors might be viewed as the new type of development worker in developing countries.
Reflection on research
During the research, there were many decisions made which contributed to this final report in
one way or another. Before going to Ghana, it was decided upon how the collected data should
be processed. Field notes were supposed to be made where all the details of the audit were
noted down. It turned out that all the details in these notes were very helpful in transferring the
data into a report. Parts of the field notes were used as an example to clear up some statements
made. After coding the data, it was easier to group situations under the right role. Due to this
extensive process, it was easy to find details that can be further investigated. When it would
have been a quantitative study, details which are crucial in the flow of an audit might have
gotten lost in all the data.
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10. Recommendation
Based on this research, there is still a lot that can be investigated to gain more transparency in
the situation of the auditors. The research tried to set the first step in finding out how auditors
act nowadays. Still, it is advised to do further research on this topic and practically work with
the results.
FLO-CERT communication training
Since auditing is a very communicative job, it seems inevitable that auditors receive training to
get the best out of the audit. Unfortunately, FLO-CERT does not provide their auditors this
training. It is recommended to start doing so anyway.
The auditor followed and analysed in this research was highly skilled in using communicative
techniques. He was able to have long talks with the producers and use various methods to make
sure the truth was told. However, there are probably many auditors who are not equally skilled
and therefore need such a training. As was seen during the audit in Ghana, producers are not
always honest to the auditors. There is a lot at stake for them and a Fairtrade logo on their
products means extra income and another market that they can supply to. For the auditor this
means that he needs to be sharp at all times and see through the inconsistencies the producers
tell him. When someone is not well trained beforehand, it can be tricky for him or her to find out
what is true. This affects the credibility of the standard, because consumers do not want to buy
products that are Fairtrade labelled but do not comply with certain criteria. It is advised to
consult the auditors on their input about what they believe is lacking at this moment and what
they believe is important to be taught. The GLOBALG.A.P. auditor got intensive training about
challenging and suspicious situations and the trainer used role plays to make a point. Imitating a
situation is never the same, but provides insights into how a situation can develop.
Further research
Two case studies are not representative for an entire industry. This research came up with
details important for the topic. It is a first step for further research, where focus needs to be laid
on how the auditors take on the defined roles and maybe more roles can be detected.
More specifically, attention needs to be paid to the part on giving advice. Literature contradicts
when it comes theory about this issue during audits. Pure theorists and certification bodies say
that advice is not allowed to be given, whereas auditors have a more balanced view based on
reality. To make a connection with the producers and to show commitment, sometimes advice
can help a little. Therefore, further research is necessary to find out if a balance can be found
between the two perspectives, where the producers benefit the most. This can be used to further
understand the dimensions of auditing, were more is involved than checking the criteria.
The focus of this research was on the different roles of auditors during an audit. It was seen
during these audits that the perception of the auditors and producers on these roles were
different. It is therefore recommended to find out where these differences in perception come
from and how the auditors feel about this perception. Research about this topic might clear up
some inconsistencies in how these perceptions are formed.
An important part of this research is not investigated in depth, namely the acceptance of the
producers of the standards. It seems reasonable that the Fairtrade producers accept the
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standard more than the GLOBALG.A.P. producers, since they receive a premium for contributing.
The GLOBALG.A.P. producers receive no extra benefits which might result in a situation of
unmotivated producers. Even though it is not completely useless to get certified since the
producers create a larger market they can supply to, the GLOBALG.A.P. auditor sometimes has
the feeling producers see the standard as something they are forced to do (Bood, pers. comm.,
2011). Further research could clarify this issue and might create an opening to solutions for this
issue.
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Appendix 1 – Fairtrade audit schedule
Day
0

Date
Sunday 9-10-2011

Time
Afternoon
Evening

1

2

3

4

Monday 10-10-2011

Tuesday 11-10-2011

Wednesday 12-102011

Thursday 13-10-2011

Activity
Meet auditor to go to hotel close to plantation
First informal interview

Morning

Introduction to audit
Document review meeting

Afternoon

Document review meeting
Short site visit

Morning

Introduction
Field visit
Site visit

Afternoon

Packhouse visit part 1
Union meeting
Health and Safety Committee meeting

Morning

Introduction
Site visit
Packhouse visit part 2
Site visit
Joint body meeting

Afternoon

Auditor time

Morning

Preparation
Closure meeting

Afternoon

Packhouse demonstration
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Appendix 2 – GLOBALG.A.P. audit schedule
Day
1

Audit #
1

Date
29-11-2011

Time
Morning

1

2

29-11-2011

Afternoon

Activity
 Document review
 Site visit
 Closure meeting
 Document review
 Site visit
 Closure meeting

82

From global standards to local adaption
Denise Bood

Appendix 3 – FLO-CERT pineapple specifics
The Ex Works level for pineapple means “at the exit of the pack house”. In other words, the
pineapples are stored, cleaned, packed and refrigerated. They are in pallets, ready to be lifted in
the container and to go to the harbour to be exported.
The FOB level includes the lifting to the container, the transport to the harbour, customs’ costs,
export administrative costs, unloading at the port and margin to the exporter. In short, the FOB
price is when the container is along ship and ready to be lifted in the ship.
For pineapple for processing, Ex Works is the place where the seller places the good at the
disposal of the next buyer. According to FLO, this is at the gate of the producer’s organization.
This is valid for a hired labour organization as well as for a cooperative. The FOB level includes
the same costs component as the FOB for fresh pineapple for export.
In case that the shift of responsibility between the seller and the buyer does not match the Ex
Works or the FOB level, the incurred costs or services need to be deducted (or added) from the
Ex Works or FOB minimum prices.
Source: FLOb, 2011
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