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Executive summary
Introduction: Sustainable development ensures to meet the needs of the present, without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The importance of
sustainability is accompanied by the rapid development of private sustainability standards that set
requirements on the social, environmental and/or economic practises of businesses. Being certified
with those standards has many advantages. However, SMEs often face challenges for their
implementation due to the lack of time, expertise, internal technological and financial resources.
Besides these challenges, the strictness of the sustainability standard could also lead to challenges with
the implementation. The objective of the research was to gain insight in what way the stringency of
the standard influences the implementation of its requirements.
In-depth literature review: Stringency is the degree to which standards requires businesses to
implement behavioural changes and strict prescriptions to have sustainable conduct. It firstly depends
on the operation of the standard, that is, whether the requirements in the standard are managementsystem based (focussed on the process) or performance based (focussed on the outcome). Secondly,
it depends on whether compliance to the requirements in the standard is compulsory or optional.
These two dimension provide a four-type categorization of stringency; Type A obligatory process
stringency, Type B obligatory outcome stringency, Type C flexible process stringency. The
implementation of standards commonly follows four stages; (1) decision to adoption, (2) strategic
planning, (3) system design and (4) deployment. Within each stage, several critical implementation
points are identified that increases the chance of successful implementation, if worked on properly.
Methodology: To reach the research objective, in part A of the field research, the Skal
processing standard and the Demeter standard were analysed on the stringency of their requirements.
From each standard, two typical type A and two typical type B requirements have been chosen to
include in part B of the field research. Type C and Type D stringent requirements were not considered,
as they were not frequently found in the document analysis. Part B of the field research were
interviews about the experiences with the implementation of the Skal and Demeter requirements. The
interview questions followed the 4 stages of implementation, and addressed the requirements that
were judged on their type of stringency.
Results and discussion: Three medium sized Skal and two Demeter certified businesses took
part in the research. The Skal certified businesses additionally were certified against other
(sustainability) private standards. One Demeter business was a micro business, which also was the only
one without a quality department. The results from the interviews were that only minor technological
and managerial changes were made to implement the requirements. It was possible for the businesses
to integrate the requirements in their existing quality management system. With the implementation,
all the stages of implementation were relevant, however stage 2 strategic planning was extensively
required. None of the included businesses experienced barriers for implementation of the
requirements with their associated type of stringency. The results gave new insights to discuss the role
of stringency in the implementation. There could be a relation between the stringency of the
requirement, and the capabilities of businesses to deal with that. Internal stringency capability of the
businesses has been defined in the discussion, as the degree to which businesses are capable to
implement strict prescriptions for sustainable conduct, required by the sustainability standard. It
ranges from high to low and it set against the stringency (type A or type B) of the requirement. It
creates four areas, in which situations occur for the implementation process.
Conclusion: The stringency of the Skal and Demeter requirements did not influence the
implementation practises of these requirements, leading to barriers. The main limitation of the
research is that only successfully certified businesses were included; businesses that either lost
certification or renounced certification were absent. Possibly, if those were included as well, barriers
would be present. Initially the research was from the perspective of the characteristic of the standard,
being its stringency. However, it became clear that this can’t be seen separately from the capabilities
of the businesses to deal with the stringency. Further research is recommended to further analyse the
role and/or influence of stringency in the practises of implementing standards.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
Setting the context
Sustainability through third party certification
Sustainability is a buzz word in the modern-day society. It was described that sustainable development
ensures to meet the needs of the present, without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs (Brundtland, 1987). The concept of sustainability consists of three dimensions:
economy, environment, society (Brundtland, 1987). Nowadays, consumers have become more aware
and interested in food safety, food quality, animal welfare and the environment (Bredahl, Northen,
Boecker, & Normile, 2001; Sahota, Haumann, Givens, & Baldwin, 2009). This has led to private parties,
such as retailers, to find options to place products on the markets, that meet consumer demands
regarding humane and environmentally less harmful products (Bredahl et al., 2001; Konefal,
Mascarenhas, & Hatanaka, 2005). Meeting these demands can be done through certification of private
sustainability standards. A sustainability standard is a standard that addresses the environmental
social, and/or economic practices of businesses (Alliance, 2013). Ecolabels on food products are gained
by certification to a standard with environmental requirements (Sahota et al., 2009). Third party
certification (TPC) enables private parties to meet consumer needs with regards to sustainability and
functions as a product safety and quality verification mechanism where third parties assess, evaluate
and certify safety and quality claims against a set of standards and compliance procedures (Hatanaka
& Busch, 2008). Certified businesses communicate the verification by third (external) parties through
a label, logo or seal on the products (Sahota et al., 2009).
Sustainable oriented food products, produced under sustainability standards, are typical examples of
credence goods, as the consumer is normally not able to evaluate whether the food product actually
is produced under the promised conditions (Grunert, Bredahl, & Brunsø, 2004; Pascucci, 2010;
Waldman & Kerr, 2014). Sustainability is in this case a credence quality attribute of food products.
The shift from public to private governance
Traditionally public national institutes were responsible for the inspection of food products, the
determination of food safety, and providing food safety assurances to the public (Hatanaka, Bain, &
Busch, 2005). However, in the last decades there has been a shift of public governance to private
governance. Government regulatory bodies are not able to keep pace with the fast changing product
differentiation, changing production practises and expansion of quality attributes in the food industry
including sustainable products (Hatanaka et al., 2005; Hatanaka & Busch, 2008). The state is
withdrawing from direct oversight and monitoring, so currently private parties take more active roles
in both the development of standards and the verification of standards to provide assurance (Hatanaka
& Busch, 2008).
Private actors increasingly use private standards and product attributes such as labour and
environment, additionally to food safety and quality, which can lead to more socially just, fair and
ecologically sound agricultural practises and food products (Konefal et al., 2005). Through TPC, large
private actors such as retailers are able to influence, control and coordinate the complex and global
scale of the agri-food system from a distance (Konefal et al., 2005; Bredahl et al., 2001). This is possible
since involved parties that are certified or want to be certified via the TPCs, need to comply with the
set of (sustainability) standards which commonly are chosen by these large private parties. The
increasing importance of niche markets, for example ethnic foods, organics, and fair trade products
also plays a role in the emergence of sustainability standards in the food industry (Konefal et al., 2005).
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Upsides and challenges of sustainability certification
According to Brehdal et al. (2001) certification has become an advantage for suppliers since
certification can be seen as ‘de facto mandatory’. Certified growers and other businesses may have a
competitive edge in the market over those being uncertified (Bredahl et al., 2001; Haverkort, Jansen,
de Ruijter, & Verhagen, 2008). Certification can facilitate access to new, segmented and potentially
more profitable markets like niche markets, including organic or non-GMO products (Hatanaka et al.,
2005; Haverkort et al., 2008). These are the upsides for sustainability certification.
Nevertheless, TPC in the global agri-food system has important implications on smallholders, such as
farmers, growers and suppliers (Hatanaka et al., 2005). The challenging implications are mostly at the
part of the SMEs who may not be able to benefit from the economies of scale, often necessary for
adopting TPC (Hatanaka et al., 2005). Smallholders view certification as an externally imposed
obligation, rather than an intrinsically motivated quality management system (Meuwissen, Velthuis,
Hogeveen, & RBM, 2003). Large food processing companies can force small stakeholders like farmers
to adhere to their specific requirements (Haverkort et al., 2009). If a standard is strict, it could make it
even more hard for these SMEs to adhere. Also, TPC can increase inequality in small producers, labour
and lower classes (Konefal et al., 2005). Technical and finance support and capacity building initiatives
are important to make schemes more accessible and flexible (Mori Junior, Franks, & Ali, 2016). Without
these instruments, participants with financial or technical constraints might not be able to overcome
burdens, leading to inequality in which only participants with financial and technical capacity will reap
the benefits of being certified (Mori Junior, Franks, & Ali, 2016). Authors described that barriers and
difficulties in the shift from conventional to organic production among farmers were mainly caused by
financial hardship to finance the shift, lack of external support from government and thirdly the lack
of support of marketing institutions to develop markets for organic products (Cranfield, Henson, &
Holliday, 2010). Time restrictions and financial hardship were described as obstacles for the
implementation of sustainability standards, both in farming as in processing SMEs (Massoud, Fayad,
El-Fadel, & Kamleh, 2010; Schulze, Jahn, & Spiller, 2007). Implementing TPC includes investing financial
resources in TPC services, documentation and audits. These costs could, particularly for SMEs, lead
them to being forced out of business or downgrade to alternative less profitable markets, which is
mostly seen in SMEs, both in growing as is processing businesses and challenges are especially existent
in developing countries (Hatanaka et al., 2005). When businesses take the step to implement
standards, in general, commitment and direct participation of management, direct participation of
employees, good preparation in terms of budgeting and planning and goal setting, are found to be key
factors for successful implementation of quality management systems (Ingason, 2015). It can be
reasoned that these key factors also are important for the implementation of sustainability standards.
Problem situation
The earlier described barriers, challenges and difficulties were mainly from the internal business
perspective and the conditions under which businesses implement sustainability standards. However,
it can be expected that implementation difficulties can also arise due to the characteristics of the
standards or the interaction between the standards’ characteristics and the internal business
perspective. Gulbrandon (2005) stated in his study assessing the effectiveness of private sustainability
forest certification that, the more stringent the sustainability standards are, the greater the likelihood
to have sustainable conduct. The stringency of a standard refers to the degree to which the standard
requires actors to implement strict prescriptions for environmental and social conduct (Kalfagianni &
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Pattberg, 2013). Gulbrandsen (2005) found that a very strict scheme could avoid new businesses who
are interested to apply for this scheme, due to the needed effort to implement it. He found that the
less stringent standards, have attracted higher participation on the side of the industry in relation to
the more stringent FSC (Forest Stewardship Council). The latter scheme with stringent and rigorous
standards will not be accepted by all target groups. This was also demonstrated in the agriculture
sector, where the uptake of GlobalGAP, a worldwide private sector certification scheme for agricultural
products, has increased considerably as stringency of environmental targets lowered (Kalfagianni &
Pattberg, 2011). These conclusions describe the influence of stringency on the adoption of schemes.
But, Kalfagianni & Pattberg (2011) additionally wrote that very stringent and comprehensive standards
demanding significant and often costly changes of conduct, can be more easily implemented by large
businesses. Thereby they touch upon the idea that the stringency of the standard could influence its
implementation. It could be reasoned that if standards are stringent in driving sustainable conduct, it
could lead to barriers for their implementation, because of their demanding and intrusive character.
In summary, being certified with sustainability standards can have many advantages. However,
businesses, more often SMEs than large businesses, face challenges because of difficulties related to
internal technological and financial resources. Still, challenges can also arise due to the sustainability
standard, including its stringency. From that perspective, it is interesting to research how stringency
contributes to implementation difficulties and consequently businesses not being able to comply with
the standard.

Research aim
The overall research objective is to gain insight in the way the stringency of sustainability standards
influences their implementation. Thus, the following main research question is formulated:
‘To which extent does the stringency of standard influence the implementation of these standards in
medium sized food businesses?’

Demarcation
Implementation process
The implementation process in this thesis can be seen from a quality assurance (QA) perspective. The
objective of assurance is to control the quality management system and to provide evidence and
confidence to stakeholders about meeting the set requirements (Luning et al., 2009). The described
objective of QA relates closely to the research objective of this thesis. The implementation of
sustainability standards should meet the set requirements of the standard and through QA,
requirements are translated and followed by actual implementation to modify the existent quality
management system for compliance to the sustainability standard. The implementation process
includes organisational (managerial) change and modification of technological functions on
operational level.
Stringency levels
The stringency of a standard is defined as the degree to which the standard requires actors to
implement strict prescriptions for environmental and social conduct (Kalfagianni & Pattberg, 2013a).
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Within the research aim the stringency of a standard is considered, as it may affect implementation
practises. Two types of sustainability standard will be part of the research, to compare their stringency.
Business type
Large producers are more often able to make necessary organisational and technological changes with
their in-house technical experts and adequate financial resources, and have this advantage over SMEs
(Hatanaka et al., 2005; Mori Junior et al., 2016). It can be reasoned that for large businesses it is more
achievable to implement stringent standards compared to SMEs. Thus, the focus of this thesis will be
on SMEs. SMEs are defined by the European Commission (2003) as businesses up to 250 employees,
with micro enterprises having less than 10 employees, small enterprises having less than 50 employees
and medium enterprises ranging from 50 until 250 employees with a financial turnover of less than €
50 million. The focus will be on implementation of sustainability standards from the perspective of
medium sized food businesses. It is expected that this type of businesses is more experienced and able
to adopt certification standards compared to micro and small businesses, and therefore practically are
more suitable for this research. Additionally, the businesses should have in-house experts and
technological possibilities for adoption of sustainability standards. This includes a quality department
with quality employees and a quality manager.
Furthermore, the demarcation is on businesses that successfully completed implementation and those
that either renounced implementation after an attempt or chose for decertification. The inclusion of
businesses that abandoned implementation, gives the opportunity to identify conditions and problems
for implementations, which these businesses were unable to overcome.
Sustainability standards
A standard is a document that provides, for common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or
characteristics for products or related processes and production methods, with which compliance is
not mandatory (Alliance, 2013). Sustainability standards are a defined set of social, environmental,
and/or economic criteria (Alliance, 2013; Barry et al., 2012). This type of standards aim to help
businesses have more socially just, fair, and ecologically sound agricultural practises and food
products. The sustainability standards shall be picked during the in-depth literature research. For this
research the demarcation for suitability standards is that they are set by a certification body (CB). The
motivation for this demarcation is found in the study of Hatanaka & Bush (2008). The CBs offer a
combination of four services: (1) establishing standards; (2) verifying that the standard is implemented;
(3) issuing certification and (4) making periodic audits to ensure continued compliance. Additionally,
the CB must be accredited by accreditation bodies (AB), so the CB undergoes audits to ensure that
their systems and practices meet the AB’s standards. This construction in TPC is found to be an
independent, objective and effective governance mechanism (Hatanaka & Bush, 2008).

Research approach
1.4.1 In-depth literature analysis
An in-depth literature research is necessary to achieve the research objective. To structure the
literature analysis, the pointers of the analysis are formulated in the following literature research
questions:
a) What are characteristics of sustainability standards?
b) What is stringency in terms of sustainability standards?
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c) What are implementation practises of (sustainability) standards in SMEs?
d) In what way does the stringency of sustainability standards affect implementation practises of
the standards in SMEs?
The information derived from the above research questions, can contribute to develop theoretical
background information. Literature on question a, b and c, can give insight in the structure of
sustainability standards in the food industry, their stringency and how implementation of standards is
done. Possibly, it will give enough information to conceptualize the mechanism of the stringency on
the implementation practises, as formulated in question d. Question d is therefore an analytical
question that can be answered when the information of question a, b and c is combined. The complete
in-depth literature research will be used to develop a conceptual framework that provides a basis for
the follow-up field research.

1.4.2 Field research
The aim of the field research is to investigate the experiences of businesses with the implementation
of sustainability standard and specifically the stringency of these standards. Therefore, the field
research is divided in two parts. Part A of the field research is aimed to identify the level of stringency
of the sustainability standards. The standards will be chosen after the in-depth literature review. Part
B of the field research aims to research how the, in part A analysed, sustainability standards have been
implemented in the businesses based on case studies.
To structure the field research, the following sub-research questions are formulated. In this, the
division of part A and part B is kept.
Part A:
1. What is the level of stringency, of the analysed sustainability standards?
Part B
2. What type of barriers did businesses encounter during implementation, to converting their
conventional practices to those as required by the sustainability standards?
3. Which technological changes (regarding technological activities), were necessary to comply
with the sustainability standards?
4. Which managerial changes were necessary to comply with the sustainability standards?
5. What role did the stringency of the sustainability standards have on the implementation of the
standards?

1.4.3 Achieving the research objective
An effort will be made to find relationships between the sustainability standards with their associated
level of stringency and implementation practises. The in-depth literature research will provide a
theoretical basis. Secondly, the analysis of the sustainability standards can provide insight in their
stringency. Lastly, the part B field research can provide experiences with implementation practises of
the analysed sustainability standards.
In summary, by combining the literature review, the document analysis of the standards and the
business interviews, it can be investigated whether the stringency of the analysed standards influenced
the implementation practises.
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Chapter 2. In- depth literature review
Chapter 2 provides answers to the developed literature research questions. Section 2.1 gives insight in
the characteristics of sustainability standards in the food industry. Section 2.2 elaborates on the
implementation practises of standards. This chapter ends with a conceptual framework in section 2.3,
that theorizes on the relations between stringency of sustainability standards, implementation
practises and technological activities of food businesses.

Characteristics of sustainability standards
In the recent decade, the number of private sustainability standards and certification systems
increased exponentially (Barry et al., 2012). With the emerge of many different standards, attempts
have been done in order to distinguish the effective sustainability standards with those that are weak
and incapable of delivering economic, environmental and social outcomes by researching which
factors, components and principles contribute to effectiveness (Mori Junior et al., 2016; Barry et al.,
2012; Alliance, 2013). The core of each sustainability standard is the focus on environment, society or
economy or a combination of these pillars. Although there are many variations in the structure and
characteristics of standards and certification systems, they often have the same basic components
(Barry et al., 2012). Within this literature review chapter, an overview will be given of sustainability
standard characteristics and components and their influence on implementation practises of the
standards.

2.1.1 Sustainability standards and food business activities
Also, in the field of food industry, there is an interaction between managerial decision-making activities
and technological dependent activities. These technological functions include the activities that are
needed to achieve a product with certain properties. Technological functions are divided in (i)supply
and storage of food materials, (ii)processing food materials into food products (iii) storage and
distribution of food products, resulting in product properties (Luning & Marcelis, 2009). This is
displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Technological functions, adapted from Luning &
Marcelis (2009)

The food production chain is often complex with several steps involved. Food supply chains typically
comprise a large variety of different supply chain partners such as retailers, wholesalers/distributors,
various traders, processors, marketers/storage, farmers or farm suppliers that increase complexity
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(Grimm, Hofstetter, & Sarkis, 2014). The technological activities in the supply chain can be divided in
more detail. Figure 2 on the next page shows the supply chain perspective of food products.
The technological activities in the food supply chain can influence
issues of sustainability. Sustainability focusses on environment,
economy and society. These three pillars can be divided in issues
with respect to the dimensions of sustainability (SchmitzHoffmann, Hansmann, & Klose, 2014). The environmental
dimension usually covers issues in the three fields of biodiversity,
pollution and waste. Biodiversity is the indicator of the health of
an ecosystem, including all types of flora and fauna. Pollution and
waste refer to the output of material like agrochemicals during
production processes. The economic dimension addresses issues,
which are compared to all the other sustainability issues,
relatively easy to measure. It covers topics like enterprise income,
the income of farmers and business opportunities. The social
dimension includes issues on three major fields; working and
living conditions, rights and benefits and lastly relationships with
the wider community. This dimension of sustainability, addresses
the integration of human rights principles into business Figure 2: Supply chain perspective
operations. Problems in the food industry related to this dimension involve harsh working conditions
with low pay in growing and harvest operations, the safety conditions of the workers, child labour,
stagnant wages, refusal of collective bargaining rights (Pullman, Maloni, & Carter, 2009).
Consequently, the social dimension covers topics such as fair working conditions, equality, dignity,
security of workers (Schmitz-Hoffmann et al., 2014). Table 1 gives an overview summary of the issues
within the three pillars of sustainability.
Table 1: Summary of Environmental, Social, and Economic Issues Addressed in Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, and Aquaculture
Certification (Barry et al., 2012)

Environmental Issues
Loss of biodiversity
En1
En2

Conversion of natural ecosystems

En3

Pollution/contamination of air,
soils, and water

En4

Soil degradation, erosion, and/or
desertification
Climate change

En5

Social Issues
Working and living conditions
S1
Rights and benefits
S2
Community development
S3
Economic Issues
Income and profitability
Ec1
Business opportunities
Ec2

Description
Both natural biodiversity and agro-biodiversity, including
local varieties, geographic overfishing, and disease transfer
to wild species
Destruction of forests, primary tropical forests and peat
land; closely related to biodiversity loss and climate change
Leaching from pesticides, nitrates, and phosphates
contaminating water, land, and air; waste treatment and
disposal; water use
Intensification of production leading to poor soil quality
and infertility
Indirect contributions to greenhouse gas emissions through
deforestation and energy use; direct contributions from
cattle, manure, nitrogen in soils, etc.

Description
Health and safety, housing, medical care
Freedom of association, working hours, discrimination
Land rights, food security, education

Description
Changes in income, price premiums
market access, access to credit, technical assistance
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The food industry supply chain activities in Figure 2 and the sustainability issues in Table 1 relate to
each other and can be connected. For example, the environmental issues and more specifically issues
En3 and En4, (pollution/contamination of air, soils, and water and soil degradation, erosion and/or
desertification) can be linked up with the step of raw material production in the supply chain
perspective.
In each of the steps in the supply chain, different sustainability issues can be relevant. The connection
between sustainability issues and the technological activities is found in sustainability schemes,
guidelines and documents. The schemes aim to influence the (technological) activities of businesses,
to sustainable conduct. This is also the case in the food industry and even in each step of the supply
chain. For example, The Marine Stewardship Council is mostly focused on environmental issues,
including the improvement in the conditions of the world’s oceans (Schmitz-Hoffmann et al., 2014).
The Fair Trade Labelling Organization aims at providing higher and minimum prices to ensure welfare
benefits for producers of agricultural goods in developing countries (Schmitz-Hoffmann et al., 2014).
Their sustainability schemes are reasoned to be more focused on the combination of social and
economic issues of sustainability. Depending on the type of scheme and standards, one or a
combination of pillars is addressed.

2.1.2 Sustainability through technological activities in the food supply chain
As sustainability is embedded in every step of the food industry and supply chain, there is the need to
not only look at sustainability issues internally in food businesses, but also from a chain perspective.
From this perspective, businesses in each shackle in the chain have their responsibilities regarding
sustainable conduct in order to have sustainable end-products. In sustainable supply chains,
environmental and social criteria need to be fulfilled by the members to remain within the supply chain
(Seuring & Müller, 2008). Seuring & Müller (2008) defined therefore Sustainable Supply Chain
Management (SSCM) as “the management of material, information and capital flows as well as
cooperation among companies along the supply chain while taking goals from all three dimensions of
sustainable development, i.e., economic, environmental and social, into account which are derived
from customer and stakeholder requirements”. To have sustainable products, there must be insurance
that the quality of the product and the performance of business operational activities from raw
materials to final customers is integrated (Seuring & Müller, 2008). Businesses aiming to deliver
sustainable food products, must take this supply chain perspective into account in the case of wanting
to be certified with sustainability standards.
Often, sustainability standards include requirements regarding SSCM. Sustainability standards may
integrate this topic with requirements on traceability systems to control quality along the whole supply
chain and requirements on supplier selection and their raw products. These two topics, requirements
on traceability and supplier selection, relate to the first technological function (e.g. (i)supply of food
materials) described in the adjusted Luning & Marcelis (2009) model (Figure 1, p.10). To get to SSCM,
businesses can engage in management activities for example as described by Grimm, Hofstetter &
Sarkis (2014). The management activities consist out of assessment practises, that give businesses the
possibility to evaluate the performance of suppliers regarding sustainability (Grimm, Hofstetter, &
Sarkis, 2014). Assessment practises include the request of particular (sustainability) certification,
proving that suppliers are fulfilling social and / or environmental requirements. Also, audits provide indepth assessment of the supplier sites and processes, which makes it possible to identify noncompliances to the customers’ sustainability policy. Lastly, monitoring of the supplier gives continuous
assessment to observe the suppliers’ sustainability performance (Grimm et al., 2014).
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Furthermore, food processing companies need to consider that sustainability standards may include
requirements on processing food materials into food products which is the second technological
function described in the adjusted Luning & Marcelis (2009) model (Figure 1, p.10). Firstly,
requirements can be on food processing techniques and processes. For example, the requirements of
the Dutch Demeter sustainability standards include that microwaving as food processing method is
not allowed for Demeter certified products. Requirements can also be focussed on the composition
and ingredient level of processing food materials into food products. An example of this is the standard
to produce organic food products. It requires that at least 95% of the raw materials must be certified
organic. Also, the European Commission website on organic farming describes that the main principles
for the processing of organic products include: the strict restriction about which additives and
processing aids can be used, strict restriction of chemically synthesised inputs and lastly prohibition of
using genetically modified organisms (GMOs) (What is organic farming? | organic farming, n.d.).
In summary, processing companies that are, or want to be certified against sustainability standards,
need to consider that these standards can involve the whole food supply chain. Traceability systems
and supplier selection therefore can be of importance as well. Sustainability standards often have
requirements on processing food materials into food products.

2.1.3 Managerial characteristics of sustainability standards
Standard setting practises
Barry et al. (2012) describe that often the content of the standard is established through a process of
negotiations between experts of the scope and interested stakeholders. Stakeholder participation is
of direct influence on the content of the standard. General objectives are set in the beginning and later
refined and finalized by stakeholders. During standard setting (of some standards) the level of
performance that should be achieved is also defined in the outset.
Furthermore, ISEAL Alliance (2013) (International Social and Environmental Accreditation and Labelling
Alliance) defined ten credibility principles to be taken into account with sustainability standard setting.
If the principles are integrated in the sustainability standard, the likelihood that the standard will
achieve its intended positive impacts will increase. In other words, these principles can contribute to
the effectiveness of the sustainability standard, in bringing positive social, environmental and
economic impacts, while decreasing negative impacts. The principles are demonstrated in Table 2.
Not only do these principles play a role in achieving sustainable impact, they also influence the decision
of businesses to adopt a sustainability scheme. The reputation of sustainability schemes is an
Table 2: ISEAL Alliance (2013) credibility principles

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Principle
Sustainability
Improvement
Relevance
Rigour
Engagement
Impartiality
Transparency
Accessibility
Truthfulness
Efficiency

Short description
Clear definition and communication of sustainability objectives
Revising of standards. Standards include requirements contributing to sustainable outcomes
Standard focus on significant sustainability issues
Components of the standard are on performance level with measurable objectives
Standard-setters and stakeholders are participating in development and revision of the standard
Identify and mitigate conflicts of interests, particularly in assurance process and governance
Information on development and the standard is available for public
Reducing barriers for implementation, financial aspect, avoidance of burdensome requirements
Claims and about benefits and impacts of the standard are not misleading and verifiable
Standards refer to/collaborate with other credible schemes to improve consistency and
efficiency
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important motive for businesses to become certified. The reputation includes the credibility of the
scheme (Vasilev, 2014), which on its turn is being defined by the principles in Table 2.
Regarding the improvement relevance principle in Table 3, several Dutch farmers stated that barriers
for entering sustainability schemes were found in the fact that they did not recognize the relevance of
some of the measures in the scheme (Bourlakis, van Huik, & Bock, 2007). This leaded them to not
implementing these measures. In addition, in their opinion the described measures did not lead to
improvement of animal welfare (Bourlakis et al., 2007).
Particularly of interest within the setting of this research, is the principle of rigour. It includes that all
components of a standard are structured to deliver quality outcomes and thus the requirements of
the standard should be set at a performance level. Key performance indicators should be included,
enabling to evaluate and improve performance. Additionally important is that part of the standardsetting practises, are the decisions about the operation of the standard, meaning, whether the
standard should set performance requirements or management practises.
System operation; Management-system based vs. Performance based
Private sustainability standards have different ways to drive the standard to operate. Gulbrandsen
(2005) described that a scheme may be performance based (focusing on outcome), managementsystem based (focusing on process), or based on some combination of the two. Management-system
based standards deal mainly with the managerial processes of sustainability instead of specifying
environmental outcomes and consequences (Puvanasvaran, Swee, & Suresh, 2014). The management
system-based scheme does not dictate compliance with certain standards, but requires that continual
process improvements are demonstrated in audits (Gulbrandsen, 2005). This type of standards
commonly lead to an environmental management system (EMS), of which the ISO14001 standard is
an example of. ISO 14001:2015 specifies the requirements for an EMS that an organization can use to
enhance its environmental performance. This standard is intended for use by an organization seeking
to manage its environmental responsibilities in a systematic manner that contributes to the
environmental pillar of sustainability (ISO, 2015). Thus, the requirements of the ISO14001 standard
involve organisational changes that the business must achieve. An EMS can be seen as the part of the
overall quality management system. It includes organizational structure, planning activities,
responsibilities, practices, procedures, processes and resources for developing, implementing,
achieving, reviewing, and maintaining the environmental policy (Haverkamp, 2007). As ISO14001 does
not establish specific environmental outcomes, two businesses that are carrying out similar operations
can have different environmental performance, but could both conform to the ISO14001 requirements
(Lannelongue, Gonzalez-Benito, Gonzalez-Benito, & Gonzalez-Zapatero, 2015). It is argued that the
drawback of EMSs is the fact that it doesn’t specify environmental performance measures for
organizations, which makes it unsustainable (Puvanasvaran et al., 2014). An organisation can meet all
the requirements to be certified and still be a poor performer (Mori Junior et al., 2016).
The effectivity of the EMS is dependent on assimilation of the EMS. Assimilation in this context means
the extent to which the management standards’ requirements are integrated within the daily
operation of the business (Lannelongue et al., 2015).
Flexibility in terms of the ISO14001 based EMS is from the perspective that it is designed to be
implemented in any organisation, regardless of the sector, size or type. It should however be noted
that the size, the industrial sector and other business variables can be obstacles to EMS
implementation (Mazzi, Toniolo, Mason, Aguiari, & Scipioni, 2016). For example, although, ISO14001
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could theoretically be applied at farm level, in practice this approach has rarely been adopted mainly
as the administrative burden is too great (Lewis, Tzilivakis, Green, Warner, & Coles, 2008)
Barry et al. (2012) wrote that traditionally, sustainability standards prescribed the management
practices that most likely delivered the desired sustainability results. This approach assumed that the
prescribed practises would lead to intended results. In other words, assumptions are made to reason
that certain practises will lead to certain positive sustainable output or impact, so the link between
practise and outcome (Tzilivakis, Green, Warner, McGeevor, & Lewis, 2012), leading to process-based
practises and requirements. But more recently the recommendation is to include desired outcomes in
standards and to shift from measuring practices and activities (management-based) to measuring
performance (Barry et al., 2012).
Performance-based management systems are focussed on outcome (Gulbrandsen, 2005). Flexibility in
a performance-based system is from the perspective that it allows businesses the flexibility in how
they want to reach the desired outcomes of the sustainability standard (Barry et al., 2012) while it is
predefined what the outcome should be. Typical of performance-based management standards is the
fact that they enable the measurement of compliance by measuring impact. Barry et al. (2012)
described impact as the changes in the quality regarding the pillars of sustainability (environment,
social and economy conditions). The impacts are consequences of changes in the behaviour of
businesses that are producing products according to sustainability standards. When objectives and
performance indicators are included in the standard, the measurement of performance, rather than
practises and activities, makes evaluating the contributions of the standard to the sustainability pillars
less ambiguous. (Barry et al., 2012). In addition, Gulbrandsen (2005) stated that performance-based
standards require compliance with specific environmental outcomes and in that way are expected to
lead to better sustainable outcomes compared to management-system based systems, which lack
specific environmental outcomes. The performance-based standards provide an indication of whether
the business is meeting the objectives, and a management-based standard provides information on
perhaps why objectives are or are not being met (Lewis et al., 2008). Outcome-driven approaches do
have limitations, regarding increased costs involved in measuring outcomes and the subjectivity
involved in choosing which outcomes to measure. Also, the difficulty to isolate the impact of the
standard, for example on the environment is challenging (Barry et al., 2012).

2.1.4 Stringency as characteristic of standards
From the literature (Gulbrandsen, 2005; Kalfagianni & Pattberg, 2013a) it was derived that stringency
is the degree to which standards requires businesses to implement behavioural changes and strict
prescriptions in order to have sustainable conduct. These authors described that they expect stringent
standards to have greater environmental improvement, than less stringent standards. This expectation
is based upon the idea that stringent standards require more effort of certified businesses to have
strict practises regarding sustainable conduct, compared to less stringent standards. The reasoning is
that stringent sustainability standards therefore are more effective in delivering sustainable,
economic, environmental and social outcomes (Barry et al., 2012).
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Kalfagianni & Pattberg (2013a) developed a way to evaluate stringency with scores, by using defined
indicators. Table 3 gives an overview of these indicators and their objective.
Table 3: Indicators of stringency with description (Kalfagianni & Pattberg, 2013a)

Indicator
Detail
Quantifiable
targets
Ambition
Performance
Management

Description
Detailed when at least 3 indicators specify each of the overarching principles and criteria
The extent to which included targets are quantifiable. For example, limits and/or
thresholds
The extent to which the standard goes beyond existing regulation, when regulation exists
and/or envisions greater environmental change relative to other private standards
The standard includes targets that measure actual performance
The standard requires the development of sustainable management plans

Integration of stringency with the system operation
The indicators of Kalfagianni & Pattberg (2013a) include both performance and management. This
suggests that there can be a relation between stringency and the way the standard operates (e.g.
management-system based or performance-based). The system operation could define the extent of
stringency. As stringency is about strict prescriptions, and management-system based standards are
focussed on prescribing processes, it can be reasoned that a management-system based standard is
the most stringent. As the performance-based standard is focussed on outcomes, it gives businesses
the opportunity and flexibility to decide themselves what the process will be, to get to the required
outcome. In this sense the performance-based standard is less stringent.
In the way that Kalfagianni & Pattberg (2013a) developed the indicators, it is not considered that the
indicators detail, quantifiable targets and ambition are applicable in both the system operations. This
leads to the idea to firstly consider whether a standard is management-system based or performancebased and secondly to evaluate the indicators detail, quantifiable targets and ambition related to the
system operation.
The difference between quantifiable targets in a management-system based and a performance-based
standard
The indicator quantifiable targets can appear in a different manner, dependent on the operation of
the standard. Quantifiable targets in performance-based standards often include environmental
outcomes in the form of threshold, limits and frequencies. Management-system based standards
usually do not include environmental outcomes, as they focus on sustainable processes. Managementsystem based standards do however, require businesses to develop their own quantifiable targets to
measure sustainable impact and to evaluate their continuous improvement (Zutshi & Sohal, 2004).
Thus, quantifiable targets for this system operation differs from the quantifiable targets in
performance-based standards. Therefore, the indicator of quantifiable targets in management-system
based standards can be translated to the inclusion of requirements for businesses to develop and
evaluate their quantifiable targets.
There are no indications that the indicators detail and ambition differ from each other, dependent on
the operation of the standards. Thus, it is expected that detail and ambition appear in the same
manner.
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Compulsory vs optional standards within sustainability schemes
Van Amstel et al. (2008) examined five Dutch labelling schemes of ecolabels on their character. In their
research, ecolabel is a term that described that a product eco-label sets certain goals concerning
reduction of environmental burden and/or stimulation of positive environmental impact of a
production process. These goals may include promotion of agrobiodiversity (Van Amstel, De Neve, De
Kraker, & Glasbergen, 2007). And a Labelling scheme is a set of standards an eco-label holder
(producer) must comply with. For each product or product group different labelling schemes are
designed (Van Amstel et al., 2007).
They found that standards of the labelling schemes may be compulsory or optional, or they may take
the form of recommendations. Producers are obliged to comply with compulsory standards (Van
Amstel et al., 2007; van Amstel, Driessen, & Glasbergen, 2008). Amstel et al. (2008) identified that the
compulsory and optional nature of standards are characteristics of labelling schemes (Amstel et al.,
2008).
From their research, it can be reasoned that stringency also covers the degree of obligation (i.e.
compulsory/voluntary) for compliance to the standard. In this, a sustainability standard with many
compulsory criteria, is expected to be more stringent compared to a sustainability standard with
relatively less compulsory and more optional criteria.
In summary, the characterization of stringency can be based upon the system operation and the
degree of obligation. In this characterization, a management-system based standard is reasoned to be
more stringent than the performance-based standard and the compulsory standard is considered more
stringent than the voluntary characteristic of the standard. This reasoning leads to four types of
stringency, visualized in Table 4. The initial assumption was that stringency could come in levels, for
example on a scale from low to high. However, because two dimensions are at the basis of stringency,
four categories are formed in which each category has its own features. Therefore, stringency is a
categorical variable. In each of the four types, the indicators detail, quantifiable targets and ambition
can be evaluated as well. Thus, there could be a variation in extent of stringency within each category,
that is dependent on the three indicators.

Table 4: Characterization of stringency based on system operation and degree of obligation

Management-system
based
Performance-based

Detail
Quantifiable target
Ambition
Detail
Quantifiable target
Ambition

Compulsory
Type A
Obligatory process
stringency

Voluntary
Type C
Flexible process
stringency

Type B
Obligatory outcome
stringency

Type D
Flexible outcome
stringency
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Implementation practises
When businesses decide to become certified under a particular sustainability standard scheme, the
business need to adopt the standards in ways that in the end, the business complies with the
requirements of the standards and gets certified.

2.2.1 Stages of implementation
In the research of Ivanova, Gray & Sinha (2014) steps for (management) standard implementation are
described, based on a literature review. The most common steps of implementation were gather and
grouped in a four-stage based implementation process; (1) decision for standard adoption, (2) strategic
planning, (3) system design and (4) deployment (Ivanova, Gray, & Sinha, 2014). In all the stages,
businesses shall conduct implementation activities and work on objectives in order to progress to the
next stage and fulfil the implementation of the standard to have compliance. As each of these activities
and objectives are very relevant and crucial for successful implementation, they will be regarded as
Crucial Implementation Points (CIPs). The following subsections will further elaborate on the four
stages of implementation and the CIPs are visualised through underlining.
Stage 1: Decision to adopt
The decision to adopt is mostly dependent on the internal and external motivation of businesses to
adopt a standard. The motivation for adoption may be an important factor in the success of
implementation (Ivanova et al., 2014). Motives for the choice of sustainability standards are concerns
over the environmental impact of food production (levels of pesticides use) ideological and
philosophical (animal welfare, living harmoniously with nature) and economic (profitability) (Cranfield
et al., 2010). The companies that make the decision for adoption based on the previous, can be
described as internally motivated. Motives that are externally include customer pressure, and
adoption to stay competitive in the case where similar businesses are already certified (Ivanova et al.,
2014). Prior experience with the same or similar standard implementation is likely to positively
influence the decision for adoption another standard (Ivanova et al., 2014). Lastly, the company size
influences the decision for adaption, in which larger firms have a higher probability of adopting and
successfully implementing a management standard (Ivanova et al., 2014).
Stage 2: Strategic planning
Strategic planning involves the development of a vision, based on the current organizational
environment (Carol Rusaw, 2007). It can be reasoned that businesses undergo a translation process of
the standards during this stage. Translation can be described as the modification that a practice or an
idea undergoes, when it is implemented in a new organisational context (Vigneau, Humphreys, &
Moon, 2015). Luning et al. (2009) described that in this translation process, the current control and
assurance activities are compared to those of the standard and new specifications on the quality
management system are set, subsequently those are translated into new concrete system
requirements. The translation process determines to what extent the quality management system
(QMS) needs modification and/or adaption in such a way that it complies with the assurance demands
of the standard (Luning et al., 2009). The QMS includes the organisational structure, responsibilities,
processes, procedures, and resources that facilitate the achievement of quality management (Luning
& Marcelis, 2009). The comparison of the existing QMS and the requirements of the standard, is
comparable to an Initial Environmental Review (IER) and gap analysis, which is used in the
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implementation of the ISO14001 standard and building an Environmental Management System
(Johnson, 1997). This procedure helps to identify necessary system improvements in order to comply
with the standard. Initial reviews might not be required, but are useful tools to develop sustainable
management plans. In this stage of strategic planning, there should be a determination of the need
and the availability of internal resources (Ivanova et al., 2014). Internal recourses include money, time,
expertise, personnel and technology (Zutshi & Sohal, 2004). The planning component of strategic
planning involves developing budgets, measurable sub goals and objectives (Carol Rusaw, 2007). In
this stage, businesses often use some consultant services. For example, for training of the internal
employees. Consultation is also used in cases where internal employees cannot be dismissed from
their duties for the duration of implementation. (Ivanova et al., 2014)
Stage 3: System design
System design covers the activities to re-design the system, based on the requirements in the standard
and the results of the translation process i.e. the determination to what extent the QMS needs redesign. In this stage the changes of technological and managerial activities are in place, in order to
comply with the requirements in the standards. Ivanova et al. (2014) wrote that several studies have
pointed to the importance of the management system being designed around processes that existed
prior to the implementation of the standard (Extent to which design is based on existing process). This
may be related to the technological changes necessary in the steps of supply of raw materials, including
traceability and supplier selection and evaluation, and the technological function of processing food
materials into food products on both ingredient and composition as production processes level. The
integration of the prior existing QMS and the new standard offers advantages, such as saving recourses
by building new procedures on existing ones to avoid duplication and thereby saving recourses (Zutshi
& Sohal, 2004).
Furthermore, Zutshi & Sohal (2004) described that the design of a document control system covering
all operations and procedures, is often a major challenge for organisations. Also in this type of design
it is useful to integrate the new designed document control system in the existing system to the extent
that is possible.
Stage 4: Deployment
Deployment covers staff deployment which is a personnel activity to ensure that the labour of the
organization would be continuously in an optimal relation to the jobs and organizational structure.
This stage is about employee empowerment and their willingness to make improvement suggestions
(Ivanova et al., 2014). The basis of empowerment is management commitment in the adoption and
implementation of sustainability standards. Management must show leadership, commitment and
involvement to carry out the importance of sustainable practises (Zutshi & Sohal, 2004).
Empowerment is important to ensure that employees understand the environmental issues. With
training and involvement, a support base is developed to operate production practises in a sustainable
manner. In employee empowerment, attitudes, abilities and participation are particularly important
(Ivanova et al., 2014; Oakland, 2011). Employee resistance can play a negative role in the success of
adoption, but can be reduced or eliminated by involving them in decision making and developing
awareness and understanding of the basics of the system, its significance and the benefits from the
implementation for employees and organisation (Zutshi & Sohal, 2004). Management must encourage
employees to make improvement suggestions (Ivanova et al., 2014). Regarding employee abilities,
Oakland (2011) describes that every employee should be able to do what is needed and expected of
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him or her, and it should be very clear what the employees are required to do. Providing training and
learning plays a critical role in in successful deployment (Zutshi & Sohal, 2004).
The critical implementation points in each of the stages of implementation are related to stringency,
as the type of stringency of the standard can impact these CIPs in positive or negative way. Stringency
requires efforts of businesses to implement the standards, this might lead to bottlenecks in working
on the CIPs in the stages of implementation. The CIPs are summarized in Table 5 per stage. By
combining the theory on the stringency of standards, it can be investigated whether and in what way
the stringency of the standard influenced the CIPs during the implementation process.
Table 5: Summary of stages of implementation and critical implementation points

Stages
1. Decision to
adopt
2. Strategic
planning

3. System
design

4. Deployment

Critical implementation points
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Motivation for adoption
Prior experience
Company size
Comparison of current control and assurance activities with the
requirements in the standard (for example gap analysis)
Setting of new specifications
Determination of the availability of internal resources
Development of measurable sub goals and objectives
Consultation
Integration of new system with existing QMS
Changes of managerial activities
Changes of technological activities
Design document control system
Management commitment
Employee deployment; attitude, abilities, participation
Employee resistance

2.2.2 The influence of stringency on implementation
Barry et al. (2012) stated that the structure and design of the sustainability standard has significant
implications for how the standard is implemented and therefor the associated effectiveness on
sustainability impact. As described in subsection 2.1.3 the stringency of a standard can be expressed
in types, based on the degree of obligation and the system operation. It is reasonable to assume that
each type of stringency of a standard has a particular influence on the implementation practises. Each
of the stages of implementation involves different CIPs. Each type of stringency could influence these
critical implementation points in a particular manner. The expectation is that different types of
stringency leads to encountering different types of bottlenecks while completing the critical
implementation points. In this approach, the CIPs within the stages of implementation can be set
against the four types of stringency to determine its influence. By connecting the type of stringency of
the standard, with CIPs of each implementation stage, a grid can be formed that makes it possible to
classify bottlenecks. For example, a standard that has obligatory process stringency (type A), might
lead to different bottlenecks in working out the CIPs, compared to a flexible outcome stringent
standard (type D). A further elaboration on this matter will be described in chapter 3.
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Conceptual framework
With the in-depth literature review it was possible to develop a conceptual framework. It represents
the practice, captures it in concepts, and gives the opportunity to measure these concepts. The
conceptual framework presents the answers to the literature research question and visualises the indepth literature review in Figure 3 on the next page. It explains the following:
The stringency of a standard is dependent on its system operation and the level of obligation. A
management-system based standard is reasoned to be more demanding than the performance-based
standard and the compulsory standard is considered more demanding than the voluntary
characteristic of the standard. A standard exists out of several requirements. Together they form the
standard. A standard commonly includes a combination of system operation and level of obligation
per requirement. Therefore, the type of stringency is could differ per requirement, and the overall type
of stringency of the standard can be concluded by taking the stringency of the requirements together.
The stringency of a requirement is a concept that is operationalized in four types. Each of the types
has its characteristics integrated in the name. Within each of the types of stringency, the indicators of
detail, quantifiable targets, and ambition can be measured. The type of stringency could possibly
influence the implementation process; this influence is displayed with an arrow.
The next concept regards the implementation of (private) standards in food businesses, based on the
in-depth literature review. The process of implementing standards is divided in four stages. Each of the
stages of implementation has a different objective. In this operationalization, it is found that in each
stage of implementation, critical implementation points (CIPs) are of importance and should be
considered. Completion of these CIPs contribute to successful implementation of the standard in the
business. The connection between the stringency concept and the process of implementation concept,
is that the types of stringency could influence the way that the CIPs are approached and handled.
The requirements of standard often demand adjustments in the technological activities of the
company and its control system, for compliance. Thus, the stringency of the standard and its
requirements works through the stages of implementation, towards adjustments in the technological
activities of the business. The quality outcome is compliance to the sustainability standard (i.e.
successful implementation of the standard).
In backwards reasoning, the quality outcome is dependent on the way the company has adjusted the
technological activities and its control system, that have been implemented through the stages of
implementation, in which the approach may have been influenced by the type of stringency of the
standard and its requirements.

Hypothesis
This conceptual framework is the basis of the further research on the experiences of businesses with
the implementation of sustainability standards.
It provides the possibility to formulate the following hypotheses:
- If stringency plays a role in the implementation process of sustainability standards and their
requirements, it will lead to barriers in the implementation.
- Type A stringent requirements are more stringent than type B stringent requirements and
therefor would cause more challenges to overcome in the implementation of the
requirements.
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Stringency type requirement
- A: Obligatory process stringency - C: Flexible process stringency
- B: Obligatory outcome stringency - D: Flexible outcome stringency
Indicators:
● Quantifiable targets

● Detail

● Ambition

Implementation process: stages of
implementation
-

Motivation for adoption
Prior experience
Company size

-

Comparison of current control and assurance activities with
the requirements in the standard
Setting of new specifications
Determination of the availability of internal resources
Development of measurable sub goals and objectives
Consultation

3. System design

-

Integration of new system with existing QMS
Changes of managerial activities
Changes of technological activities
Design document control system

4. Deployment

-

Management commitment
Employee deployment;
attitude, abilities,
participation
Employee resistance

1. Adoption

2. Strategic planning

-

Control system
Technological activities in processing companies
Supply raw
materials

Processing

Packaging

Storage &
distribution

Quality Outcome
Compliance with
sustainability standards

Figure 3: Visual presentation of conceptual framework
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Chapter 3. Methodology field research
In the literature review in chapter 2, it was found and reasoned that the degree to which a standard
requires businesses to implement strict prescriptions for sustainable conduct (stringency), might
influence the process of sustainability standard implementation. The field study aims to determine the
stringency of the sustainability standards and to gather the experiences of businesses with the
implementation of these standards. Chapter 3 presents the method and research approach of the field
research. The field research consists of two components. Firstly, section 3.1 presents the methodology
to conduct part A of the research, that is the selection and document analysis of the selected
sustainability standards. Secondly, section 3.2 covers the approach to conduct part B of the field study.
This is the methodology to gather the implementation experiences of the selected sustainability
standards.

Document analysis
3.1.1 Selection of sustainability standards
With the selection of sustainability standards multiple things were considered. Firstly, the selection is
based on a sustainability scheme assessment. The Dutch Milieu Centraal is a public information
organisation. Their mission is to help consumers to make sustainable choices. They conducted a
research to give clarity on the reliability of sustainability labels. Therefore, they evaluated sustainability
labels and presented those that were judged to be the best (Milieucentraal, 2016). It resulted in a list
of 11 ‘top’ sustainability labels. The research was based upon the ambitiousness (strictness), this
entails the level to which the label represents requirements on the three sustainability pillars and
whether they go beyond ‘conventional’ base line practises. The Milieucentraal (2016) research
addressed stringency, as in this research as well, may it be in a different manner. The labels were
additionally assessed on transparency, entailing the ease to which the requirements of the labels can
be found with adequate and complete information that represents the scope of the label. Lastly, the
labels were assessed on their reliability, this covered whether the labels are part of ISEAL, which is a
membership association of international standard-setting organisations and international
accreditation bodies with their goal to improve the effectiveness of sustainability standards systems
in achieving social and environmental impact. Additionally the reliability was dependent on whether
there is independent third party certification, with the involvement of accreditation bodies. The
following sustainability labels were found the best regarding credibility, ambitious (strictness) and
transparency according to Milieucentraal (2016): Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC), Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC), ‘Better Life star system’ (in Dutch: Beter Leven 2 sterren en 3 sterren),
Demeter, Dutch organic products label EKO, EU organic products label, Fairtrade, Milieukeur,
Rainforest Alliance, RSPO Certified Sustainable Palm Oil, UTZ.
Another consideration in the selection of the two sustainability standards, was that the production
practises should be in The Netherlands. Out of practicality reasons in conducting part B of the field
research this was important. This leads to excluding the labels Rainforest Alliance, RSPO Certified
Sustainable Palm Oil, UTZ, Fairtrade.
Out of personal preference, sustainability standards specifically aiming for animal based products such
as fish and meat, were excluded from the research. Therefore, the labels ‘Better Life star system’, ASC
and MSC have been excluded from this research as well.
Because the amount of businesses that is certified with the EU organic product is higher than those
certified with the Dutch organic products label EKO. This increases the possibility to find suitable
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businesses for part B of the field research. Therefore, the EKO standard is not chosen. This leaves
Demeter, EU organic products label and Milieukeur.
Attention has been paid to select the place of the businesses in the food supply chain. Some of the
sustainability standards are focussed on farming practises in the primary production. It is assumed that
businesses that are involved in the production process after primary production are more likely to have
a quality assurance department. In contrast, farmers in primary production, often don’t have quality
departments (Nuthall, 2009). Nuthall (2009) described that farming is a very practical occupation
where good knowledge of practise is important and that very often the knowledge of farmers is built
from experience. Also, farming is often a family businesses and from the family, experience and
knowledge is developed (Nuthall, 2009). Although there are excellent managers who have little
‘formal’ schooling, within the demarcation of this research the business must have people in a quality
department that had formal (management) education. It is expected that formally educated people
have specific knowledge about quality management systems and implementation of standards.
Therefore, the choice of the place in the food supply chain was food processing companies, that handle
raw materials to transform to food products.
Lastly, because the Milieukeur certified companies generally operate in primary production, the final
choice is to include the EU organic products label and Demeter.

3.1.2 Methodology of the document analysis
The documents of the sustainability standards were assessed on their type of stringency. Gulbrandsen
(2005) described that a standard may be performance based, management-system based, or based on
a combination of the two. As a sustainability standard consists out of a set of criteria, it was expected
that the criteria within the standard would differ in type of stringency. For that reason, the analysis of
the standard was done per criterion, hereafter called Requirement. This analysis has been based on
the in-depth literature review and was done by assessing (i.) the operation of the system and (ii.) the
level of obligation. After determination of i. and ii., the requirement was categorized in one of the four
types of stringency as presented in Table 6. Additionally, (iii.) the indicators, including: the level of
detail, the uptake of quantifiable targets and the ambition of the standard were assessed per
requirement. In the end, it was possible to conclude the predominant type of stringency of the
standard, that includes all the assessed requirements.
Type of stringency
The literature analysis leaded to the characterization of four types of stringency. To identify the type
of stringency in the document analysis, the following is considered:
Determination of the operation of the system:
Requirements were considered management-system based, when the focus of the requirement is on
the process. The focus on process covers the activities and conditions that are needed for compliance
to the standard. The core requirements of the standard should be focussed on (production) processes
and practises by which the businesses must comply with.
Requirements were considered performance-based, when the requirements are focussed on specific
(environmental) outcomes. In cases where the standard allows businesses to decide themselves in
what manner they comply to the outcome, this was performance-based. The literature review
addressed that performance-based standards typically include possibilities to evaluate concrete
verifiable measures. It should be noted that standards sometimes are formulated in a performancebased manner, but lack the further translation into concrete verifiable measures (Visseren-Hamakers
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& Glasbergen, 2007). In this analysis, standards and requirements were considered performancebased, even if no verifiable measures are formulated.
In cases when requirements address that procedures must be in place, the system operation was
judged as following: when procedures should be in place and the requirements prescribe how and
what this shall contain, it was considered management-system based. If procedures should be in place
and the requirement allows that the company decides itself how to develop this procedure, this was
considered performance-based.
Determination of the level of obligation:
Standards can have requirements which that are compulsory or voluntary. Compulsory standards can
be identified by the typical use of the expressions ‘must,’ ‘is not allowed,’ ‘totally forbidden,’(Van
Amstel et al., 2007). Van Amstel et al. (2007) described that voluntary standards are presented in a
way of recommendation. These recommendations were identified with the expressions ‘attention
needs to be paid to,’ ‘is recommended’, and ‘need to be aimed for’. This methodology to determine
the level of obligation was also used in the document analysis of the sustainability schemes.
With the determination of the above describes type of system operation and level of obligation, the
stringency of the requirements and in the end, the whole standard could be categorized in 4 types,
displayed in Table 6. As previously mentioned, it was expected that a standard has a mix of system
operation and level of obligation. It is not likely that a standard fully consists of only type C or type D
requirements, because the basis of certification to standards is that businesses must comply with a
certain number of compulsory requirements.
Table 6: Types of stringency

Management-system
based
Performance-based

Compulsory
Type A
Obligatory process
stringency
Type B
Obligatory outcome
stringency

Voluntary
Type C
Flexible process
stringency
Type D
Flexible outcome
stringency

As explained in chapter two, three indicators can be measured within each type of stringency. The
measurement of these indicators gives a variation of stringency within one type. This means that even
if two requirements were of the same stringency type, their specific stringency could differ from each
other, based on the evaluation of the indicators. The identification of these indicators was done as
following:
Detail:
The way that the indicator detail in this thesis was analysed, is adjusted but based on Kalfagianni &
Pattberg (2013a). They considered that detail is an indicator for stringency, and that this can be
measured. They decided that, when at least 3 indicators specify each of the overarching principles and
criteria (Table 3) than it is detailed. To avoid confusion about the meaning of indicator, other
definitions were used in this thesis. The ‘at least’ 3 indicators that they took to measure detail, were
interpreted as criteria. The overarching principles and criteria were interpreted as requirement of the
standard.
In this thesis, a requirement was considered detailed, when the requirement is build up with more
than one criteria. These criteria are detailing what the business must achieve to have compliance. The
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judgement on the level of detail was done in a yes/no manner, in which ‘yes’ was considered stringent
and ‘no’ is less stringent. Additionally, some requirements included lists of options, these were
considered detailed as well.
Quantifiable targets:
This indicator covers whether the standard includes quantifiable targets, or the requirement for
businesses to define quantifiable targets. The uptake of quantifiable targets makes it possible for
businesses and auditors of the scheme to evaluate sustainable practises by measuring impact. The
judgement on the uptake of quantifiable targets was done in a yes/no manner, in which ‘yes’ was
considered stringent and ‘no’ is less stringent
Ambition:
The indicator ambition covers the question to which extent the standard goes beyond existing
regulation, when regulation and/or envisions greater environmental change relative to other private
standards (Kalfagianni & Pattberg, 2013a). It was not feasible to determine ambition exactly as
Kalfagianni & Pattberg (2013a) described, by comparing the chosen sustainability standards to all the
other existing regulations and/or private standards. Thus, the level of ambition was judged by
comparing the two chosen sustainability standards with each other.
The judgement of the level of ambition was done in the following manner: when a requirement in one
of the standards addressed a theme that is not present in the other standard, it is considered ‘more’
ambitious, because that theme lacks in the other standard. A requirement was also judged as ‘more’
ambitious if it is addressed in both standards and the requirement is more ambitious compared to the
requirement of the other sustainability standard. Consequently, in the other standard, this
requirement was judged as ‘less’ ambitious.

3.1.3 Expert interview
The requirements for organic production were found both in EU rules and regulations and in rules of
the certifying body. The independent organization that supervises organic production in The
Netherlands, has integrated the relevant EU rules and regulations in their own standards. A decision
needed to be taken on which organic standard would be researched for the document analysis; the EU
legislation or the standards of the Dutch organic certifying body. To have a better understanding of
the differences between the EU rules and regulations and the standard provided by the certifying body,
an expert interview with an expert from Skal was conducted to make this decision.
The objectives of this interview were the following:
1. Get an understanding of how the EU rules and regulations on organic production are
integrated in the Skal organic standard.
- With this understanding the choice could be made to either analyze the relevant EU
rules and regulations or the Skal organic standard
- With this understanding it could be possible to reason whether the integration of the
EU rules and legislation into the Skal standard, influenced the stringency of the Skal
organic standard
Furthermore, this interview was used to:
2. Gain insight on which barriers and difficulties Skal observes in the implementation of the
organic standards in businesses with their specific technological activities.
3. Verify the categorization of the requirements in the types of stringency, with the Skal expert.
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Skal was contacted through email and followed up with an interview by telephone. The interview
questions are in Annex I.

Case study approach
This research considered conducting a case study because of the following reasons: the focus of the
study is to answer ‘why’ and ‘how’ questions. Case study design should be considered when the
researcher: (a) cannot manipulate the behaviour of those involved in the study; (b) wants to cover
contextual conditions because they believe these conditions are relevant to the phenomenon under
study or (c) the boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon and context (Baxter & Jack, 2008).
In this research, the (manipulation of) behaviour relates to the implementation practises, which could
not be influenced by this study. The contextual conditions were the company type and implementation
process, that may influence the phenomenon under study, which was the stringency of standards. The
boundaries were not yet clear between the stringency of standards, implementation processes and
company operation (both managerial and technological activities).
A multiple case study enables the researcher to explore differences within and between cases (Baxter
& Jack, 2008). Since the focus of this research is on multiple companies, and multiple standards, this
fits with the description of a multiple case-study. Baxter & Jack (2008) described that the goal of
multiple case studies is to replicate findings across cases by drawing comparisons. However, the
primary goal of this research was to investigated whether and in what way / how, the stringency of the
standards could influence implementation practises. The explorative character of this research might
lead to replicate findings, but case studies do not lead to scientific generalizations in the way that
experiments can. Still, the finding can be generalizable to the conceptual framework that was
developed in chapter 2. Also, the findings can give insight in the validation of the conceptual
framework.

3.2.1 Selection of businesses
The food businesses should follow the demarcation; middle-sized food enterprise, with their daily
operation in the processing of food products (not in the primary production). Furthermore, the
business must be in The Netherlands. Preferably there is an official quality department with more than
1 employee and a quality manager present, that was involved in the implementation of the
sustainability standard. If this was not possible, the business should at least have the primary person(s)
present that is responsible to maintain the quality management system. The ideal situation was to
include businesses that were recently certified. It was assumed that they would be better in answering
questions about the implementation process, because the implementation is recently done. To enlarge
the possibility of finding suitable certified businesses, the line was drawn for businesses that have been
certified for the first time between 2010 to 2017.
Because Demeter has less certified businesses than the EU organic label, Demeter certified businesses
were approached first. The selection of the product group was done, by searching which product group
has the most certified processing businesses to enlarge the chance of finding suitable businesses for
the research.
Furthermore, it was aimed to include two organic Skal certified businesses and two Demeter certified
businesses. In this, a division should be made that leads to choosing one business that successfully has
completed implementation and one business that either did not went through with the
implementation or is decertified.
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3.2.2 Data collection
Interview protocol
The interview was divided in three parts. Part a. of the interview was dedicated to gain background
information about both the company and the interviewee. General questions were asked to describe
the interviewee. Their function, the amount of time the interviewee works at the business, their prior
experience with food quality management and their formal level of education have been asked.
General questions about the size of the company (in numbers of employees), the amount of time that
it is organic/Demeter certified and the company’s product portfolio to make a business description
and questions to make a description of the quality department were included as well.
To avoid the loss of data, the conversation got recorded. As businesses, could be concerned with the
privacy of the business and its unique business specific way of operating, part a of the interview
protocol was not recorded.
Part b. of the interview aimed at having common ground about the context of the questions. For this,
an explanation was given on the categorisation of the type of stringency. It was explained what the
difference is between the management-system based and performance-based standards and
requirements. This covered the fact that there is a division in focus; process focus and outcome focus.
Furthermore, the requirements incorporated in the interview have been introduced and the
interviewee was asked to categorise these. It is important that the interviewee recognized what the
difference between the types of stringency is and that agreement was found in the categorization. The
importance of having common ground regarding management-system based and performance-based
standards and requirements, is that the interviewee can take this basis in answering the questions,
that also concern the division in the system operation. Having this common ground could help with
the interpretation of the results. This explanation is included in Annex II as part of the interview
protocol.
From part c on, the interview was recorded. The aim of part c of the interview is to investigate the
experiences of the interviewee with the implementation process of the requirements of the standard,
with their associated type of stringency.
Development of the interview questions
The components of the conceptual framework (section 2.3) are integrated in the questions. The type
of stringency of the requirements in the standard is considered with the development of the questions.
The document analysis results in the determination of the type of stringency of the requirement. Out
of the analysed requirements, typical type A and type B stringent requirements picked and used in the
interview.
The order of the questions follows the stages of implementation, starting with the decision to adopt
and ending with deployment. One or more questions are developed based on the CIPs in the stages of
implementation. In these questions, it is aimed to relate the requirement of the standard with the CIP.
For example: in stage 3 ‘system design’ of the implementation process, the CIP ‘integration of new
system with existing QMS’ will be about the requirement that requires the business to have a certain
type of system. This system on its turn addresses a technological activity. Because the requirement of
the standard is categorised in a type of stringency, this question addresses stringency, the
implementation process through the CIP and technological activities and thereby all the components
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of the conceptual framework. The complete interview protocol is included in Annex II. The set-up of
the interview questions is in Annex II subsection ii.
Subsection 3.1.2 elaborated that in each type of stringency, there could be variation in the degree of
stringency, dependent on the indicators detail, quantifiable targets and ambition. The measurement
of these indicators will however be limited to part A of the field research (the document analysis). It
did not seem feasible to include these indicators in part B of field research, because in that case there
would be too many variables to consider to include in the interview questions.
Interview style
In addition to the developed questions, a topic list was made. This would prevent that the different
interviewees would give varied answers, which could lead to the impossibility to properly find
similarities and differences in the answers of the interviewees, when compared to each other. It
functions as a tool to guide the interviewees through the same relevant topics. The topics should
therefore address, among others, the picked typical A and typical B requirements of the standard.
The developed questions in the interview are the same for Demeter certified and Skal certified. The
topic list however differs from each other. The requirements are the topics, and since the requirements
in the Demeter processing standard are different from those of Skal, the topic list is different. What
makes them comparable is the fact that both include two typical type A and two typical type B
requirements.
During the interviews, the ‘funnel’ technique was used. The questions are initially either open-ended
questions, or questions that formulated generally, yet related to the CIPs in the implementation
process. These general questions are followed up by targeted questions, relating the topic list and
thereby the requirements of the sustainability standard.
Two documents have been developed, one includes the questions for the interviewee and the context
of the interview (i.e. process/outcome focused requirements and stringency). The other document
includes the topic list in addition to the questions. The latter document is intended to guide the
researcher during the interview and to assist the researcher with formulating targeted follow-up
questions and introducing all relevant topics of the list.
The interviewee received the interview questions two to three days prior to the interview. This gave
them the opportunity to get familiar with the research topic and to have some preparation.

3.2.3 Data analysis
Twenty-four hours after conducting the interview, the audio record was listened to, transcribed and
documented. The followed-up analysis of the data was done by qualitative content analysis.
Qualitative content analysis is defined as a research method for the subjective interpretation of the
content of text data, through the systematic classification process of coding and identifying themes or
patterns (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Because of the prior in-depth literature review, the developed
components of the conceptual framework could be used in the coding categories. The prior research
can guide with the discussion of findings (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Therefore, the analysis could be
done by using the directed content analysis approach as described by Hsieh & Shannon (2005). Text
box 1 includes a further operationalization of the data analysis method.
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Textbox 1: Operationalization of the data-analysis method (Löfgren, 2013)
Steps of data-analysis
1. Reading the transcripts
a. Browsing through all transcripts as whole followed up with a first impression
development using notes.
b. Reading again, carefully line by line.
2. Labelling relevant pieces
a. Coding/indexing: Words, phrases, sentences sections that refer to actions, activities,
concepts, differences, opinions, processes. In this case they should be related to the
topics of the interview and therefore the requirements and CIPs.
b. Things are relevant when: they are repeated in several places, when the interviewee
states that it is important, when it relates to the information derived from the literature
analysis, when it fits in the conceptual framework.
c. Coding to aim for a conceptualization of underlying patterns
3. Decide which codes are the most important and create categories by bringing several codes
together.
a. Go through the codes created in the previous step. Read them and try to create new
codes by combining two or more codes.
i. Don’t have to use all the codes that were created in the previous step, some
initial codes may be dropped.
ii. Create categories resulting in themes. These can be about objects, processes,
differences.
iii. This is conceptualizing the data
4. Label categories and decide which are the most relevant and how they are connected to each
other.
a. The categories and the connections are the main results of the study.
b. It is new knowledge about the implementation process of the organic and Demeter
requirements from the perspective of the participants in this study.
5. Some options:
a. Consider if there is hierarchy among the categories.
b. Consider if one category is more important that the other.
c. Draw a figure to summarize the results
6. Write up the results
a. Describe the categories and how they are connected.
b. Use a neutral voice and do not interpret the results (yet)
c. Under the heading discussion, write out the interpretations and discuss the results.
Interpret them in light of literature analysis, previous published scientific literature,
relevant Skal and Demeter documents. Also the conceptual framework
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Chapter 4. Analysis of the sustainability standards
Out of the 11 most credible, transparent and ambitious sustainability labels according to Milieucentraal
(2016), the European organic label and Demeter were chosen for this research. This chapter presents
the outcomes of the document analysis, that is part A of the field research. Section 4.1 is dedicated to
the European standard for organic production. It additionally includes information that was given by a
Skal expert in section 4.1.2. Section 4.2 covers the outcomes of the Demeter document analysis. Lastly,
section 4.3 presents comparisons of the two standards.

European standard for organic production
4.1.1 General information
Scope
The website of the European Commission on organic farming writes that
organic farming is an agricultural system that seeks to provide consumers
with fresh, tasty and authentic food while respecting natural life-cycle Figure 4: EU Organic label
systems. To achieve this, organic farming relies on a number of objectives
and principles, as well as common practices designed to minimize the human impact on the
environment, while ensuring the agricultural system operates as naturally as possible. Organic
processors have the same goals as organic farmers, regarding the provision of fresh and authentic
processed food designed to respect nature and its systems. (What is organic farming? | organic
farming, n.d.) By following practices set out in the standards for organic, food businesses give a
promise to the consumer to deliver on additional ethical values, beyond the legal minimum standards
for conventional agriculture and food (Padel, Röcklinsberg, & Schmid, 2009).
Certification
The principles, objectives and requirements for producing organic products are laid down in European
legislation. Firstly, there is the Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 “on organic production and
labelling of organic products and repealing Regulation (EE) No 2092/91. Regulation (EC) No 834/2007
provides the framework for organic food and farming in the European Union. It consists out of three
chapters which respectively lay down rules on (i) plant production, (ii) livestock production,
(iii) processed food and animal feed. Secondly there is the Commission Regulation (EC) No 889/2008
“laying down detailed rules for the implementation of the firstly mentioned Regulation 834/2007.
(Scorzon, 2015)
So, the rules for organic food production have been laid down by public (European) bodies. If products
are labelled as organic, they firstly must have been produced according to these regulations. In
addition, producing companies should be inspected and certified by a registered certification body.
Certification is a means of providing assurance that products or services comply with the criteria (Barry
et al., 2012). Certification schemes are processes by which products or services are produced or
provided according to predetermined standards. The level of achievement of those standards by a
product or a service is assessed and a certification or label is provided to demonstrate the level of
achievement of that specific product or service against the standard (Mori Junior et al., 2016).
The governance of organic production and enforcement of the rules and legislation in The Netherlands
is done by Skal. Skal is the only organic control organisation in the Netherlands, assigned by the Dutch
Ministry of Economic Affair. Skal certifies all organic production in The Netherlands including: farming,
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food, trade, processing, packaging, import. Certification is only granted if the product (and the whole
chain involved) is monitored. Skal categorises food businesses in five categories, based on the type of
sector. Each of the five categories, has a different certification schemes and standards to which
businesses should comply with. The certification for organic products is categorised in firstly,
agriculture (including both the cultivation of crops and livestock), production and manufacturing of
organic food products and animal feed, import from the EU and third countries, trade and lastly,
storage. (Organic food » skal.nl.)
Skal requires businesses to comply with more than only European legislation. Also Dutch regulations
and rules that are drawn up by Skal are needed. Skal provides businesses with information packages,
in which the EU and Dutch legislation and Skal rules are integrated. Businesses can use these packages
to convert from conventional to organic practises and can help them to keep their certification. In
order to identify the type of stringency of the Organic standards and requirements, the information
packages of Skal have been analysed. Subsection 4.1.3 presents this analysis.

4.1.2 Skal expert interview
Objective 1: Get an understanding of how the EU rules and regulations on organic production are
integrated in the Skal organic standard.
The Skal interviewee declared that the guideline of the development of the information packages, is
that 90% of the companies is able to get certification based on that information. In this development
Dutch, European and Skal rules and regulations are collected and translated into easier understandable
information documents. For the 10% of companies that are not able to only use these information
packages, because of exceptions and specific business operations, these issues are dealt with during
the entry-interviews. In this translation of the EU regulations and rules, indeed a part of the translation
is being done by Skal by making the rules and regulation easier understandable. This way of the
translation, however, does not make the rules and regulation less strict.
Objective 2: Gain insight on which barriers and difficulties Skal observes in the implementation of the
organic standard in processing businesses
On this topic, the interviewee did not provide a direct answer. She referred to BioNederland, the
Association of Organic Producers and Trade in The Netherlands. They are involved with the advocacy
of member and may have more insight in which barriers businesses experience in the implementation
of the organic standard in processing companies, according to the interviewee.
She did however point out which non-conformances are commonly found in processing companies.
The Skal interviewee referred to the annual report of Skal, that contains the most frequently found
non-conformances to requirements of certified processing and importing companies (Skal, 2015). The
reference to the non-conformances could indicate which of the requirements give companies the
hardest time to assure compliance. The annual report of Skal (2015) presents that out of the 587 there
were 143 serious non-conformances regarding incoming material control (24%). More specifically, in
these cases, companies failed the control of the organic status of the incoming material and the control
measures were not structurally demonstrable conducted, in which registration is (partly) missing.
The number two of most found serious non-conformances relate to the display of the organic status
of products on labels, supportive documents and/or invoices, that are not in compliance with rules and
regulations. Lastly, 49 out of the 587 (8%) non-conformances related to lack of transparency of the
internal product and production flow from raw material to end-product. This non-conformance relates
to internal traceability.
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Objective 3: Verify the categorization of the requirements in the types of stringency, with the Skal
expert.
Furthermore, questions have been asked to verify the categorization of requirements in the document
analysis. She explained that almost every requirement is performance-based. For example: “The
registration of complaints in compulsory, but if you want to do that in an existing system for complaint
registration or include it in a separate system for organic doesn’t matter. Still, you should have a
system, and you must stick to it.” “This is also the case for separate production, for example in what
way you clean between organic and conventional production, you can decide that for yourself as well,
as long as it is in compliance. You should document cleaning and separation, but there is no obligatory
form or something.”

4.1.3 Document analysis
The analysis has been conducted for the Skal standard production and manufacturing of organic food
products and animal feed (Skal, 2016). Hereafter this document is referred to as the ´Skal processing
standard’. This subsection highlights some requirements in the standard with their typical type of
stringency. The full analysis of the requirements is included in Annex II section i. A summary of the
analysis is presented in Table 7 on page 36.
Results of the indicators detail, quantifiable targets and ambition
Many of the analysed requirements did not include quantifiable targets (13 out of 19). Almost all the
requirements except for one, have more than 1 criterion that are detailing the requirement. Compared
to the Demeter processing standard, the Skal requirements mostly less ambitious. Four requirements
were specifically addressed by Skal, and not in the Demeter standard. Four were less ambitious and all
others were equally ambitious. Subsection 4.3 goes into this comparison in more detail.
Typical type A obligatory process stringent requirements
Out of the 19 requirements that have been analysed, 8 are in the category of type A obligatory process
stringency.
The requirement that describes incoming material control is typically a process focussed requirement.
The description is on the activities and conditions, and additionally lays down processes and practises
to be done by the company for compliance to this requirement. The requirement includes seven
detailed criteria on the way incoming material must be controlled. Additionally, it prescribes in what
way the registration of the control measures should be done.
Also, the requirement of organic ingredients is typically type A obligatory process stringent. This
requirement is focussed on the necessary process and activities of controlling if the suppliers are Skal
certified.
The requirement on the use of genetically modified organisms is one that is dependent on the
formulation of the requirement. It could have been type B, obligatory outcome stringent, if the
requirement demanded that the product does not contain any GMOs. However, this requirement is
focussed on the process of proving that no GMOs are used. This makes the requirement fall in the
category of obligatory process stringency.
Two requirements address the topic of (internal) traceability. The traceability requirement, regarding
mass balance seems to be focussed on the outcome, that is, having conformity in the amount of food
materials in stock and the amount of production. Yet, in order to have balance in organic incoming
materials and organic end-product, very secure internal traceability, registrations and practises have
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to be conducted. Even though businesses can decide themselves how to handle internal traceability
(this is elaboration in the next subsection), there is no flexibility for businesses to decide themselves
to reach the outcome of balance. In this case, the characterization regarding the system operation is
subject to discussion, because of formulation, interpretation and underpinnings. Still, as conditions
and activities should be met regarding the process of internal traceability, this requirement is judged
to be management-system based. Additionally, the mass-balance is verifiable by using a calculation
method that is developed by Skal. This is an example of a quantifiable target in management-system
based manner. Furthermore, this is a detailed requirement, because it includes several criteria to
support the calculation to comply with this requirement.
Typical type B obligatory outcome stringency requirements
Out of the 19 requirements that have been analysed, 10 have been categorized in type B, obligatory
outcome stringency.
An example is the requirement about the use of conventional ingredients in organic products. It
focusses on the outcome, that is, the composition of organic products. Businesses have the flexibility
in deciding how to achieve that at least 95% of the amount of organic food materials is in the product.
A maximum of 5% is allowed to consist out of conventional food materials, under detailed terms.
Also, the requirement on traceability is categorized as type B stringent. It demands that businesses
have a procedure in place that captures how traceability is controlled, but it also states that businesses
may decide themselves how to establish traceability in their procedures. In the methodology of the
document analysis (subsection 3.1.2), it was decided that if procedures should be in place and the
requirement allows that the company decides itself how to develop this procedure, this was
considered performance-based. Thus, the focus is of this traceability requirement is on the outcome,
that is, a procedure for traceability, this is found to be performance-based.
The requirement for separate production is typical outcome focused, in which the outcome is that
production of conventional and organic food materials is separated. In this, businesses that have both
conventional as organic productions should find their own way in how to avoid that contamination of
conventional ingredients with organic products is established. Even though the Skal document
provides examples and recommendations on how to achieve compliance to the requirement, the
business must design their own way to have and assure compliance.
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Table 7: Summary of organic standard document analysis results

Section

Requirement

Stringency type

Detailed

Quantifiable
targets

Ambition*

2.1
operation
certification

Quality manual

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

Yes

Incoming material control
measures

B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

No

More: N.A.
in Demeter
Equal

Separation of production
activities part 1
Separation of production
activities part 2

B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

No

Equal

Separation of storage

B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

Yes

More: N.A.
in Demeter

B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency

Yes

No

Yes

No

More: N.A.
in Demeter
Less

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

Yes

More

Yes

Yes

Equal

B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
C:
Flexible process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

Yes

Less

Yes

No

Less

Yes

No

Less

Yes

No

Equal

A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

Yes

Equal

No

No

More: N.A.
in Demeter

Risk analysis

Traceability
Traceability Mass balance
Registration and
complaints management
Transport
2.2 Product
registration

Product registration
Organic ingredients
Use of conventional
ingredients
Use of additives
Technical aids
Other ingredients
Certification of
ingredients
Use of GMOs
Use of ionizing radiation

* ambition of the Skal organic standard for processing and manufacturing of organic food products and animal feed
compared to the Demeter processing standard.
N.A. in Demeter means that the requirement addresses a subject that is not present in the Demeter processing standard.
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Demeter
4.2.1 General information
Scope
Demeter is a sustainability label, which is known for its vision on
Figure 5: Demeter logo
biodynamic agriculture. Demeter describes the following aim in their
processing standard: “The aim of processing to yield DEMETER products is the maintenance and, if
possible, the enhancement of those qualities originating in the Biodynamic method. DEMETER food
provides the basis not only for bodily nutrition but also for the soul and spiritual life. This wider view
of the effects of food means that the needs of mankind should also be considered on this
level.”(Demeter, 2016a) In addition, Demeter describes ecological considerations related to
sustainability as following: “Production and processing of DEMETER products and their trade should
be carried out in a manner which is as environmentally as friendly as possible. Responsibility toward
mankind and the environment should be in the foreground at each step.” (Demeter, 2016a)
Demeter specifically differentiates itself from other sustainability schemes with its ‘holistic’ approach.
They view the agricultural business as a living organism with balance and character. In their positioning,
the principles of biodynamic agriculture go beyond organic agriculture. Demeter certified products can
mostly be bought in specialty and health stores.
Certification
Certification with Demeter is only granted to businesses that are also certified for organic production
by Skal. Demeter standards are incorporated in four different segments; Demeter general standard,
Demeter agricultural standard, Demeter processing standard and Demeter display/labelling standard.
These standards and requirements are all available in one Demeter Handbook. The types of certificates
that Demeter grants are certification of agriculture, process certification for processors and lastly,
product certification for processors and traders. Certification activities are conducted by qualified
employees of Stichting Demeter. Stichting Demeter gets accredited by the Accreditation Council of
Stichting Demeter International.

4.2.2 Document analysis
In the Demeter Handbook, the chapters concerning requirements for processing have been analysed
(Demeter, 2016b). Hereafter this will be referred to ‘Demeter processing standard’. The results of
the analysis are summarized in Table 8. This subsection highlights some of the requirements in the
standard with their typical type of stringency. The full analysis of the requirements is included in
Annex II section ii.
Results of the indicators detail, quantifiable targets and ambition
Of the 21 analysed requirements, only 1 included a quantifiable target. Furthermore, 15 of the
requirements were considered detailed. In terms of ambition, 13 of the analysed requirement were
more ambitious as they lack in the Skal processing standard. Also 3 were more ambitious and the rest
were equally ambitious.
Typical type A obligatory process stringent standards and requirements
Out of the 21 analysed requirements, 14 of them were judged as type A, obligatory process stringency.
Section 12.2 of the Demeter processing standard, refers to the document of Stichting Demeter
concerning rules for Demeter certification. It describes requirements for the QMS regarding quality
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assurance. The requirement for incoming material control is typically obligatory process stringent. It
describes the necessary process to control the incoming material. It demands that written accounts
must be kept and the additional subjects and/or points the business minimally must record with the
incoming material. For example, quantity of the product, supplier information, destination.
The requirements in section 13.1 of the Demeter processing standard, are also typical process
focussed. The focus is in these cases on production methods. The requirements (drying methods,
smoking methods, freezing and freeze-drying, UV light, microwaving) prescribe how production
methods should be done for compliance.
Section 14 is dedicated to requirements for specific product groups. Requirement 14.1.1 is focused on
processing activities of fruits into fruit juices and concentrated fruit juices (‘Diksappen’). This
requirement prescribes in what way the production of these end products must be done. Therefore, it
lays conditions and activities on processes. It is detailed as it has more than 1 criterion that needs to
be taken into account for compliance. In it there is a mix in the level of obligation. For example, it is
prohibited to reconstituted juices from concentrates and to deacidify juice concentrate with calcium
carbonate. These restrictions make compliance to the requirement obligatory. However, it is
formulated that ‘germ-free filling is desired’. The word desired indicates that it is an aim, but not an
obligation. Still, as this is only 1 criterion of 13, the requirement in its whole is judged to be obligatory.
The requirements on pest management in section 13.5, has a mix of stringency. In a very detailed
manner by lists, it is prescribed which pest control measures are allowed for the control of insects,
pests and rodents. For example, the use of natural oils (limonen, linalool) and the use of parasites or
predators are allowed for the control of insects. These descriptions are very focussed on putting
conditions for the process of pest control. As they list certain type of measures, it is assumed that other
types are forbidden. That makes compliance to this requirement obligatory. Thus, this categorized as
type A, obligatory process stringent. The requirements would be outcome-driven, if business could
decide themselves how to establish the control of pests, but they don’t have this flexibility according
to this requirement.
Typical type B obligatory outcome stringency standards and requirements
Out of the 21 analysed requirements, 3 were categorized as type B obligatory outcome stringency.
The requirement of the use of additives is judged to be a type B stringent requirement. It is focussed
on the outcome that certain additives allowed and others are forbidden to be present in the endproduct. In cases where it is possible, the presence of additives in food products is verifiable.
Also, the requirement regarding the composition of Demeter and organic raw materials is judged to
be a compulsory performance-based requirement. It is focussed on the outcome, which is that the
composition complies with the requirement. At least 95% of the used ingredients must be organic
certified. Additionally, 90% of the used ingredients must be of Demeter quality. It is a very detailed
requirement, as it includes criteria that describe exceptions. For example, one of the criteria describes
that in the case that ingredients are not available in Demeter quality, exemption can be granted for
products that have a share between 66% and 90% Demeter ingredients. These described requirements
relate to the technological function of processing food materials into food products. Regarding pest
management, is the requirement of pest management protocol. This requirement is focussed on that
the business should have a protocol and keep a log. In what way this protocol should be established,
is the responsibility of the business and is not prescribed by the requirement. This leaves flexibility for
the business to decide themselves how to get to the outcome. This typical example of a type B
obligatory outcome stringent requirement.
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Table 8: Summary Demeter standard document analysis

Section

Requirement

Stringency type

Detailed

12.1
General principles
12.2

12.1.2 Origin

A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

13.1
Processes

13.3
Recipes

Incoming
material control
13.1.1 Storage of
(raw) food
materials
13.1.2 Drying
methods
13.1.3 Smoking
methods
13.1.4 Freezing
and freezedrying
13.1.5 UV light
13.2.1
Microwaving
13.3.1 Demeter
Composition
13.3.2 Additives
13.3.3 Aromas
13.3.4
Sweeteners
13.3.5. Extraction
solvents

13.4 Packaging
materials
13.5
Pest management

13.6
Cleaning
14.1 production
processes

13.5.1 General
requirements:
13.5.2 Pest
control measures
Treatment of
products
Pest
management
protocol
Pest control in
case of an
outbreak

14.1.1 fruit
products

Ambition*

Yes

Quantifiable
targets
No

Yes

No

Equal

No

No

More

A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal

C:
flexible process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency
C:
Flexible process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
C:
Flexible process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency
C:
Flexible process stringency
B:
Obligatory outcome stringency

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal
Equal

No

No

More

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

No

More

Yes

No

Equal

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal

A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

No

More:
N.A. in Skal

A:
Obligatory process stringency
A:
Obligatory process stringency

Yes

No

Yes

No

More:
N.A. in Skal
More:
N.A. in Skal

Equal

* Ambition of the Demeter processing standard compared to the Skal organic standard for processing and
manufacturing of organic food products and animal feed.
N.A. in Skal means that the requirement addresses a subject that is not present in the Skal processing standard.

34

Comparison between Demeter and (European) organic standards
4.3.1 Ambition
During the document analysis, the ambitiousness of the standards and requirements was judged. Each
of the requirements in the Skal standard for production and manufacturing of organic food products
and animal feed and the Demeter processing standard are compared to each other. This subsection
highlights the requirements that were found to be ‘more’ or ‘less’ ambitious in the comparison of the
standards.
Organic requirements that are more ambitious compared to Demeter requirements
The organic standard requires businesses to do a risk analysis. The analysis leads to risks being
appointed and the development of organic control points, similar to the HACCP principles. Instead of
assuring food safety, this analysis is meant to assure the organic status of the products. This analysis is
aimed to assure that there is no doubt for the organic status of the food products. This can be assured
by the determining which risks can occur per process(step) that relate to contamination of organic
products with conventional products. The Demeter standard for processing does not address this risk
analysis. However, it is reasonable to believe that Demeter certified businesses also conduct this
analysis, since they need to be Skal certified prior to a Demeter certification. Furthermore, the organic
standard includes a requirement that forbids the use of ionizing radiation. Ionizing radiation is not
addressed in the Demeter standard. Also, the requirement for the mass balance as part of internal
traceability in the organic standard is judged to be more ambitious. The specific description and
emphasis on the calculation and compliance is missing in the Demeter processing standard, the latter
does not explicitly include a requirement to conduct a mass-balance calculation. Moreover, the
requirement to register and to develop a complaints management system concerning complaints
about organic products is not present in the Demeter processing standard. Lastly, the organic
requirement of the Skal standard describes that businesses must control on a yearly basis if the
supplier is still Skal certified. This is not included in the Demeter standard. It can be concluded that the
above described Skal organic requirements are more ambitious, because these requirements are not
present in the Demeter standard.
Demeter requirements that are more ambitious compared to organic Skal requirements
Both standards have requirements and criteria for the use of additives, technical aids and other
ingredients. The organic standard however, has a longer list of allowed additives, technical aids and
other ingredients than the Demeter standard. Thus, the Demeter standard allows the use of these
ingredients less and therefore is more ambitious on this topic.
The Demeter processing standard addresses several themes that are not included in the organic
requirements. The requirements addressing these themes are more ambitious, because they are not
included in the Skal processing standard. Firstly, the Demeter requirement about the storage
conditions of (raw) food materials describes that storage in Controlled Air rooms is allowed, only when
carbo-oxide, oxygen and nitrogen gasses are used. Thus, it explicitly states that other gasses are
forbidden. As this requirement very specifically described which gasses can be used, it is more
ambitious than the organic standard. Also, Demeter includes requirements that very specifically are
about product groups and production methods. For example, the requirements on the production
processes like smoking, freezing, microwaving methods are included in the standard. Chapter 14 is
dedicated to specific requirements for 13 product groups (fruit and vegetables (including potatoes)
bread and bakery products, grain, cereals and pasta, herbs and spices, meat and meat products, milk
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and dairy products, beer and wine, oils and fats, preparation of margarine, preparation of cooking and
frying oils and oils for further processing, sweetening agents, cosmetics, textiles, beekeeping
products). Other themes that are not addressed in the organic standards are requirements on
packaging materials (13.4) and which cleaning (chemicals) agents are allowed to be used.

4.3.2 Summary of document analysis
With the document analysis of the standard ‘production and manufacturing of organic food products
and animal feed’ of Skal it was found that most the requirements are performance-based and
compliance is compulsory. Whereas, from the document analysis of the Demeter processing standard,
the majority of the analysed requirements were found in the category obligatory process stringency.
These requirements were mostly focussed on processes rather than (environmental) outcomes.
The most noticeable difference between the two standards is that the Demeter processing standard
includes requirements for specific product groups. Compliance is not for all businesses relevant, as it
depends on the type of food products that are being produced. Still, if the business produces a certain
type of food product, compliance is compulsory in most of the cases.
In the analysis, none of the requirements were found to be in the category of flexible outcome
stringency. It can be expected that in practise, no sustainability standard will be solely consistent out
of flexible outcome stringent requirements.
The Demeter processing standard if found to go beyond the Skal standard. Firstly, Demeter
certification is only granted if the business is also Skal (organic) certified. Secondly, the Demeter
standard include specific requirements per products group. Also from that perspective, it can be
reasoned that the Demeter standard is more ambitious. Lastly, Demeter addresses themes that are
not included in the Skal processing standard.
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Chapter 5. Results and discussion
This chapter presents the results of part B of the field research, case studies with interviews. It contains
the data that is derived from the field research. The results are structured as following, section 5.1
presents the business description and description of the interviewees. Section 5.2 includes the data of
the conducted interviews. The presentation of the interview data is structured following the stages of
implementation with the associated critical implementation points. Each subsection covers one stage
of implementation and ends with a short summary. Section 5.3 leads the results of 5.2, into a discussion.
This discussion concerns the conceptual framework and the insights gained from the results.

Business description
In total five businesses participated in the research. Three businesses were part of the Skal organic
standard interview, thus, are Skal certified and 2 businesses are Demeter certified. Unfortunately, it
was not possible to include businesses that either did not went through with the implementation or
are decertified. The businesses that either lost or terminated their certification are very complicated
to encounter, as there is no list or database available to request this information. Neither Skal or
BioNederland were willing (and/or able) to share this information, also because they are not required
by law to publish the names of decertified businesses. Thus, the field research includes only businesses
that have successfully completed the implementation of the standards.
All businesses, except for 1, are categorized in medium sized businesses. The Demeter business #4 is a
micro food enterprise that is run by two people. The first interviewed person, organic business #1 was
not involved with the implementation of the Skal organic standard for processing, whereas the other
interviewees were responsible for the sustainability standard implementation. However, this organic
interviewee #1 is responsible to manage the QMS, and therefore could give answers on experience
and assumptions build on knowledge. The three organic Skal certified all have their businesses
operations in the industrial bakery (pastry) sector. The Demeter #5 business has limited production
processes. They harvest vegetables which are transported in bulk and this is followed up by a cleaning
step with water, sorting, storage and finally distribution.
Table 9 on page 43 summarizes the characteristics of the interviewees and the businesses.
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Table 9: Business research sample characteristics

Organic #1

Interviewee description
Organic #2
Organic #3

Demeter #4

Demeter #5
QESHcoördinator
Since 2014
(3 years)

Interviewee position

QA manager

QA manager

QA manager

Owner

Employed with
business
Responsible for
implementation

Since Dec. 2016

Since 2010

For 10 years

Founded in
2007

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Formal education

MBO Food
technology
HBO Food
technology
10 years

HBO Food
Technology
(HAS)

HBO Food &
business

Shared
responsibility
with co-owner
HACCP-course

>10 y

>10 y

Since start of
business

>15 y.

Farm
processor
2 owners, 2
interns 1
casual worker
Jams, jelly
juices beef,
plain chicken,
rooster meat,
eggs, sorbet
No formal
quality
department

Plant harvester
and processor
60

Demeter
processing
since 2015

Demeter
processing since
2015

Years employed in
food industry

HBO
Microbiological
analyst

Business description
Industrial pastry
baker
150

Industrial
pastry baker
120

Industrial
pastry baker
100

Product portfolio

(Snack)
Crackers,
(sweet) biscuits,
cracker bars

Cream puffs

Biscuits

Quality department

1,5 fte.
QA manager
and part-time
Interim QA
manager

Quality
manager and
2 others

Certified since

Skal: 2012

Skal: 2011

3 QA
managers, 1
department
head also
responsible
for product
development
department
Skal: 2016

Business description
Company size;
employees

Root vegetables,
and ‘above
ground’
vegetables
Interviewee and
1 other person

Interview results
The interview questions were based on the stages of implementation and their CIPs. In stage 3, the
requirements became part of the topic list, thus at that point their type of stringency was considered.
To the organic interviewees, the type A stringency requirements ‘Mass balance as part of internal
traceability’ and ‘Incoming material control’ were addressed. The type B obligatory outcome
stringency requirements were ‘Composition of the end-product’ and ‘The separation of production’.
For the Demeter interviewees, the questions addressed the Demeter requirements, type A ‘Incoming
material control’ and type B ‘Separation of production’ Only for the micro Demeter business #5, the
type B ‘Fruit product processes’ requirement was additionally addressed.
On the following pages a summary of the results of the interviews are presented in Table 10. This is
followed up by detailed elaborations in the subsections.
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Table 10: Summary interview data

Stages of
implementation

1. Decision to
adopt

2. Strategic

planning

Critical
Implementation
Points

Organic

Demeter

Organic #1

Organic #2

Organic #3

Demeter #4

Demeter #5

Motivation to adopt

Economic: customer
demand

Economic: market
demand

Economic: market
demand

Ideological: ‘honest
product’

Prior experience

IFS, BRC
Implementation

IFS, BRC GHP+

UTZ, RSPO
Implementation

HACCP course

Economic: customer
demand. Small part
ideological
ISO9001, QESH

Number of
employees
Comparison of
current control and
assurance activities
with the
requirements in the
standard
Setting of new
specifications

150

120

100

2

60

Reasoned and
assumptions:
Minimal differences
resulted from
comparison

Approach: NPD*
collaboration, find
suppliers, test runs,
Skal authorization
Generally: no
differences

Approach: reading
standard, checking
what was present and
what not
Estimated 2% QMS
change

Implementation at the
start of the business
(no ‘current activities’)
Approach: read
handbook

Approach, read
handbook. Checklist +
action plan:
Minimal difference.

Separation: Cleaning
procedure, planning
matrix
IMC: Work instruction

IMC: work instruction
Separation: new
cleaning, new storage
place

Not answered

No, because separate
storage and cleaning,
control
(administrative) raw
materials was already
done for organic

Determination of
the availability of
internal resources
Development of
measurable sub
goals and objectives
External
consultation

Reasoned and
assumed: probably
not

Separation:
operational change,
production after
cleaning. End-product
other organic risks,
raw material in risk
analysis
Mainly knowledge &
training employees
was needed

No ‘official’
determination, more
estimation

Yes, Demeter certified
outsource production
was needed

Not much, QESH
department was
available

Unknown

Not necessary,
implementation
within 2 months

No, implementation
within 3 months

No

No

Assumed: probably
not

None, but KTBA consultancy was present

None

None

None

3. System

design

4. Deployment

Integration of new
system with existing
QMS

No new QMS. The
QMS was present,
organic requirements
were added.
Mass balance is
retrieved from prior
existing automatic
traceability system

No new QMS. Same
IMC with new control
points for organic
Same automatic
system for traceability
Separation: extra
cleaning. Composition
Same methodology,
new suppliers

No new QMS. Basic
QMS with expansion
of organic control
points
Q-department
controls organic
supplier certificates

New QMS, from
scratch
Composition
Cleaning materials

No new QMS.
Demeter fits with
organic requirements
New control points for
Demeter
New ICT codes for
identification of
Demeter batches

Changes of
managerial activities

Management of QMS,
but is the same as for
conventional
Take separation into
account with
production planning

Developing training
for employees to
increase ability to
execute organic tasks
(identify organic)

New work instruction
and training for
incoming material for
warehouse logistic
employee

Finding suitable
suppliers
Finding suitable
suppliers that deliver
Demeter

Allocation of Demeter
responsibilities. Small
adjustments general
business documents

Changes of
technological
activities

IMC. one extra control
point/criterion
organic

Organic recipes, finetuning production
process, properties
raw materials

Other recipes with
new raw materials

No changes, as from
start the technological
activities are done
based on Demeter

None

Design document
control system

No new system
New documents for
Skal authorized
recipes

No new system
Only new green form
for ICM, with
additional organic
control points/criteria

No new system.
One new form to
register cleaning

No new system
Only adjustments in
registration: extended
documents.
Administrative
separation

Management
commitment

8 for sustainability

9 for Organic
sustainability

8 for Sustainability

Yes, keeping (1) ICM
documents/receipts
(2) recipes/product
specifications, (3)
peer auditing forms
(4) cooperation
agreement
6 for sustainability
8 for organic
sustainability

9 For sustainability
9 for sustainability via
Demeter
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(4. Deployment)

Production
employee
deployment;
attitudes, abilities,
participation

Employee resistance

Low organic
knowledge, but aware
of organic tasks and
working method. No
training on organic.
Top down instructions
with new organic
products
Avoid resistance
towards extra
cleaning by planning
organic production at
beginning of the week

Training is important.
Compulsory Elearning. Production
involved with
operational
implementation

Only on-the-job
training for logistic
employee responsible
for ICM. No further
training or
involvement in
implementation

At start ‘annoyance’
extra: raw materials,
cleaning, attention for
planning. At end
aware of organic USP
and that noncompliance decreases
organic assurance.

No resistance
because,
implementation led to
unnoticeable changes

NA. No employees.
However, interns are
present, that want to
learn about
biodynamic practises.
So, positive attitude
amongst them, and
developing knowledge
NA. No employees

Limited Demeter
knowledge. Top down
compulsory meeting
2x a year. Training
through ‘lectures’ on
hygiene and
separation.
No resistance
however, slightly
indifferent.

Abbreviations are used for the following Incoming material control (IMC). Colours indicate the requirements that are addressed in the topic list:
Type A IMC orange
Type A Mass balance as part of internal traceability
Type B Composition of end-product
Type B Separation of storage
*NPD New Product Development  product development department
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5.2.1 Decision to adopt
In the first questions about the first stage of implementation, the questions did not relate to the
requirements in the topic list. The formulation of the questions was in general addressing the CIPs of
the decision to adopt (1) motivation for adoption, (2) prior experience, (3) company size.
Motivation for adoption
All the Skal interviewees addressed that the decision to adopt the Skal organic standards was related
to economical, external motives. They responded to customer demand, in which customers are other
businesses. Also, the growing attention of consumers towards organic and the growing consumer
demand played a role. Lastly, the market demand was mentioned. Both the Demeter interviewees
mentioned ideological reasons to adopt the Demeter standards. The difference between the two is
that the micro Demeter business had only an ideological motive, formulated as, ‘to produce an honest
product, with as few as possible additions, keeping it as unprocessed as possible’. The other Demeter
company mentioned ideology, but it was not the main reasons to adopt the Demeter standards. The
market demand was a stronger motive.
Prior experience
None of the interviewees had prior experience with the implementation of the Demeter processing
standard or Skal standard. However, the organic interviewees and the Demeter interviewee #5 did
have experience with either the implementation or the management of other private standards in the
QMS. The mentioned standards varied from sustainability standards such as UTZ, RSPO, Fairtrade
cacao and other standards like IFS, BRC and ISO 9001, related to food safety. Additionally, the
interviewees were on average more than 10 years employed in the food industry and active in quality
departments. They also had a degree in food science education. In the Demeter business sample,
Demeter interviewee #5 worked together with a person that was hired for his experience with the Skal
organic standard. However, neither of them worked with Demeter. The micro business #4 was
developed with no prior food quality management education or experience in the food industry. This
business is the exemption of the other businesses that took part in the field research.
Company size
It was described that larger firms have a higher probability of adopting and successfully implementing
a management standard (Ivanova et al., 2014). However, in this research sample, the smallest micro
business managed to successfully implement the Demeter processing standard. Thus, the influence of
the size of the company on the adoption was not apparent.
In summary, the motives to adopt the sustainability standards were mostly economic, the profitability
and external ‘pressure’ of customers and growing consumer demand. The exemption was the
ideological and philosophical internal motivation of the micro Demeter #4 business. These reasons for
adoption are also found in literature. It was described that manufacturers and retailers are adopting
ecolabels to address consumer demand for ethical and environmentally preferable products (Sahota,
Haumann, Givens, & Baldwin, 2009) and to adopt TPC as a marketing tool and as a way to gain access
to new markets (Hatanaka, Bain, & Busch, 2005). The motives relate to the ‘upsides of certification’ as
described in the chapter 1. Prior experience with the same or similar standard implementation can
positively influence the decision to adopt another standard (Ivanova et al., 2014). Even though none
of the interviewees had experience with adopting either the Skal or the Demeter standard, experience

with implementation practises and management of (quality) management systems was present and
this ‘general’ experience did not lead to problems. From this data, it is not clear whether the company
size played a role in the decision the adopt the standards. It could be said that the micro Demeter
business decided to adopt the standard, even when no prior experience was present, because of strong
internal ideological motives.

5.2.2 Strategic planning
Strategic planning is the second stage of implementation that businesses commonly go through with
the implementation of standards (Ivanova et al., 2014). Strategic planning included the following
critical implementation points: (4) comparison of current control and assurance activities with the
requirements in the standard (for example gap analysis), (5) setting of new specifications, (6)
determination of the availability of internal resources (7) development of measurable sub goals and
objectives, (8) consultation. The interview questions related to what extend strategic planning with
the CIPs was used during the implementation process.
Comparison of current control and assurance activities with the requirements in the standard
Firstly, to address CIP 4, it was asked in what way the businesses determine whether there was a
difference between the existing QMS prior to implementation and the QMS as required by the Skal
organic or Demeter standards. Some of the businesses did an inventory of what was required and what
was present. Organic interviewee #3 described going through the standard and crossing of what was
present and what not. The organic interviewee #2 explained their method, it included collaboration
with product development department, searching for suitable raw material suppliers, testing the raw
materials and end products, building supplier relations and getting Skal authorization for the recipes.
The Demeter interviewee #5 stated that a checklist was used, questions were formed whether the
requirements are relevant and discussed with colleagues, and an action plan was developed. Thus,
different methods for the comparison were used. The result of the comparison was generally that
there were minimal differences between their current control and assurance activities and those
requires by the standard. The micro Demeter business, did not have a difference, because they based
their business operations from the standard, thus no ‘current control and assurance activities’ existed.
Setting of new specifications
Consequently, the need to set of new specification (CIP 5) was limited. Still, some new specifications
were made and related to the requirements in the topic list; incoming material control, extra cleaning
and planning of the organic production and separate storage, in which the last three concern the
requirement for separate production. Demeter interviewee #5 did not develop new specifications,
because the Demeter requirements fitted in the Skal requirements that they already had
implemented. Demeter #4 operated from scratch to their QMS, thus, all the specifications were new.
as mentioned before.
Determination of available internal resources
As the interviewees responded that the difference between existing QMS and required QMS were
small, consequently, most of the interviewees did not extensively determine beforehand which
internal resources such as money, time, expertise, personnel and technology were available (CIP 6).
Interviewee Organic #3 even said that it was possible to do the determination by heart. This suggests
that they did not expect that the implementation would need much effort. The other businesses did
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do a determination of available internal resources. For example, Demeter interviewee #5 explained
that the determination of the availability of resources mainly related to allocating that the
implementation task was the responsibility of the Quality Environment, Safety and Health (QESH)
department. This suggests that no additional internal resources, such as expertise and time was
needed, because it available. Interviewee Organic#2 explained that mainly training and education for
employees was of importance with the determination. He also emphasised that for the determination
of the availability of resources is mostly important for companies that do not have private standards.
The business of Demeter interviewee #4 is categorized in this type of business, as they are not certified
with IFS, BRC or another private standard. They did determine what was necessary and this lead to
searching for outside expertise for meat processing and juice processing and rebuilding the production
space. The determination of internal resources for them was not specifically to implement the
standard, but as part of building the business.
Development of measurable sub goals and objectives
To the question if before the implementation measurable sub goals and objectives were developed
(CIP 7), the answers of all the respondents came down to ‘no’. Organic interviewee#1 was not involved
with the implementation and therefore could not answer the question. Interviewee Organic #2 and #3
explained both more specifically that it was not necessary, because little needed to be changed. Both
said that the complete Skal processing standard implementation took less than 3 months. Demeter
interviewee #5 responded with ‘No’. The micro Demeter business did not make an official inventory
project plan. Their planning process can be characterized as taking ad hoc decisions. Meaning ‘We
want this… so we need to do that’.
Summarizing, in the stage of strategic planning, if a comparison of current control and assurance
activities with the requirements in the standard was made, this was done by a checklist or reading the
standard. Apart from the micro Demeter business the result of the comparison was that the difference
was very small. As organic interviewee #2 stated ‘We had incoming material control, planning, orders
of production, cleaning procedures, so there were some specific Skal characteristics that needed to fit
with that’. Organic interviewee #3 stated, ‘I think that approximately 2% of the system needed to be
changed’. None of the interviewed businesses used external consults to help with the implementation
of the sustainability standards. The interviewees stated that the difference between existing and
required management system was very small, thus it can be reasoned that there was no need for
external consultation and the development of measurable sub goals and objectives. Even though the
micro Demeter business #4 was a starting business, no external consultation was used. The
consultation that they received was provided by Demeter, as part of the (compulsory) certification
process.

5.2.3 System design
The third stage of implementation is system design. The interview questions related to the critical
implementation points in this stage: (9) integration of new system with existing QMS (10) changes of
managerial activities, (11) changes of technological activities (12) design document control system
Integration of new system with existing QMS
It was asked whether it was necessary to develop a new QMS to comply with the Skal organic and
Demeter processing standards (CIP 9). The answers of all the Organic interviewees and the Demeter
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#5 interviewee came down to that it was not necessary to build a new QMS and that it was possible to
integrate the requirements of the standards into the prior existing QMS.
In addition to this, the above interviewees also answered that it was not necessary to design a new
document control system. In general, attention was paid to adjusting the existing documents. Only
interviewee Organic#2 told that a new document was developed, specifically for the organic incoming
material control document, printed on a green form, with extra questions regarding organic.
Interviewee Demeter #,5 Organic #1, and #3 stated that the incoming material forms were extended,
making it possible to register and recognize the organic status of the raw material. The micro Demeter
business #4 did need to design a new document control system. However, it is expected that their new
document control system is different from the other businesses that took part in this research, because
of factors such as the size of the business, the amount of produced products/sales volume, product
portfolio, the number of suppliers. In their system, mainly product specifications and receipts from the
incoming material were part of the new document control system. Also, keeping documents
concerning peer evaluation with other Demeter certified companies, in which they audit each other.
Furthermore, they needed to manage documents that relate to corporation agreements with the
processors, including documents that lay down the outsourcing of meat and juice processes with
Demeter processors.
Per requirement with the associated stringency, the question was asked whether it was possible to
integrate the requirements in the management system. For the mass balance, both organic
interviewee #1, #2 and #3 said this requirement ‘fitted’ in what they already had in the QMS.
Interviewee #1 already had an automatic traceability system, in which the organic materials are
included. Interviewee #2 stated that organic production is typical ‘in-out’ production which leads to an
easy mass-balance that always has more incoming material than end-products. The waste products
are always registered. Interviewee # 3 described that the mass balance requirement of Skal, is the
same as the UTZ and RSPO requirement, so nothing changed for that.
The second type A obligatory process stringent requirement, incoming material control, also did not
lead to developing a new system. The way the incoming material functioned prior to Skal and Demeter
certification, roughly stayed the same after implementation. However, as described above, either the
documents changed on some points or a new document specifically for organic products was
developed.
For the type B stringent requirement about the composition of end products, the interviewees stated
that fundamental system changes were not made. The method to develop a product remains the same,
even though the recipe changed, using organic raw materials. Also, the method to search for suitable
suppliers and to control if the suppliers are suitable, did not change. The request for specifications is
also required for IFS and BRC, so this is not new for the IFS/BRC certified businesses.
The integration of the requirement of separate production did not lead to any problems. Identification
of organic materials, setting the production planning/schedule and cleaning are necessary.
Changes of managerial activities
Managerial activities hardly changed (CIP 10) during the implementation for the Skal certified
companies. This was different for the Demeter certified companies. Demeter business #5 had the
largest managerial change because it was necessary to develop a new job with the tasks and
responsibilities to coordinate QESH. Prior to this, the responsibilities and tasks regarding QMS’s were
spread throughout the company. However, with this job development, the implementation started, so
the change was for the business and not for the individual interviewee. Also for the Demeter #4 there
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were managerial changes. The interviewee #4 stated that it was a difficult task to find Demeter
certified suppliers for their raw material. However, the interviewee told that it is may be demanding,
but that’s the way it is. Suggesting, that even though it is demanding, the importance to have Demeter
certified suppliers is more important than the difficulty to find them and therefore, is no reason to give
up.
The organic certified companies generally answered that hardly any managerial changes were
necessary. The Organic#1 interviewee explained that producing organic products does require
documenting, and a slight change in the production planning. This relates to the requirement of
separate production. New management activities, were the application with Skal for an organic
product and the authorization of the organic recipe and lastly the assurance and control activities
concerning that the raw materials are supplied by an Skal certified company. However, this interviewee
emphasized that because ‘the basis’ was there, meaning the QMS shaped by IFS and BRC certificates,
an integration via expansion is possible, making the managerial changes not very demanding. Organic
interviewee #2 mentioned in a similar way, addressing IFS, BRC and Tesco as the basis of their QMS.
His ‘most demanding’ managerial change was the development of training for the employees in
production. He adjusted the training plan that required proper review of the requirements with the
goal to provide the employees with the abilities to execute their tasks in conformance to the organic
requirements. This relates to the task of keeping organic product(ion) separate from conventional,
with cleaning and using the right raw material. The organic interviewee #3 pointed out that not many
managerial changes were made. Only the method for organic incoming material control is expanded
on three points and training the logistics employees on the adjustment in the method and procedure
for this incoming material control.
Technological changes
On the question, ‘which technological activities were changed to comply with the organic Skal
standard?’, addressing CIP 11, the organic interviewees answered hardly any. The organic interviewee
#1 said that the production process remains the same. Interviewee #2 and #3 acknowledge that the
technological changes are mostly found in the recipes. Interviewee #2 added that the control of the
baking process is slightly different. The organic raw materials have other product properties, that
respond differently than the conventional raw materials. Finetuning to control the baking process is
therefore important. However, he explained that the method to manage the baking process is not
different than the used method for the conventional products. They all require adjustments in the
settings, as there is always some variety between batches. It is reasonable to believe that changes of
technological activities mostly are found in the primary production and therefore not much present
amongst the business sample. Also, the Demeter companies responded that there were no
technological changes. However, the reasons were different. As already explained, the Demeter
interviewee #4 based their business operations on the Demeter standards. Consequently, their starting
point were the Demeter prescribed technological activities. From this perspective, a change is not
applicable. The Demeter interviewee #2 explained that they do not work with recipes, as their products
come in bulks as 1 kind, homogeneous. For example, 1 batch green beans, or bulk of carrots. The
technological change that this interviewee mentioned, was the cleaning of machines as part of
separation of production, but this change is not demanding, as cleaning between batches of
production was already necessary. The Skal certified companies had also made technological changes
to prevent contamination of conventional ingredients with organic products and assure separation.
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This was done by planning organic production on Monday morning, placing an organic storage rack,
cleaning between conventional and organic production runs. Even though these technological changes
needed to be made, the effort and ‘intrusiveness’ was small.
In summary, this third stage of implementation that concerns the system design covers the activities
to r(e-)design the system based on the requirements of the standard. In this the CIP of designing the
processes around those that existed prior to the implementation is of importance. Integration in the
literature has many definitions, in which integration can be summarized as a process of linking different
standardized MSs into a unique MS with common resources aiming to improve stakeholders'
satisfaction (Bernardo, Casadesus, Karapetrovic, & Heras, 2009). Pojasek (2006) describes what is
meant with integration, when this related to management systems. A distinction is made between
integrated or combined. ‘Combined’ means separate MS’s are being used at the same time in the same
organization. ‘Integratable’ means that common elements in the MS’s have been identified.
‘Integration’ means that common elements have been identified and are being integrated (i.e.,
combined). ‘Integrated’ is that there is one system incorporating all ‘common’ elements. The
possibility to integrate the standards in the existing QMS offers advantages such as saving resources
by building new procedures on existing ones. The data suggests that integration of the Demeter and
Skal organic standard was possible. From the perspective of Pojasek (2006), the interviewees had one
system, combining incorporating all ‘common’ elements. As presented, the technological and
managerial changes were not that extensive.
Managerial changes concerned building knowledge amongst employees to conduct organic production
conforming the standard (regarding incoming material control criteria and separate production
through production planning) and building relations with organic suppliers. Technological changes
mainly concerned changes in recipes by using organic raw materials and cleaning between
conventional and organic production runs.

5.2.4 Deployment
The last stage of implementation is deployment, that is a personnel activity to ensure that the labour
of the organization would be continuously in an optimal relation to the jobs and organizational
structure. The following CIPs are of importance and addressed in the interview: (13) management
commitment, (14) Employee deployment; attitudes, abilities, participation, (15) employee resistance.
Management commitment for sustainable business operations and visions on sustainability
All the interviewees got the question: ‘What does your business consider to be sustainable business
operations?’ to address CIP 13. Demeter interviewee #5 said that their company has the vision to cause
minimally damage to the environment. The director of the company was described as ambitious, as he
co-owns the fermentation company to yield renewable energy and wants to have a project with
windmills. The Demeter business #4 had a vision on sustainability that addresses five aspects. Firstly,
at their circular system, in which they grow their animal feed and the manure of the animals is used
again for their crops. In addition to that, they emphasize the importance of local products, and sale
and buy products locally without middlemen or trading companies. Thirdly, there is the ambition to
use renewable energy sources, such as sun and wind energy. Fourthly, their food production is subject
to seasons. They do not use energy to heat the chicken sheds or to control the inside environment of
their greenhouses. Lastly, they have the desire to cut out plastics, but recognize that for some products
such as frozen meat, there is no suitable substitute for plastics.
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The vision of organic Skal certified companies differs from the Demeter certified businesses. Still, both
the Demeter interviewees as the organic interviewees addressed waste management as sustainable
business operations. In this, the separation of plastics, carton and paper was emphasized. Organic
business #2 did add that there is an economical motive for this, as separation of waste is profitable,
and residual waste costs money. Furthermore, four of the interviewees, except for the micro Demeter
interviewee told that the organic waste is used for other causes. Demeter business #5 uses organic
waste for fermentation, that results in renewable energy. The other three Skal organic businesses
supply their waste to animal feed. Organic interviewee #3 said that the business did not have clear
vision. It was explained that they are a following company and respond to what their customers want.
In this, they have the UTZ, RSPO and Skal certificates, that they adopted to advance sustainability.
Sustainability commitment on a scale from 1 to 10
Organic #3 gave the commitment of the management for sustainable a 6 on a scale from 1 to 10. The
given reason was that the company would not take the initiative to have sustainable conduct and that
it follows the demand of their customers, in which the motivation would come from economic
incentive. But it could be reasoned that with initiative for sustainable conduct, they mean the adoption
of sustainability standards and not sustainable conduct in another way. However, their commitment
to have sustainable conduct through the Skal organic standard was an 8. This interviewee reasoned
that when the customer want something, the management is committed to respond to this. This
reason was also given by organic interviewee #2, stating that sustainability must be economically
profitable and the commitment to gain the organic certification because of customer demand is
therefore an 9. In addition to this, Demeter interviewee #1 told that the Demeter certification is more
economic profit driven than ideological driven, so the commitment to gain the Demeter sustainability
certification was an 8. These reasons for commitment relate to the study of Hatanaka et al. (2015) and
the upsides for certification described in the introduction, where TPC allows suppliers (or in this case
processors) to demonstrate to other stakeholders within the commodity chain their commitment to
more rigorous standards for their products.
Only the Demeter interviewee#4 did not give an economical basis for the commitment. The whole
approach to build their business, was to operate in a bio-dynamical way. They gave themselves an 8,
with the explanation that they want to achieve their (internal) goals regarding renewable energy and
cutting out plastics in their business.
Summarizing, from these answers it can be reasoned that the Demeter standard attracts different
kinds of businesses compared to the Skal processing standard. The interviewees gave high scores for
management commitment however the explanation of the scores from the Skal interviewees was
different than those of the Demeter interviewees. For the Skal businesses commitment may have been
interpreted with an economical profit motive, thus external driven. Where the Skal businesses were
committed to gain certification, the Demeter interviewees used the word ‘ideological’, whereas the
organic interviewees did not.
Attitudes, knowledge and involvement of employees regarding Demeter and organic
Because the micro Demeter business does not have any employees, the topic did not apply to them.
Two businesses explained that the employees did not have strong opinions regarding organic
production. Organic interviewee #1 said that the employees accepted organic as part of their normal
tasks. She assumed that their knowledge about organic is not high, but that they are aware about how
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organic production must be done. She pointed out that extra cleaning does not lead to resistance. They
plan organic productions on Monday morning so extra cleaning is not necessary. Contamination of
organic raw materials in the conventional products is not an issue, while it is a problem if conventional
materials come in the organic products. The employees of organic business #1 are also not involved
with the development of a new organic product. Generally, product development, the quality
department and the operation manager work together.
Organic interviewee #3 stated that as the implementation of the Skal standard was such minor change,
the employees did not have any reason to have an attitude about is. Cleaning is done as part of allergen
management. Thus, after certification, it was business ‘as usual’ concerning extra cleaning. In this
company, employees were not involved with the implementation. The organic business #3 only had
‘hands on’ training for the logistics employee. During the incoming material control, the QA manager
was there to explain the adjusted work instruction and procedure to control the organic incoming
material.
Of the two other businesses, the attitude of employees towards Demeter and Skal implementation
can be described as sceptical. The Demeter interviewee #5 explained that the employees were not
very enthusiastic, and did not see the value of Demeter. They stated for example ‘vegetables are
vegetables’. Demeter interviewee #5 involved the employees in an indirect way with the
implementation. Involvement was through the work meetings in with the QESH department notified
the employees on the implementation and the changes in business operations (adjusted incoming
material, importance of documentation, cleaning and separation). For this company, this meeting is
also used to train the employees by explaining what Demeter is and what is necessary to comply with
the standard.
Organic interviewee #2 was the only one that directly involved employees with the implementation.
They could bring in ideas and he pointed out that involvement leaded to enlarging support and
acceptance. The production employees, team leaders and management were involved in deciding
which production line is most suitable, packaging development and which the allocation of
responsibilities and tasks to produce the organic products. Still, organic interviewee #2 described that
the employees were a little annoyed and comments were made such as ‘even more raw materials’ and
‘another egg kind’. Also, the additional attention for planning (to ensure separation) and extra cleaning
were things that employees were annoyed about. However, this interviewee clearly stated that it did
not lead to resistance, but rather to hassle, or annoyance. And he did emphasize that the employees
acknowledged that the possibility to produce organic with the Skal certification distinguished them
from competing companies. The organic interviewee #2 is the only business that has a ‘formal’ training
program, an e-learning, that all the employees must follow that concerns claims.
In summary, the management commitment to gain Skal certification was high and had an economical
motive, described as meeting the demands of customers and the market. Compared to the Skal
certified businesses, the Demeter sample is more ambitious and were committed to have sustainable
conduct that goes beyond sustainability standard certification. In general employees accepted
implementation, as the impact on their tasks and responsibilities were described as minor. Training
was to some extent necessary to assure that the activities are done as required by the standards.

5.2.5 Comments
Some of the interviewees touched upon topics that were not part of the interview protocol. For
example, the first interviewee of organic company #1 described their non-conformance of the latest
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Skal audit. The auditor instructed them to trace back several organic products with their automatic
traceability system. The auditor concluded that the internal traceability system was not working,
because the business was not able to track 13 products within the three hours that the auditor had
set. The interviewee explained that the amount of work, was too much. She stated that by law they
are obliged to trace one article within four hours. This business decided that they were not changing
their system to the demand of the Skal audit, as they complied with EU law concerning traceability.
Organic interviewee #3 told about their latest audit as well. They received a comment about a nonconformance that related to accompanying documents from their supplier. The billing of the supplier
is done by another company that produces and supplies their raw material. He stated that this type of
problems occurs in practise, when the address on the billing does not match the address of the
batches. They handled this non-conformance by switching to a different supplier and the supplier
terminated the Skal certification because of the administrative hassle. Another problem that this
interviewee formulated is that since November 2016, Skal requires that the technical aids are organic.
Prior to the change, businesses could use conventional technical aids, within the maximum 5% of the
composition. In this company, it is technically not feasible to switch from conventional to organic
lubricant, only when organic production is planned. Thus, they decided to completely switch to using
organic lubricant, even for conventional production. On a yearly basis, they would pay 300 euro’s more
for this organic component and they can handle these extra costs. He reasoned that this requirement
could burden the producers to the point that they would renounce certification. Another problem that
he observed, concerns organic restaurants and catering. He stated that if there are no rules for this
food shackle to use the claim ‘organic’, they probably will buy conventional products. The organic
status is not recognizable when it is served to the consumer and conventional products are less
expensive than organic ones. When organic products are sold via wholesales to caterers and
restaurants, this situation could occur, which could lead to unfair competition.

Discussion of the results
This section presents the analysis and discussion of the gathered interview data on three levels. Firstly,
a comparison between the results of the Demeter interviewees and the Skal interviewees is made.
Furthermore, the stages of implementation as established in the in-depth literature review, the role
of stringency on the implementation of the requirements and the insights gained from the results are
discussed.

5.3.1 Different objectives in Demeter and Skal businesses
The most noticeable difference that emerged between the responses from Demeter and Skal
interviewees, relates to the objectives of the sustainability standard to which they are certified against.
This plays a part in their motivation for adoption. Demeter seems to attract businesses that have a
clear vision and ideological motive to adopt the standard. This is reflected in the micro Demeter
business #4 that has biodynamic production as basic principle. The products that are not yet Demeter
certified, are sold with the organic label. There is no conventional production. The other Demeter
certified business neither produces conventional products. They have organic products as their basis
products and have some Demeter certified products in addition to that. In these businesses, organic
and bio-dynamic production has a central place in mission and vision of the businesses. This is also
reflected in the fact that that their ambition and commitment towards sustainability goes beyond
certification of sustainability standards and waste management. The Skal certification in the three
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pastry bakeries was a clear economical decision that was expressed in the motives to adopt the
standard. Their business operations do not revolve around organic, neither is it their main
characteristic. They can demonstrate that they can produce organic but it is not ideologically driven.

5.3.2 Stages of implementation
The in-depth literature review provided an operationalization of the implementation process of
standards with critical implantation points. This concept was used for part B of the field research. It
was found that most of the CIPs were relevant for this research, thus played a part in the successful
implementation. Summarizing the data following the CIPs, it was found that the Skal certified
interviewees and Demeter business #5 responded in similar ways to the interview questions. They had
in common that the motivation for adoption was mostly economically driven. The businesses were all
medium sized and had in-house expertise and (prior) experience for the implementation and no use
of external consultation and development of measurable sub goals and objectives was necessary.
There was no need to design a new quality management system or document control system, as it was
possible to integrate the requirements in their existing quality management system. Both the
technological as the managerial changes that were made to comply to the requirements were minor.
Thus, not much changed to complete the implementation. The management commitment for
certification was high and employees had the right amount of knowledge and ability to work according
to the sustainability requirements. Employee resistance against the implementation was absent. Thus,
it can be said that the predominant type of answers is that little difficulty and small changes
accompanied the standard implementation. In this summary, the micro Demeter business is left out
and will be mentioned further on.
In the introduction of this thesis, it is described that Ingason (2015) stated that commitment and direct
participation of management, direct participation of employees, good preparation in terms of
budgeting and planning and goal setting, are found to be key factors for successful implementation of
standards. The key factors of commitment and direct participation of management correspond to the
results of the field research, whereas the management was committed to gain certification. Some of
the employees were sceptical, but that did not lead to extensive resistance. The key factors of good
preparation in terms of budgeting and planning and goal setting as explained by Ingason (2015), do
not seems to correspond with the results from the field research. These key factors relate to the CIP’s
in stage 2 of implementation. But in the field research, the businesses responded that there was no
development of measurable sub goals and objectives. This could be explained by the fact that the
businesses identified beforehand that the implementation of the standards would not take much
effort. It could also be that the in-house expertise and (prior) experience with other private standards
influenced the extent to which the ‘good preparation’ was necessary.

5.3.3 The role of stringency in the interviewed businesses
The aim for the field research was to investigate what type of barriers businesses experienced during
implementation of the sustainability standard, due to their stringency. From the interviews, no barriers
were identified that businesses could not overcome. The interviewees did not seem to experience any
barriers in implementing the requirements, to change managerial and technological activities and
changing their document control system. The following can explain why there were no barriers. Firstly,
the interviewees described that there were only small changes in managerial and technological
activities. The fact that the changes were small could be due to that most of the interviewed businesses
already were certified with other private (sustainability) standards. The basis of their QMS was laid
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with the certification of private standards, such as BRC, IFS, ISO9001, UTZ, RSPO, Fairtrade. These
standards have required them to have a traceability system, incoming material control process,
documentation and registration of processes, procedures, supplier systems including product
specifications of raw materials, among other things. Therefore, it was possible to integrate the
requirements of the Demeter and/or Skal standard into their existing QMS. Being certified with other
private standards therefore could explain that there were no barriers to implement the requirements.
Secondly, the interviewees were experienced with either implementing other standards (in the same
or in a different business) or experienced with the management of the QMS (in the same or in a
different business). This could have made it more easy for them to implement the requirements. This
corresponds to the description of Ivanova et al. (2014) about prior experience. Thus, their experience,
even though not specific for Demeter or Skal, could also explain the lack of barriers.
The micro Demeter business #4 differs a lot from the others interviewed businesses. In terms of not
being certified with other private standards and no prior experiences in food businesses or
implementation of standards. Still, they could receive certification and no barriers to implement the
requirements were found. Explanations for this business not experiencing barriers, can be found in the
following aspects. Firstly, their internal (ideological) motivation, in which economic profitability did not
play a role, could have helped them to overcome challenges.
Secondly no ‘changes’ were made, as the Demeter principles were their starting point in the launch of
their business. Thirdly, the fact that it is a microbusiness, possibly also plays a part in overcoming
barriers. They have a relatively small product portfolio and turnover compared to the other businesses.
And only 1 person is responsible for the processing steps (i.e. harvesting, incoming material control,
cleaning, packaging etc.). Therefore, they don’t use procedures and work instructions in the same
extension as the other interviewed businesses. Thus, their QMS is far less extensive. In this type of
business, motivation and the ‘flat organizational structure of production processes’ were factors that
played a role overcoming barriers for implementation. But most importantly, they had the launch of a
new business with the sustainability certification as goal, thus no changes to their existing business
operations needed to be made.
In summary, no barriers were identified that the businesses could not overcome nor small barriers
could be identified that took much effort to complete certification, from the businesses that were
included in the research. From this, it could be reasoned that in this research the stringency of the
requirements did not influence the implementation practises of these requirements. Therefore the
hypothesis ‘If stringency plays a role in the implementation process of sustainability standards and
their requirements, it will lead to barriers in the implementation’ is rejected.
Comparison of the field research results and literature
Even though in this research the stringency of the requirements did not influence the implementation
practises of these requirements, the literature as described in the problem situation of the
introduction, presents something different. Therefore, the question remains, what caused that the
found results and the literature does not seem to correspond? This can be explained with firstly with
the fact that Gulbrandsen (2005) and Kalfagianni and Pattberg (2011) researched other sustainability
standards, respectively those in forestry and Global GAP, while this thesis included Skal and Demeter
standards. Also, Prado (2010) conducted an empirical study including stringency influencing the
adoption of sustainability standards, however in the cut-flower industry. The context of stringency
were 2 components; (1) the monitoring mechanism and (2) the set of rules principles or guidelines that
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the firm must implement to gain certification, in which the latter comes down to the difficulty of the
technical norms in the standard. Quantitative data was gathered on 8 sustainability standards and
qualitative data was gathered through 70 interviews. It was found that firms are more likely to adopt
less-stringent certifications and the more difficult the technical norms in the standards are, the less
producers adopt certifications (Prado, 2010). It should be noted that this research is a working paper
which describes the preliminary results. It supports the problem description of the thesis, while it does
not support the findings of the thesis results.
But more importantly, these authors researched the adoption standards, while this research extended
the influence of stringency on the implementation, that includes adoption (stage 1; decision to adopt).
It may not be comparable, as the demarcations are not equal and the scope differs. Still this master
thesis does give new insights in the role of stringency on implementation practises. This will be
elaborated in subsection 5.3.4.
Discussion of the demarcation
Also the demarcation of the study could have influenced results of the field research. Thus, if the
demarcation would be different, it could be that the influence of stringency on implementation
practises would be present in the data.
Size of the business: From the literature, it was found that SMEs have more difficulties in the
implementation and receiving certification for private standards. The decision was made to include
medium sized businesses, with a quality department and >1 quality employee. The assumption was
that these persons would be adequate to discuss implementation practises and would know it’s
technical terms. After the field research, it turned out that these businesses did not bring up difficulties
and barriers for the implementation. This has to do with the fact the businesses had enough in-house
expertice and professionals that can handle such a task. So, a small business without in-house expertise
would possibly bring up more information about the barriers stringency causes with the
implementation of standards.
Step in the supply chain : The decision to include processing businesses, had to do with the
demarcation for businesses with a quality departement. It was assumed that they would be (more)
familiar with implementing standards and the jargon, which is valid. However, the standards for
processors (both Skal and Demeter) are less extensive that those for the primairy production. In
hindsight, it could be that the primary producers have a larger transition to organic and Demeter and
that therefore, the difficulty in implementing standards related to the stringency, would be more
present at the primary production.
Product group: The choice for the product group could have influenced the results of the data from
three perspectives. Firstly, the product group was chosen based on the complexity of the processing
steps. The three Skal certified businesses produced pastry products and indeed had a production
process with more steps compared to for example fresh produce. Demeter business #5 had a ‘simple’
production process, but they did not seem to experience less difficulties than the other businesses.
Thus, this assumption was not valid. Secondly, what could have been more important to consider with
the choice for the product group, would be whether the product group relates to the importance /
principles of the standard. It could be reasoned that consumers associate ‘healthy food’ (e.g. those
included in the Dutch ‘Wheel of Five’ (Voedingscentrum, 2017)) more likely to organic and Demeter. It
is reasonable to believe that pastries are not commonly associated with the organic label. Lastly, it was
thought that businesses that are active in same product group should be included in the research. The
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assumption was that the results of the interview would be more easily compared, because the
businesses are than comparable. However, for processors, the Skal processing standard is the same
for all product groups. Therefore, it does not matter in which productgroup they operate.
Furthermore, from the document analysis it was found that the Demeter processing requirements are
more ambitious than those of the Skal processing standard. Mainly because Demeter includes
requirements that are specific for product groups, while the Skal standard is applicable in all food
product groups. This difference in ambition was not possible to demonstrate with the field research,
because the food products produced by the Skal sample were different than those produced by the
Demeter sample.

5.3.4 Gained insights for the role of stringency
As described in this thesis research, the stringency of the requirements did not seem to influence their
implementation in a way that barriers were developed. However, new insights are gained to theorize
in which situations stringency could play a role, leading to barriers for implementation.
Stringency, the degree to which standards require businesses to implement behavioural changes and
strict prescriptions in order to have sustainable conduct, can be seen as a characteristic of the
sustainability standard and its requirements. Theoretically, stringency could also be described and
extended to a business characteristic. In that case, it could be ‘the degree to which businesses are
capable to implement strict prescriptions for sustainable conduct, required by the sustainability
standard’. This could then be defined as internal stringency capabilities.
Theorized relationship between standard stringency and internal stringency capabilities
There could be a relationship between the stringency of a standard and the internal stringency
capabilities. Authors proposed a conceptual model that considered a relationship between the
standard and the capabilities of firms to employ them (Simpson, Power, & Klassen, 2012). In their
research, a problem of ‘fit’ is caused due to a mismatch between the requirements of the standard
and the capabilities of businesses to implement them. This relates to stringency of standards and the
internal stringency capabilities of the business. A ‘merge’ can be made with their research and this
thesis. A visualisation of this conceptualized relationship is presented in Figure 6. In this relationship,
the optional requirements (type C and type D stringency) as established in the in- depth literature
review are left out, as compliance to those is not compulsory.
Figure 6 depicts in what place a business is in, in relation to a requirement with its type of stringency,
within a standard. The business internal stringency capabilities ranges from low to high, and the
stringency of the requirement is either type A or type B. Internal stringency capabilities could possibly
be whether the business is certified with other private (sustainability) standards, in-house expertise
and experience with the implementation and management of QMSs, adequate financial and technical
resources and management commitment. This figure makes it possible to identify how a certain
requirement fits with the internal stringency capabilities and where ‘mismatches’ are present. Each of
the areas (1 to 4) describes the situation businesses are in when they want to implement a
requirement.
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Type A
Obligatory process
stringency

Stringency of
requirement
Type B
Obligatory outcome
stringency

2
Low capabilities to implement
the requirements,
With requirement that prescribe
the process

3
High capabilities to implement
the requirements
With requirements that
prescribe the process

1
Low capabilities to implement
the requirements
With flexibility to decide how to
reach the outcome

4
High capabilities to implement
the requirements
With the flexibility to decide
how to reach the outcome

Low

High

Internal stringency capabilities
Figure 6: Relation between standard stringency and internal stringency capabilities

Area 4 is a situation where the requirement is focussed on the outcome, in which businesses have the
flexibility to decide themselves how to reach the outcome with their high internal stringency
capabilities. This is beneficial as they can ‘fit’ the requirement in their existing business operations. An
example for this situation is the response of organic interviewee #3, who did not have to change
anything for the Skal mass balance requirement, as they already complied to that requirement because
of their UTZ and RSPO certification.
In area 3, the businesses also have high internal stringency capabilities. The requirement in this area is
process focussed. Therefore, the business must follow the prescribed process. This could lead to a
mismatch, for example stated by interviewees: ‘the standard requires us to change processes for no
reason’ (Watanatada & Mak, 2011). Another example is the case of organic business #1 in the field
research, when their Skal audit identified a non-conformance with the requirement of the massbalance as part of internal traceability. The Skal auditor demanded that the process should exactly
follow the requirement. However, they had an existing traceability system that functioned according
to EU law, and was capable to trace and track their organic products. The ‘inflexibility’ due to the need
to follow a certain process, while the outcome (that is the ability to track and trace products) is
achieved. This causes that the requirement does not fit their high internal stringency capabilities.
Theoretically, the standard provides inflexibility, as the requirement diminishes the benefits that the
business already had with their existing capabilities (Simpson et al. 2012).
Area 2 is a situation in which the business has low internal stringency capabilities, and the requirement
is type A process focussed. Businesses could profit from this situation, as the focus on the proces guides
the business to implement the requirement. An example of this situation is the micro Demeter # 4
business, which has low internal stringency capabilities, as there was no prior experience with QMSs,
a basis QMS because of prior certification and the start of their business. The guidance by the type A
process focussed requirement, therefore could help them to reach compliance. Simpson et al. (2012)
described that for businesses with less advanced capabilities, standards should offer a clear, attainable,
and beneficial body of guidance for improvement. This relates to this specific area.

55

Lastly, area 1 is a situation in which businesses have low internal stringency capabilities, and the
requirement is type B outcome focussed. The business has the ‘flexibility’ to decide themselves how
to reach the required outcomes. However, this flexibility may lead to difficulties in developing a way
to gain compliance, because their internal stringency capabilities are low. In this case, the type B
requirement for businesses with low internal stringent capabilities are reasoned to be
disadvantageous.
With this theory, an answer can be given on the hypothesis ‘Type A stringent requirements are more
stringent than type B stringent requirements and therefore would cause more challenges to overcome
in the implementation of the requirements’. The hypothesis is accepted when businesses have high
internal stringency capabilities. But it is accepted when businesses have low internal stringency
capabilities, because in that case the type A stringent requirements give guidance to the
implementation and therefore to compliance.
In summary, Figure 6 gives a conceptualization of a relationship between the stringency of a
requirement in a standard, and the internal stringency capabilities of the business. The challenges they
could face when a mismatch is present, or in which cases there is a fit between what is required by the
standard and the capabilities of the businesses. This insight could be of use in for further research on
the role of stringency in implementation processes.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions, limitations and recommendations
This last chapter presents the conclusion, limitations and recommendations of this research. Section
6.1 is dedicated to the conclusions, section 6.2 presents the limitations and lastly, section 6.3 presents
recommendations for further research.

Conclusion
The objective of this research was to gain insight in the way the stringency of sustainability standards
influences the implementation of these standards. Therefore, the main research question was ‘To
which extent does the stringency of standard influence the implementation of these standards in
medium sized food businesses.
Simply said, the food businesses implement the requirements by following the four stages of
implementation. In this research, the type of stringency of the requirement was not of noticeable
influence on the implementation practises. Theoretically, it is still likely that if a standard is too
stringent, producers will exit the portion of the market that the standard covers or will choose to
supply the unlabelled product in a voluntary label setting. Also, it remains likely that a very strict
scheme could avoid new businesses who are interested to apply for this scheme, due to the needed
effort to implement it. However, in these cases stringency is placed at the point of the decision to
adopt the standard. This research took the influence of stringency one step further; to the
implementation practises of the requirements.
Initially, the focus of this thesis was to conduct the research from the perspective of the characteristics
of sustainability standards, namely, its stringency. However, in the end it became very clear that it
can’t be seen separately from the characteristics of the business. The businesses that were part of the
research did not experience barriers for the implementation of the requirements with their associated
type of stringency, thus the extent to which the stringency of the standard influences the
implementation of the requirements was not apparent. What these businesses have in common is that
they had the capabilities to implement the requirements regardless of what their type of stringency is.
Thus, the insight in the way stringency influences the implementation of the standards is extended to
both the standard characteristics and the business characteristics. Theoretically, the main research
question could be answered with the latest insights; the extent to which the stringency influences the
implementation of the requirements, could be found in four situations. In these situations, both the
stringency of the requirement as the internal stringency capabilities of the business are considered.
How the implementation could be influenced is dependent on which situation occurs. With this insight,
further research could be conducted, on what ‘barriers’ can be identified within each situation.

Limitations
The main limitation of this thesis was the inability to include businesses that either did not went
through with the implementation or is decertified. Neither Skal, BioNederland and Demeter were
willing (or able) to share this information. Skal does publish small news items on their website
concerning decertification (Nieuws » skal.nl.). These news items address the region of the business (for
example, Utrecht), the product group (i.e. slaughter house, vegetable grower, bakery) and a short
description of the reason for decertification. However, the company name stays unknown out of
privacy reasons, therefore it was not possible to contact these companies. The published news items
provided the following: Two decertification statement from Skal involving a bakery and a chocolate
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processor, came down to an inadequate internal traceability. The organic status or their products could
not be proven. A dairy processor had mixed conventional with organic goatmilk, and from laboratory
test, a for organic products forbidden preservative was detected. Lastly, a butcher sold organic meat
with conventional other ingredients and purchased conventional meat and sold it with the organic
label. The limitation in these news items is the fact that the underlying causes for their decertification
remain unknown, so the provided information was not enough to include with this research.
It comes down to the inability to identify barriers for implementation. Therefore, it was not possible
to derive whether they were caused by the type of stringency of the standard and its requirements.
Thus, the conceptual framework presents possible relations between stringency, the implementation
process of standards and the quality outcome. However, these relations were not verified with the
field research.
Another limitation was the choice of the sustainability standards. In hindsight, other sustainability
standards which are more extensive than the Skal and Demeter processing standard would serve the
objective of the thesis better.

Recommendations
There are several recommendations if further research on this topic would be conducted.
- The first recommendation concerns the inclusion of businesses that either renounced
implementation or are decertified. As explained, the reasons for renouncing implementation
or decertification could provide insights about whether the stringency of the requirements
played a role and in what way.
- The second recommendation concerns building further on the reasoned theory of stringency
and internal stringency capabilities. For the latter, an operationalization should be made to
define which capabilities influence implementation practises. Subsequently, the research
should include businesses and requirements that can be situated in all 4 areas of the theorized
relationship.

-

The last recommendation concerns the choice for the sustainability standard. The Skal
processing standard seems to be less extensive than other standards. For example, compared
to the Skal standards for primary production. The number of requirements and the demands
for business operations are not very demanding. If further research is desired, the
consideration to analyse different standard should be in place.
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Chapter 7. Evaluation of research methodology, -process, role of
researcher
This last chapter is dedicated to describe the reflections on the achievement of the research objective
and an evaluation on the research process. The objective is to focus the evaluation on the process,
actions and performance as a master thesis researcher, instead of focussing on the content of the
thesis.
This master thesis was a new experience for me, even though I have written a bachelor thesis and
followed the FQD research principle courses. Specifically applying the T&M approach, which we were
taught in the previous year, has been challenging. In this research, the balance of T&M was firstly more
on the management side. Not only because the thesis was classified under Management Studies, but
also because the topic does not serve 1 specific product group. Also, in this thesis the focus has not
been quality outcomes related to characteristics of food products that consumers can evaluate. The
focus was on quality outcome that relates to private standards and assurance. The assurance concerns
a credence attribute (organic, Demeter) that is not directly linked to food properties. From my
perspective, the technological approach commonly is about food attributes. That is why in the
beginning of the research, I found it challenging to address the T, because it appears from another
perspective. As a consequent, the technological functions and activities in this thesis are on a more
general level. By including them, the T&M balance could be restored. Thus, the technological functions
and activities are not product group specific, but broadly applicable to various product groups.
The objective of this research was to gain insight in the way the stringency of sustainability standards
influences the implementation, compliance and outcome of these standards. I feel like the research
objective has been achieved through the in-depth literature review. I feel confident that the literature
review accurately was conducted. I am capable to judge the literature on usefulness, reliability, validity
and relevancy. Using the literature to build the conceptual framework was a satisfying part of the
thesis, as it provided an overview of the topic, build understanding and was the basis for the field
research part of the study. The conceptual framework seems to be valid, from the point of
implementation process to the quality outcome. Even though the first box that concerns stringency
was theorised from the literature, the field research did not provide the empirical data to verify it. I
could answer all the research questions, even though some of them were theorized by reasoning.
In my bachelor Nutrition and Dietetics, I have developed counselling skills, including patient
interviewing. I have applied this to the field research when I asked follow-up questions. However, I’m
not that experienced with qualitative research and most certainly not an expert. By replaying the audio
(also as a part of the data-analysis in the transcription step) it was possible to evaluate my interviewing
skills. At some parts I even noted feedback about what questions would have been better to ask. The
topic list has provided much guidance and I think personal assertiveness is important while conducting
interviews.
I have always felt comfortable with quantitative research in the technological field of food. Mostly I
could use (valid) measurements and use the data to conclude whether something is ‘right or wrong’. I
think qualitative research is very challenging from this perspective, as things can not always be judged
as right or wrong. The reasoning and theorising mechanism as part of the Managerial approach seems
completely different. Still, I appreciate this learning experience, as I expects that I will use the
managerial approach more than the technological approach. After this thesis research I will do my
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internship at N&S consultants and probably I will be more involved with the managerial side of quality
management than the technological aspects.
Decision making process
While doing the master thesis, a lot of decisions needed to be taken. For each decision, I needed to
make either 1 or more follow up decisions. In a way, the successions of the decisions lead to completing
the thesis. My personal decision making process was interesting to me, as I sometimes felt insecure. I
realize now that it is very important to not only make very specific decisions, but that it is also
important to look from a distance to what I am doing. Sometimes I felt like I was focussing on details,
when the complete overview was equally important. Possibly, that is what recruiters mean when they
describe ‘helicopter view’.
Prior to the decision on which sustainability standard to include, I had not read the other standards
that were researched by Milieucentraal (2016). From this perspective, the choice could have been
taken more carefully. Content wise, I do not know what results would come from the other standards,
but process wise, a better-informed decision should be taken and therefore the consideration should
include reading various sustainability standards. These can go beyond those judged by Milieucentraal,
such as ISO14001, ISO 45001 or MVO and ISO 26000.
The decision I took about the shackle in the supply chain was very carefully reasoned in the
demarcation. I considered that SMEs have more difficulty in implementing standards. However, for
processing businesses and the Skal and Demeter standard, these difficulties were not found in this
thesis. Also, the decision to include industrial pastry businesses (Skal sample) was based on the
complexity of the production process. Initially it seems a valid decision, because the reasoning was
that the more complex the production process is, the more barriers there could be for implementing
the standard. In the end, this assumption was not valid for this research. Also one of the interviewees
pointed out that organic pastry products are only bought incidentally. He reasoned that consumers
associate fresh and healthy foods more with organic than processed pastry products.
I am not sure whether I could have foreseen this with the information I had prior to those decisions.
But I have learned that it is important to try and think ahead about which consequences the
demarcation will have.
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Annex I. SKAL interview questions
Questions in Dutch
(1) Welke voorwaarden in de infobladen zijn naar uw mening ‘performance-based’ en welke
‘management-based’? Met performance-based wordt bedoeld dat de voorwaarden zijn gefocust
op (meetbaar)resultaat en met management-based wordt bedoeld dat de voorwaarden zijn
gefocust op hoe een bepaald proces eruit moet zien.
(2) In welke productgroepen zijn de grootste moeilijkheden/barrières/ problemen in de transitie van
conventionele naar biologische productie praktijken?
(3) Wat zijn typische moeilijkheden in de transitie bij bedrijven die biologische producten
vervaardigen en produceren? Dus bedrijven die niet bezig zijn met primaire/ grondstof
productie?
(4) Op welke manieren zijn de Europese en Nederlandse wetgevingen omgezet tot de infobladen?
(5) In hoeverre zijn de artikelen in de regulaties … opgenomen in de infobladen van Skal?
Als een bedrijf biologisch wilt produceren, zou het gecertificeerd kunnen worden als
het alleen de infobladen heeft geraadpleegd?
(6) Voor het praktijkonderzoek wil ik bedrijven interviewen die onlangs Skal gecertificeerd zijn. Op
de website een staat een lijst met bedrijven die in 2016 gecertificeerd zijn, is het mogelijk dat ik
informatie krijg over bedrijven die in de afgelopen 5 jaar gecertificeerd zijn ?
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Annex II. Elaborated document analysis
i.

Organic

2.1 Quality manual
Standard for the quality management handbook (2.1). This standard requires the business to have a quality plan/
quality manual describing the quality assurance measures for compliance. The responsibility of the content lays
with the company. As the outcome of this standard can be seen as the presence of a quality manual, in which
the business has the flexibility in deciding itself how to form this, this standard is considered to be performancebased. It is compulsory to have this manual. This standard falls in the type B stringency; obligatory outcome
stringent. The standard is detailed, as it includes eight requirements on what should be in the quality
management plan. The standard does not include quantifiable targets.
Risk analysis
The requirement on risk analysis is part of the quality assurance standard. It prescribes in what way a risk analysis
must be done. This requirement is focussed on the outcome, that a risk analysis is conducted. It does not
prescribe in what way it should be done. Compliance to this requirement is compulsory. Concluding, this
requirement is judged to be type B stringent: Obligatory outcome stringency. This requirement has more than 1
criterion and is therefore detailed. It includes 1 quantifiable target that is related to the yearly frequency of an
internal audit on organic processes.
Incoming material control
This standard is regarded to be management-system based. Because this standard focusses on prescribing which
objectives must be controlled. It has seven detailed criteria that the control must comply with.
The requirement of the registration of the incoming material control, is judged to be management-system based,
as it describes in what way the registration should be done; either manually, digitally or with a procedure on
signing and keeping the delivery note which contains minimally relevant control points. This requirement is
considered detailed as it has criteria for the way the registration should be done, and the criteria on the
administrative work related to the incoming material control. No quantifiable targets are included
Separation of production
This requirement is considered to be performance based, as it puts demands on the outcome that production of
conventional and organic food materials is separated. It gives recommendations/ examples on how to achieve
compliance to this requirement. The separation of production is compulsory. This first part is type B stringent.
The second part of this requirement requires a procedure on preventing cross-contamination. As it focusses on
necessary processes to prevent cross-contamination, this part of the standard is judged to be managementsystem based, the aim is to prescribe how to prevent cross-contamination by prescribing three (detailed)
additional criteria. The stringency of this second part is judged to be type A, obligatory process stringency. Both
parts of this standard do not include quantifiable targets.
Separation of storage
The requirement of separate storage is performance-based, as it focusses on the outcome of a separation of
organic and conventional products. As separate storage is compulsory, this requirement is type B obligatory
outcome stringency. Additionally, the importance of proper identification of organic and conventional products
is stretched and an example is given on how, to identify and separate conventional from organic products. The
requirement is detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
Traceability
The aim of this standard is to prescribe that a procedure must be in place to have traceability of all food products.
So this standard is performance-based from the perspective of that the traceability is assured (outcome), also
this standard literally states that businesses have their own flexibility in how to develop this procedure and
registration. This own flexibility suggests that they may find and design their own way on how to achieve
compliance to this standard. This standard is detailed as the criteria for compliance is that it should be known
what, when, in which amounts the food materials are used. This is compulsory.
Additionally, there are administrational requirements regarding having a mass balance. As the requirement
demands a mass balance once a year, this is quantifiable. This requirement seems to be focussed on the outcome,
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that is, having conformity in the amount of food materials in stock and the amount of production. However, in
order to have to have balance in organic incoming materials and organic end-product, very secure internal
traceability, registrations and practises have to be conducted, to prove this. Businesses can decide themselves
how to handle internal traceability, but there is no flexibility in deciding themselves to reach the outcome of
balance. In this case, the characterization regarding the system operation is not that clear. As conditions and
activities to be in compliance to this standard, this requirement is judged to be management-system based.
By the use of a calculation, developed by Skal, this mass balance is verifiable. It is detailed as it includes an
amount of criteria to support the calculation, to be in compliance to this standard.
Registration of complaints
The standard on the registration of complaints is outcome-focussed. The aim is that the business has its
complaints registered. It literally describes that businesses can decide themselves how to get to this outcome;
so how they want to register the complaints. Therefore, this standard is judged to be performance-based. As it
has three criteria to have adequate registration, it is considered to be detailed.
Transport
This requirement describes that bulk only can be transported in cleaned trucks. The aim of this requirement is
on the outcome, which is that the truck is clean, and that this objective is controlled and registered. As it does
not prescribe how it should be cleaned, this requirement is judged to be performance-based. Compliance to this
requirement is compulsory, so the type of stringency is B; obligatory outcome stringency. It includes more than
1 criterion and is therefore detailed. It does not include quantifiable targets.
2.2 Product registration
This section is focussed on what the process must be in order have an organic product registered. It includes a
number of requirements. The product registration is found to be compulsory. This standard prescribes in what
way the process should be to get approval on the production of organic products. It is detailed, because it
includes more than 1 criterion. It does not include quantifiable targets.
Organic ingredients
This requirement is focussed on the process to ensure appropriate organic suppliers.
It requires businesses to assess whether the supplier is Skal certified, to have the right Skal documentation, and
to yearly do this assessment. So this includes quantifiable targets, and is considered detailed as it includes more
than one criteria.
Conventional ingredients in organic products
This standard is focussed on the outcome which is that the composition of organic products is in compliance to
the standard. It includes a quantifiable target, as it sets a 95% minimum on the amount of organic food materials
in the product in order for it to be organic. Other criteria in this requirement relate to the fact that some
ingredients are not (adequately) available as organic, therefore these may be used up to 5%. This standard is
judged to be type B, obligatory outcome stringent and detailed.
Use of additives
This requirement about the use of additives focusses on that the outcome is in compliance to the standard, in
which the outcome is that some additives are allowed to be in the food product, and some are not. This
requirement is considered to be performance-based. Compliance can be measured. The requirement is detailed
as it prescribes that the additive must be declared on the label, it should be one from the list of regulation
889/2008 and that some additives may only be used in amount up to 5%, as they are considered to be
conventional products. This requirement is detailed.
Technical aids
This requirement focusses on the use of technical aids. It focusses on the outcome, in the way that some technical
aids are allowed to be used and others are not, and the fact that they should disappear during the production
process. This requirement is judged to be type B, obligatory outcome stringent. This requirement does not
include quantifiable targets. It is detailed, because it addresses firstly that the use of technical aids needs to be
included in the product registration, and it refers to a list of technical aids, and it refers to certain conditions for
the use, but these are described in another document.
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Other ingredients
This requirement lists the type of other ingredients that are not included in the group of additives, or technical
aids.
It is voluntary, as it states that the products in the list may be used. The list sets activities and conditions, and is
therefore focussed on processes. It is considered to be type C, flexible process stringent. It is detailed and does
not include quantifiable targets.
Use of Genetically modified organisms (GMO)
This requirement forbids the use of any GMO food materials but the focus is on the demands on proving that the
conventional products are GMO-free through a GMO-free declaration. This requirement focusses on a necessary
process with conditions, regarding proving that the product is GMO-free. Therefore, this requirement is
considered to be type A, obligatory process stringency is applicable. The requirement is detailed and has a
quantifiable target that specifies that a GMO-free declaration is not allowed to be older than 1 year.

Use of ionizing radiation
This requirement is not detailed and only focusses on the fact that ionizing radiation cannot be used in production
practises. This is considered to be management-system based, and compliance is compulsory. The type of
stringency applicable is type A, obligatory process stringent.

ii.

Demeter

12.1
General principles; composition and production of Demeter products
This standard is divided in a number of requirements. These requirements cover the origin or raw materials and
aids/additives, partially processed products and labelling. Only the requirements that focusses on the origin of
raw material is taken into account in this analysis. The others were left out, as the refer to requirements that are
included in other documents (12.2 quality assurance) and/or are integrated with other standards and
requirements (12.1.1 General, 12.1.4 Use of the label).
12.1.2 Origin
This requirement focusses on the origin of raw materials aids/additives. Its aim is that the raw materials are
Demeter certified products. This can be considered as a condition for the process of making Demeter endproducts. Therefore, this is judged to be a management-system based requirement. Only when raw food
materials are not available in Demeter quality, exceptions are made for the use of organic or conventional
products, but they need to be in compliance with the organic legislation. As this requirement prescribes what is
allowed and what is prohibited, compliance is considered to be compulsory. So the stringency type of this
requirement is A, obligatory process stringent. It is detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
12.1.3 Intermediate products
This requirement focusses on that intermediate products have to comply with the standards and requirements
in the same way as ‘normal’ end products. As it refers to other standards and requirements, 12.1.3 is not taken
into consideration for the analysis.
12.1.4 Product labelling
This requirement is not taken into account with the analysis, as it refers to the Demeter Labelling standard.
12.2 Quality Assurance
This section refers to a separate document. This document is dedicated to describe the responsibilities and
powers of Stichting (Foundation) Demeter. It includes requirements to have a quality plan in place. This quality
plan is needed to assure that processes and products are always in compliance to the standard. It should include
that the business should have an internal control system, with adequate administration to assure compliance
with Demeter standard.
Part of this document is the requirement for Incoming material. This requirement describes that a written
account must be kept with the nature, quantity and destination of raw materials and delivered agricultural
products can be verified.
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This requirement is judged to be management-system based, and compulsory as it lays conditions for the process
of incoming material control. The type of stringency is therefore type A; obligatory process stringency. Even
though there is not a more specific description of how control must be done, the description is aimed on the
process and is formulated in a way that all certified companies can comply with it. It is detailed as it includes
more than 1 criteria.
13.1 Processes
This standard describes that the artisan processes of food production are allowed. This standard covers with
requirements which specific other production processes are also allowed for Demeter products.
13.1.1 Storage of raw food materials
This requirement aims at prescribing in what manner products may be stored. Therefore, this requirement is
considered to be management-based. It prohibits certain type of gasses to be used, so compliance to this is
compulsory. The stringency type is A; Obligatory process stringency. It is not detailed, since the only criteria that
storage under controlled air with carbon dioxide, oxygen and nitrogen is allowed. This requirement does not
include quantifiable targets.
13.1.2 Drying methods
This requirement focusses on processes and allows that drying methods for meat, vegeTables and fruits is
allowed. Additional criteria are included that prescribe the use of citrus to prevent browning. And it has criteria
to prohibit the use of certain chemicals. Therefore, this requirement is judged to be management-system based.
Also due to this requirement having more than one criteria in order to have compliance, this requirement is
detailed as well. As this requirements states specifically what things are forbidden, this requirement is
compulsory to comply with. So, this is a type A; obligatory process requirement. No quantifiable targets are
included.
13.1.3 Smoking methods
This requirement prescribes in what way smoking processes are allowed and which food materials may be used.
It is detailed as it has more than 1 criterion. As it describes what is allowed and what is prohibited, compliance is
compulsory. No quantifiable targets are included. The type of stringency applicable is type A; obligatory process
stringency.
13.1.4 Freezing and freeze-drying
This requirement lays down that intermediate products may be frozen. It is not an obligation and describes the
conditions of the process. However, on the label of the end-product is the business must mention that is (partly)
has been frozen. Compliance to this mentioning on the label is compulsory. This requirement is type A stringent;
obligatory process stringency. It is not detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
13.1.5 UV light
Not detailed, focussed on how processes should be like. Use of the word may be used. So compliance is not
compulsory. So the type of stringency is C flexible process stringency.
13.2.1 Microwaving
This requirement is a prohibition of using microwaves for any production process. It is process based, as the focus
of this requirement is on the process of processing food products. So this is type A; obligatory process stringency.
No quantifiable targets are included and it is not detailed
Section 13.3. includes requirements on recipes of Demeter products.
13.3.1. Proportion of Demeter and organic raw food materials
This requirement is on the composition of Demeter products. This requirement is focussed on the outcome,
being, that the composition of the Demeter processed product is in compliance. The type of stringency is B,
obligatory outcome stringent. This requirement is very detailed, as it has 10 criteria to comply with. This
requirement includes quantifiable targets, which are verifiable.
13.3.2 Additives
This requirement about the use of additives focusses on that the outcome is in compliance to the standard, in
which the outcome is that some additives are allowed to be in the food product, and some are not. This
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requirement is considered to be performance-based. In cases where it is possible, the presence of additives in
food products is verifiable. As some of the additives are forbidden, compliance to this requirement is compulsory,
so this this requirement is type B obligatory outcome stringent. It is not detailed, and does not include
quantifiable targets
13.3.3 Aromas
This requirement lays down which aromas may be present in the end product. Only certain types of aromas are
allowed. As some aromas are prohibited, compliance to this requirement is compulsory. This requirement is
detailed and does not include quantifiable targets. Type B obligatory outcome stringency.
13.3.4 Sweeteners
This requirement describe which sweeteners are preferred to be present in food products. This indicates that
compliance is voluntary. In this requirement it would be outcome focussed, if it prescribes that a product should
be sweet. However, it sets conditions to sweeten the products, by prescribing the process of sweetening.
Therefore, this requirement is judged to be a management-based requirement. This is type C voluntary process
stringency, which is detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
Salt is also part of this requirement, and is similar to the requirement of sweeteners
13.3.5. Extraction solvents
This requirement prescribes which products are allowed as extraction solvents. It focusses on the process, and it
can be assumed that products other than the one listed are not allowed. Therefore, this requirement is
compulsory and is management-system based; type A obligatory process stringent. This standard is detailed and
does not include quantifiable targets.
13.4 Packaging materials
This standard is focussed on setting conditions and activities on processes regarding packaging. So this is seen as
management-system based. As this standard includes a prohibition of the use of packaging material containing
chloride, compliance to this standard is judged to be compulsory. The type of stringency is concluded to be type
A; Obligatory process stringency. This standard is detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
13.5
Pest management
13.5.1 General requirements:
This requirement states that preventative measures are preferred against any kind of other control measures.
As this requirement describes a preference, this is considered a voluntary requirement. It sets conditions for
compliance, and is therefore process focussed. This general requirement is judged to be type C stringent. It is not
detailed, and does not include quantifiable targets.
13.5.2 Pest control measures
- Control measures of insects and rodents.
This requirement sums up which control measures are allowed. It can be assumed that other control measures
are not allowed and that in the control of pests, these measures should be used and therefore compliance is
compulsory. Because it sets conditions and activities for pest control measures, this is focussed on the process.
The type of stringency is concluded to be A. The requirement is detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
Treatment of products
This requirement sets conditions for the process of treating products. It gives 5 options, which can be seen as
recommendations. This requirement is judged to be type C, Flexible process stringent, without quantifiable
targets and is detailed.
Pest management protocol
This requirement demands that there is a is a protocol for pest management present and which can be controlled
during inspection. This requirement focusses on the outcome, as it does not specify what need to be present in
the protocol. The stringency of this requirement is judged to be type B; obligatory outcome stringency. This
requirement is detailed and does not include quantifiable targets.
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Pest control in case of an outbreak
When an outbreak occurs, businesses are allowed to use other pest management measures than described in
the standard, if the Commission of License of Demeter gives permission for this. This requirement prescribes the
process of getting permission. This is management-system based described. Also these conditions are
compulsory. So this is a type A, obligatory process stringent requirement. It has more than one criteria, and
therefore is detailed. No quantifiable targets are included.
3.6 Cleaning
This standard lists the type of products that are allowed for cleaning and disinfection of equipment and building.
This requirement lays down conditions for cleaning and therefore is considered to be management-system
based. It is judged to be compulsory, as it is assumed that products that are not on the list are prohibited to use.
The type of stringency applicable is therefore, type A obligatory process stringency. It is detailed and does not
include quantifiable targets.
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Annex III. Interview
i.

Interview protocol

This annex includes the questions that were asked in part a and b of the interview protocol. Part c of
the interview protocol on the next page is the document that was used by the researcher, including
the topic list to funnel the initial questions.

Part a
Interviewee profile

Business profile

Name
Function
Years working at
Year of QA experience
Formal level of education
Company size in number of employees
Year of first Skal/Demeter certification
Company’s product portfolio
Description of the quality department

Part b: Common ground (Dutch)
In dit onderzoek is er aan de hand van literatuur een onderscheid gevonden in de manier waarop
standaarden met hun voorwaarden zijn opgesteld. Sommige standaarden zijn gericht op
processen, en schrijven voor hoe een bepaald proces in het bedrijf moet verlopen om te voldoen
aan de voorwaarden. Andere voorwaarden zijn gericht op een einddoel, of prestatie. In deze
voorwaarden is aangegeven waar je aan moet voldoen, maar heb je als bedrijf de vrijheid en
flexibiliteit om zelf te bepalen hoe je aan de voorwaarden voldoet.
Voor de biologische standaard zijn voorwaarden voor de ingangscontrole en de voorwaarden
voor de massa balans als onderdeel van traceerbaarheid management-system based en daarbij
gericht op activiteiten in het bedrijfsproces om daaraan te voldoen.
Performance-based voorwaarden zijn de voorwaarden voor scheiding van productie en de
samenstelling van het biologische eindproduct. Het doel is hier om geen vermenging te hebben
van gangbare en biologische producten en het doel om de juiste samenstelling met biologische
en gangbare ingrediënten.
Met dit in het achterhoofd kunnen we de vragen van het interview doorlopen.
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Part a
Interviewee profile

Name

Part c
Interviewvragen
1

Welke motieven en beweegredenen waren er om
biologisch te gaan produceren?

o
o
o
o
o
-

Topiclist afwerken / doorvragen

Intern
Extern
Idealistisch
Economisch
2
Wie waren betrokken bij de implementatie van de
In hoeverre hebben zij opleiding gehad in het
biologische standaard
implementeren van standaarden?
Wat voor ervaring hadden zij met de
implementatie van de biologische standaard of
een soortgelijke duurzaamheid standaard?
o aantal keer
o succesvol )
Elk implementatie proces vergt een bepaalde vorm van planning. Over het algemeen zijn er een aantal activiteiten
die onderdeel uitmaken van een planning. De volgende vragen gaan over hoe de planning van de implementatie in
dit bedrijf is uitgevoerd.
3
Was er een verschil tussen bestaand kwaliteitssysteem
Hoe is dat verschil onderzocht?
en het systeem dat van de biologische standaard wordt
o massa balans als onderdeel van traceerbaarheid
vereist
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
4
In hoeverre was het nodig om onderdelen aan het
Hoe was dat op het gebied van de voorwaarden
kwaliteitssysteem te veranderen en te ontwikkelen ?
o massa balans als onderdeel van traceerbaarheid
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
5
Is er vooraf bepaald welke interne middelen nodig
Wat kwam er uit deze bepaling
waren voor de implementatie?
o massa
balans
als
onderdeel
van
(Onder interne middelen wordt verstaan: geschikte
traceerbaarheid
mensen en expertise, tijd, geld, technologieën. )
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
6
Zijn er (voor het voltooien v.d. implementatie)
o Hadden deze doelen betrekking op de
tussentijdse doelen opgesteld?
voorwaarden
o Op welke voorwaarden
7
Heeft dit bedrijf gebruik gemaakt van externe
En over welk(e) specifiek(e) onderwerp(en)?
consultatie?
Trechteren op voorwaarden: Was er hulp nodig voor
Zo ja, bij welke organisatie?
o massa balans als onderdeel van traceerbaarheid
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
De volgende vragen gaan over het uitbreiden van het kwaliteitssysteem, volgens de eisen van de biologische standaard
8
Was het nodig om een heel nieuw kwaliteitssysteem te
Bij welke voorwaarden wat het mogelijk om de
ontwikkelen?
eisen in het al bestaande kwaliteitssysteem te
integreren?
Als niet gehoord, trechteren op:
o massa balans als onderdeel van traceerbaarheid
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
9
Welke veranderingen in managementactiviteiten waren
Wat waren de meest veeleisende veranderingen?
nodig voor het biologische systeem? (voor de 4
Trechteren op voorwaarden en navragen voor
voorwaardes)
o massa
balans
als
onderdeel
van
Onder managementactiviteiten valt bijvoorbeeld:
traceerbaarheid
(1) de ontwikkeling van procedures (2) de verdeling en
o ingangscontrole
toewijzing van nieuwe taken en verantwoordelijkheden
o scheiding van productie
(3) veranderingen aanbrengen in de organisatiestructuur
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
(4) training en opleiding (5) controle van de leveranciers
(of supply chain management)
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10

-

Welke technologische activiteiten zijn veranderd
om te voldoen aan de biologische standaarden?
Onder technologische activiteiten valt bijvoorbeeld:
(1) productieproces, en recepturen
(2) kwaliteitscontrole van inkomend
materiaal/ingangscontrole
(3) metingen

-

Wat waren de meest veeleisende veranderingen?

11

Kwaliteitssystemen gaan gepaard met documentatie
Voor welke voorwaarden was het voor jullie vereist
om een documentatie controlesysteem te
ontwerpen.

-

14

Hoe keken de medewerkers (de uitvoerders) aan tegen
het uitvoeren van het biologische standaard?
Met betrekking op de 4 voorwaarden

15

Hoe waren medewerkers betrokken bij de
implementatie?
Met betrekking op de 4 voorwaarden

Hoe was hun houding en kennis?
Trechteren op voorwaarden en navragen voor:
o massa
balans
als
onderdeel
van
traceerbaarheid
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
In hoeverre was training voor medewerkers nodig om
de bedrijfsvoering volgens de biologische standaard uit
te voeren?
o Dachten zij mee over hoe aan de
voorwaarden voldaan kon worden
o Kwamen ze met ideeën
o Hebben ze het meer opgelegd gekregen

16

Hoe is de houding van werknemers geweest tegenover
de biologische standaard voor tijdens en na de
implementatie?
Met betrekking op de 4 voorwaarden

Was het mogelijk om de documentatie te baseren
op het al bestaande documentatiesysteem?
Trechteren op voorwaarden en navragen voor:
o massa
balans
als
onderdeel
van
traceerbaarheid
o ingangscontrole
o scheiding van productie
o samenstelling van het eindproduct
De laatste set vragen gaan over het invoeren van de standaarden en het uitvoeren van de werkzaamheden onder de
voorwaarden van de standaarden.
12 Wat wordt er binnen dit bedrijf verstaan onder
duurzame bedrijfsvoering?
13 Op een schaal van 1 tot 10,
(Deze bovenstaande vraag in 1 keer stellen)
1. Hoe toegewijd was het management om de
Kun je een toelichting geven om deze beoordeling te
bedrijfsvoering duurzamer te maken en
onderbouwen?
2. Hoe toegewijd was het management om de
bedrijfsvoering duurzamer te maken met behulp van de
biologische standaard?
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Inleiding op het onderwerp
In dit onderzoek is er aan de hand van literatuur een onderscheid gevonden in de manier
waarop duurzaamheidsstandaarden met hun voorwaarden zijn opgesteld.
Sommige voorwaarden zijn gericht op processen, en schrijven voor hoe een bepaald proces in
het bedrijf moet verlopen om te voldoen aan de norm.
- Deze voorwaarden worden Management-system based genoemd.
Andere voorwaarden zijn gericht op een einddoel, of prestatie. In deze voorwaarden is
aangegeven waar je aan moet voldoen, maar heb je als bedrijf de vrijheid en flexibiliteit om
zelf te bepalen hoe je aan de voorwaarden in de bedrijfsvoering verwerkt.
- Deze voorwaarden worden Performance-based genoemd.
Voor de biologische standaard zijn de voorwaarden geanalyseerd.
De volgende voorwaarden zijn in de categorie van Management-system based ingedeeld:
a. Massa balans als onderdeel van traceerbaarheid
b. Ingangscontrole
De volgende voorwaarden zijn in de categorie Performance based ingedeeld:
c. Scheiding van productie
d. Samenstelling van het eindproduct (biologische en gangbare ingrediënten)
Dit interview heeft betrekking op de bovenstaande voorwaarden, maar uiteraard kunnen
andere voorwaarden ook aan bod komen.
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ii.

Set up of the interview questions

Stages

Subjects

Interview questions Organic

Topic list and targeted questions

Decision to adopt

Motivation for
adoption

What were the motives to produce organic products?

Prior experience

Who was involved with the implementation of the organic
standard?

o
o
o
-

-

Internal
External
Idealistic
Economic
Did they have formal education regarding implementation of
standards?
What type of experience did they have with implementing the
organic standard or a similar sustainability standard?
Number of times of an (standard) implementation process
Number of successful implementations

o
o
o
-

In what way was this difference examined?
Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
Incoming material control
Separation of production
Composition of the end-product

o
o
o
o
o
o
-

In what way was it needed for
Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
Incoming material control
Separation of production
Composition of the end-product
What was the result of this determination for the requirements:
Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
Incoming material control
Separation of production
Composition of the end-product
Were they related to the requirements of the standard?
To which requirements were they related?

-

Strategic planning

Each implementation process involves a certain type of planning. In general, there are
a number of activities that are part of a planning for implementation. The following
questions concern the way that the planning for the implementation in this company is
developed and conducted.
Comparison of
Was there a difference in the prior existing quality management
current control
system and the system that is required by the organic standard?
and assurance
activities with the
requirements in
the standard
Setting of new
To what extent was it necessary to change and develop parts of
specifications
the quality management system?

Determination of
the availability of
internal resources

Was there a determination of the availability of necessary
internal resources?
(With internal resources the following is meant: capable people,
expertize, money, time, technology?)

Development of
measurable sub
goals and
objectives

Did you develop measurable sub goals and objectives?
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Consultation

System design

The following question concern the development of the quality management system
following the requirements of the organic standard.
Integration of new To what extent was it necessary to develop a new quality
system with
management system?
existing QMS

Changes of
managerial
activities

Changes of
technological
activities
Design document
control system

Deployment

Did this company use some form of consultation?

Which managerial activities have been changed for compliance to
the organic standard?
(Managerial activities include topics such as: development of
procedures, allocating new tasks and responsibilities, rearranging
organizational structure, training and learning, supplier
control/supply chain management)
Which technological activities have been changed for
compliance with the organic standard?
(Technological activities include production process, quality
control activities, measurements?
(New) quality management systems and standards are
associated with documentation
For which requirements was it necessary to develop a
documentation control system?

Which organization/people did you consult?
About which topics did you seek consultation?
Did you need help for:
o Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
o Incoming material control
o Separation of production
Composition of the end-product

-

With which requirements was is possible to integrate the
requirements into the existing quality management system?
If not mentioned target question for :
o Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
o Incoming material control
o Separation of production
Composition of the end-product
What did you change for the:
o Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
o Incoming material control
o Separation of production
o Composition of the end-product
Which changes were the most demanding and in what way?
-

Which changes were the most demanding and in what way?

-

Was it possible to base the documentation system on an existing
documentation system?
What was is like for:
o Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
o Incoming material control
o Separation of production
Composition of the end-product

The last set of questions concern the deployment of the standard and the deployment
of tasks and activities following the requirements of the organic standard.
What does sustainable development mean for his company?
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Management
commitment

Employee
deployment;
attitude, abilities,
participation

Employee
resistance

On a scale from 1 to 10,
1. How committed is the top management to conduct
more sustainable practises?
2. How committed is the top management to conduct
more sustainable practises according to the organic
standard.
What was the knowledge and attitude of the employees about
working following the organic requirements?

-

In what way were employees involved with the implementation
of the 4 requirements?

-

What was the attitude of the employees towards the organic
standard before, during and after implementation?
For the 4 requirements?

-

Can you please comment on these numbers?

For:
o Mass balance as a part of internal traceability
o Incoming material control
o Separation of production
o Composition of the end-product
To what extent was training for employees necessary to conduct the
organic practises?
Did they contribute with ideas to gain compliance?
Was the implementation imposed on them?
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