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Abstract 

The global food system, population growth, increased wealth, shifting diets and an overall larger 
demand for processed food, meat and dairy, has led to increased pressure on land, water and 
energy. The environmental implications of this have taken part in the establishment of international 
institutions which aims to regulate agriculture production methods, and thereby reduce these 
adverse impacts. This thesis targets one of these, namely third-party ecolabels, and puts focus on the 
content of regulation, and the process through which it was produced. The research draws on 
standards from four ecolabels that target coffee production (EU-Organic, KRAV, Rainforest Alliance, 
UTZ), in which impact on water resources is identified as a significant environmental impact, and thus 
the focus of study. In this endeavor, a mixed-method approach was used, consisting of a quantitative 
document analysis, semi-structured expert interviews, and literature reviews.  

Through the application of Gulbrandsen’s theoretical framework, rooted in institutionalism which 
puts emphasis on rules and norms that govern institutional arrangements, with a special emphasis 
put on participation, inclusiveness and stringency the following results were derived. A common 
pattern is that stakeholders are invited to participate but mainly with inputs and comments, while 
their authority over impacting the standard content is low. The study finds that third-party ecolabels 
for coffee indeed do take water into consideration in their standards, but only to a certain extent. 
Further, standards focus mostly on criterion relating to water quality and the use of pesticides and 
fertilizers. While the level of participation could increase the level of stringency, whereby water is 
taken into consideration in standards, this hypothetical linkage was not the case for KRAV and 
Rainforest Alliance. Instead this link was seen in UTZ who has high level of participation consisting of 
shared authority over the content, and take water into consideration in the standard. The opposite 
was seen in EU-Organic who has low level of participation and has low priority in the standard. 
Findings indicate that “we may have generally quite low expectations on ecolabels in this issue of 
water”.  
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1. Introduction 

Over the past century fundamental changes have taken place in the food system (cf. Clapp & Fuchs, 

2009). From small, local and independent food systems spread across the world to large, and globally 

integrated food systems: a globalized food system (ibid.). A larger portion of the food people 

consume today has international connections as larger varieties of food are available for consumers 

and new markets becoming available for producers (ibid.). Alongside this development, population 

growth, increased wealth, shifts in diets and an overall larger demand for processed food, meat and 

dairy, has led to an intensification of the agriculture production and an increased pressure of the 

food supply system (Gleick, 2002 ; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Thus, the competition 

of land, water and energy has increased (ibid.), especially in the southern parts of the world where 

the majority of the food is produced (Ponte, 2002). The numerous environmental and social impacts 

of the global food system (cf. Clapp & Fuchs, 2009) has been a driving force towards the 

establishment of new international rules, norms, institutions and regulations (Phillips and Wolfe, 

2001). One established instrument is ecological labelling, from now ecolabels, which include 

‘standards’ for regulating the production process (Auld & McDermott, 2008) which aim to reduce 

adverse environmental impacts (Miller & Spoolman, 2009). To a certain extent, ecolabels break the 

monopoly of information which producers possess regarding their production methods (van Amstel, 

Driessen, & Glasbergen, 2008).  

Against this backdrop, this study investigates how ecolabels take water into consideration within 

their standards, and relate these findings to their associated standard-setting process, through which 

the content of the standard is determined. The issue of water is of great relevance as the agriculture 

sector itself stands for 70 percent of the total global water withdrawal, which also makes the sector 

vulnerable when freshwater of high quality will become scarce (Craswell, Bonell, Bossio & van de 

Giesen, 2007). Certified coffee is selected as focus area since the production of coffee has a major 

impact on water resources (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 2006), and is one of the most sprayed agriculture 

products in the world where 70 percent of all conventional plantations use toxic pesticides 

(Naturskyddsföreningen, 2012). Four ecolabels are used as case studies: EU-Organic, KRAV, 

Rainforest Alliance and UTZ. These ecolabels are available at the Swedish market, and certify coffee. 

The Swedish market is relevant as Swedes is in top of coffee consumption (WWF Sweden, n.d.) while 

green coffee (unroasted coffee) is one of the biggest agriculture exports in the world (Neilson, 2007) 

which clearly represents the relationship that the global food system characterizes: south produce 

and north consume (Ponte, 2002).  
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2 Purpose and Research Questions 

2.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to investigate how ecolabels take water into consideration within their 

standards, and relate these findings to their associated standard-setting process, through which the 

content of the standard is determined. 

2.2 Research Questions 

MRQ: How does the relation between participation and stringency take part in shaping the role of 

water within standards of third-party ecolabels for coffee? 

x SRQ 1: How are stakeholders invited to participate in the standard-setting process of third-

party ecolabels for coffee? 

x SRQ 2: How do third-party ecolabels take water into consideration in their standards for 

coffee? 

To fulfill the purpose and answer my research questions, I initially started to look into previous work 

and theory concerning participation in certification schemes (chapter 3) as well the coffee industry’s 

impacts on water resources (chapter 4). From there I designed a methodology (chapter 5) which 

worked as a tool-box for retrieving my empirical findings (chapter 6). The empirical findings realized 

the possibility to answer my research questions (chapter 7). I discuss the results, in the light of 

sustainability (chapter 8) and finally draw a short conclusion (chapter 9).  

 

2.3 Contribution to Sustainability Science 

The four case studies included in the study EU-Organic, KRAV, Rainforest Alliance and UTZ are also 

commonly referred to as ‘sustainability standards’ which means that they “[…] addresses the social, 

environmental or economic practices of a defined entity, or a combination of these” (ISEAL, 2014, 

P.7). With this backdrop, together with the growing influence of ecolabels as a regulatory instrument, 

it is interesting to investigate what can be expected from ecolabels considering the issue of water. 

This is relevant in the context of sustainability since water is crucial for all its pillars its built upon; 

social, economic and environmental.  

The result will also bring new findings to the sustainability field since no pervious empirical research 

has been conducted concerning: the relationship between stringency and participation in the role of 



 

 

9 

water within standards for coffee; how stakeholders are invited to participate in the standard-setting 

process for coffee, nor; how water is taken into consideration in standards for coffee.  

 

3 Theory 

3.1 Standards 

Ecolabels are viewed as a soft market-based policy-instrument (Busch, Jörgens & Tews, 2005). It is 

voluntary and legally non-binding (Jordan, Wurzel, Zito & Bruckner, 2003) and thereby non-intrusive 

in comparison to general regulation (Jordan, Wurzel & Zito, 2003). The rise of ecolabels has not 

decreased the role and relevance of governmental regulations, but instead ecolabels and 

governmental regulations coexist (Gulbrandsen, 2010). Government possess the power of steering 

standards by implementing different regulations (ibid.), e.g. the Council Regulation (EC) No. 

834/2007, a EU regulations representing EU’s minimum level for organic production and labelling. 

The regulation applies to all ecolabels that certify products produced or sold within The EU (Varvara 

Bektasiadou, Email, 31 of March, 2016). 

 

Each ecolabel has a standard which is a “[d]ocument that provides, for common and repeated use, 

rules, guidelines or characteristics for products or related processes and production methods […]” 

(ISEAL, 2014, P.7). Standards are continuously revised which is named ‘standard-setting’ (ISEAL, 

2014). A standard consist of more or less measurable criterion or requirements, the term differs 

among the standards but within this study will the term ‘criterion’ be used. The criterion in each 

standard are what I will investigate, and the source for answering my research questions. 

 

3.2 Theoretical framework 

This research draws on Lars Gulbrandsen’s work on market-based policy instruments. Gulbrandsen’s 

is a Senior Research Fellow at the Fridtjof Nansen Institute in Norway and his theoretical approach is 

based on rational institutionalism and sociological institutionalism. Institutionalism puts focus on 

rules and norms that govern institutional arrangements, which is useful when exploring standards 

formation and effectiveness (Gulbrandsen, 2010). In this research, Gulbrandsen’s research serves as 

an explanatory tool through which the research results are interpreted and put into larger theoretical 

context. Specifically, the emphasis on participation, inclusiveness and stringency of standards is 

valuable when answering my research question. 
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3.2.1 Participation 

Different stakeholders represent different interests, and a standard outcome is the reflection of the 

participation patterns in the standard-setting process (Franck, 1990). The scope of participation can 

differ between if it is open for everyone who wish to participate, or only for certain invited 

stakeholders (Fung, 2006). Stakeholder participation can also be unbalanced, which means that one 

interest becomes over-represented, which likely affect a standard outcome (Gulbrandsen, 2010). For 

example, an over representation of stakeholders from the industry sector in the standard-setting 

process could lead to an industry-friendly standard (ibid.). An industry-friendly standard is known to 

be flexible, discretionary and has low adoption costs (Franck, 1990), which is not the ingredients for 

widespread change in producer practice. In contrast, when an NGO has been dominant in the 

standard-setting process, the results has tended towards more stringent standards (Gulbrandsen, 

2010). Further, participation by an environmental NGO is also vital for a standards legitimacy as NGO 

own both moral authority and possess certain environmental expertise (Boström, 2006 ; Pattberg, 

2007).  

A critical mass of producers needs to be certified towards the standard in order to change producer 

practices to the extent that environmental impacts reduce (Gulbrandsen, 2010). One way to keep 

producers within, or attract to, the standard is to involve producers in the standard-setting process. 

It creates a sense of ownership which enhance producers willingness to be a part of the standard 

(ibid.). Yet, it is common that producers from developing countries are underrepresented in 

standard-setting processes, which can cause the risk of issues particular to their social and 

environmental conditions is being excluded (ibid). This can result in less producers being certified, 

ultimately impacting a standards possibility to change producers practice (ibid.). Another issue is the 

inequality of financial capacity among the stakeholders which may become a barrier to participate 

(ibid.). If participation requires travel cost marginalized stakeholders like small-scale producers in 

developing countries has less possibility to participate in comparison to other stakeholders (ibid.). 
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3.2.2 Inclusiveness 

To make it even more complex, giving stakeholders’ access to information and a voice in the 

standard-setting process does not necessarily mean provide influence in the outcome (Auld & 

Gulbrandsen, 2010). A broad involvement of stakeholders in the development-process of the 

standard might be accompanied by a narrow governance where only few stakeholders have 

influence over the decision-making (Fransen & Kolk, 2007). To which extent stakeholders has 

authority (Fung, 2006) over impacting the outcome is crucial for the level of inclusiveness. The level 

of inclusiveness can also, as for participation, impact if the standard become e.g. industry-friendly. A 

potential disadvantage with inclusiveness is the creation of inefficient decision-making due to 

difficulties to agree where several interest shall come along, a trade-off between level of 

inclusiveness and decision-making efficiency could therefore be necessary (Gulbrandsen, 2010). 

However, the level of inclusiveness among the stakeholders who participate in the standard-setting 

process is according to Gulbrandsen (2010) closely linked with what a standard actually produces. 

Multi-stakeholder standards are said to be based on democracy (Gulbrandsen, 2010) and shared 

decision-making authority including those who are marginalized (Pattberg, 2007 ; Fransen & Kolk, 

2007). Fransen & Kolk (2007) criticize this assumption in their analysis of multi-stakeholder standards 

and argues that “[…] it is not always clear that multi-stakeholder standards are truly multi-

stakeholder in their operations” (p.678). Fransen & Kolk (2007) base this argument on the reason 

that the term multi-stakeholder is very broad and it allows different interpretation of the concept. 

Whereby it results in several different set-ups (Mitchell, Agle & Wood, 1997) and where 

stakeholder’s involvement and inclusiveness in the end differ (Fransen & Kolk, 2007). According to 

Fransen & Kolk (2007) it is therefore necessary to create an additional distinction of inclusiveness 

since the perception of what it actually means is spread between; truly involvement during the whole 

standard-setting process and (only) stakeholder consultation (Fransen & Kolk, 2007). Currently there 

is a tendency to group the different types of stakeholder’s involvements into just ‘stakeholder 

involvement’. This creates problems concerning the expectations on benefits multi-stakeholder 

standards has (ibid). Fransen & Kolk (2007) argues that the expectations should be revised and for 

further on should a process-tracing analysis be conduction of the standard-setting process in order to 

know what to expect from the different forms of inclusiveness in the standard-setting process.  
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3.2.3 Stringency 

A standards stringency is crucial for its efficiency and capacity in influencing the management of 

natural resources (Gulbrandsen, 2010). Higher level of inclusiveness often results in standards with 

higher stringency, especially with systematically participation of environmental NGOs who advocate 

large environmental protection based on supporting claims (Gulbrandsen, 2010 ; Cashore, Auld, & 

Newsom, 2004). Gulbrandsen (2010) expect that producers who participate in multi-stakeholder 

arrangement are more likely to accept standards with higher stringency, unlike producers who 

participate in an industry-friendly arrangement. Gulbrandsen (2010) also argues that producers who 

feel that the standard has emerged from a fair process based on equal participation and equal 

ownership more likely accept standards with higher stringency in contrast to those who feel that the 

standard has emerged from an unfair process with no sense of ownership.  

Gulbrandsen (2010) does not expect a simple relationship between stringency and effectiveness. If a 

standard become too stringent producer’s capacity, or willingness, to comply can be reduced (ibid). 

The level of non-compliance could therefore be larger in comparison to standards with lower 

stringency (ibid). The standard can become less attractive among producers if it becomes too 

stringent, without a certain amount of producers the standards ability to change producer´s practice 

and achieve environmental improvements on a widespread level decreases (ibid).  

Environmental frontrunners are probably more positive and enthusiastic to participate in a scheme 

with higher stringency and to undertake costly management reforms (Gulbrandsen, 2010). Thus, as 

participation usually is voluntary there is a risk that producers who have low cost for standard 

adoption participate while producers who has high costs, abstaining to participate, which in the end 

lead to low net impact of ecolabels (Auld, Gulbrandsen & McDermott, 2008). Critics have argued that 

ecolabels are not the optional problem-solving initiative for companies as they in general prefer 

weaker commitment and minimal compliance (Seidman, 2003) and according to Gulbrandsen’s 

(2010) research has the environmental impact of ecolabels, yet, been quite marginal. However, 

although Gulbrandsen (2010) do not expect a simple relationship between stringency and 

effectiveness, stringent standards will anyway increase the chance of decrease the negative 

environmental impact. Another strength is that multi-stakeholder standards formulates their 

criterion very specific (Fransen & Kolk, 2007) which is of great importance in terms of its expectations 

of its compliance and measurability. 

 



 

 

13 

4 Case study: Coffee and Water 

Coffee is chosen as the agricultural product of focus in this study. This chapter includes a brief 

overview over the coffee industry, where coffee is produced, and how the water situation looks like 

in those areas. To better understand where the coffee production impacts water resources it is also 

an overview of the value chain included (Figure 1), aspects impacting water resource as well methods 

for reducing the impacts.  

4.1 The global coffee industry 

Approximately 6 million tones unroasted, so called green coffee, is produced annually where 88 

percent is exported (Naturskyddsföreningen, 2006). This makes coffee the most traded agriculture 

product in the world (ibid). Coffee is a source for livelihood for approximately 25 millions of farmers 

around the world, most of them are small-scale farmers (ibid.). All located in Latin America, Africa 

and Asia (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 2006). Several of the coffee producing nations are dependent on 

coffee production for their national economy (Ponte, 2002). Brazil is the world´s largest coffee 

producer who annually produce 1/3 of all global coffee, while Colombia and Vietnam are next in line 

(Weeffect, 2004). Notably, Swedes and Finns are in the top regarding consumption. Finns drink 3,6 

cups a day and are the largest coffee drinking nation in the world and Swede’s drink 3,2 cups of 

coffee a day, the second largest coffee drinking nation in the world (WWF Sweden, n.d.).  

The production of coffee globally requires about 140 billion cubic meters of water annually and each 

standard cup of coffee, 125 ml, requires 140 L of water to produce (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 2006). 

Since most water is used when growing the plant, the coffee sector put largest pressure on water 

resources where the coffee is cultivated (ibid.). By using the World Resource Institutes Aqueduct 

Water Risk Atlas Global Map has the water situation in the coffee producing nations been identified 

(Table 1) and it shows that the situation varies where some nations are under possible water stress 

and qualitative risk.  
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Table 1. Coffee producing nations, their production volume and water situation. 

 

4.2 The coffee value chain  

Before the cheery fruit of the coffee plant can reach the cup it passes through many steps in the 

supply chain and large amounts of water is used during the way. The largest amount of water is used 

when growing the coffee plant (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 2006). The coffee tree is a result from 

planting a coffee bean and almost all coffee, 99 percent, comes from two species: Arabica and 

Robusta (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 2006). When the plant turns 3-4 years it starts blossoms and the 

flowers is later transformed to coffee cherries (Johan & Nystrom, 2016). The color determines if it is 

mature and the redder the cherry is the more mature. The cherries get picked and the processing 

takes place (ibid.). Processing methods varies among nations and producers but the three most 

common processing methods are; (1) Washing: skin and pulp are removed and then placed in a 

water-filled basins to be clean and then placed in the sun for drying, (2) Natural / sun-dry: the whole 

cherry is dried in the sun and then is skin and pulp removed, and (3) Pulped Natural and Honey: the 

skin and pulp are removed and then placed in the sun for drying (ibid.). In concern of water 

consumption, it makes hardly any difference how the coffee cherries are processes since it is very 

small fractions in comparison how much water is used to grow the plant (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 

2006). However, the green coffee (unroasted) is thereafter packed and transported and most likely 
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exported (ibid.). Roasting take place in the consumer country as well the packaged for costumer 

(Johan & Nystrom, 2016).  

                                    
Figure 1. The coffee value chain. Source: (Johan & Nystrom, 2016). 

 

4.2.1 Coffee production impact on water and methods to prevent these 

Within this study I am focusing on the production of green coffee (unroasted) which concerns the 

steps ‘coffee plant’ to ‘sorting’ in the value chain (Figure 1). These steps create the largest impact on 

water resources (Chapagain & Hoekstra, 2006) and therefore of largest interest in this study. The 

remaining steps in the value chain are excluded in this study. 

The coffee productions impact on water resources is to large extent determined by selected 

production method (Chapagain & Orr, 2008). In order to reduce the impacts improved production 

method need to be adopted. In the following sub-section aspects impacting water resource together 

with methods for reducing these will be discussed. The aspects are identified based on literature 

research and by inspiration from Stockholm International Water Institutes (SIWI) water assessment 

criterion. SIWI has developed water assessment criterion when assessing ecolabels, standards, tools 

and guidelines (SIWI, 2016). The aspects are included based on their direct impact on water 

resources while e.g. coffee waste and energy efficiency has an indirect impact and are therefore 

excluded. The aspects are also included in the analytical framework for when analyzing the criterion 

in the four standards.  
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Overexploited water source                                                                                                   

When water is withdrawal in greater amount than it gets replenished overexploitation appears 

(Chapagain & Orr, 2008). The ground level, river flowers and the ecosystem get impacted (Kirby, 

Bartram & Carr, 2003). It can be prevented by identify the water situation in the area, install water 

meters and automatically shut-off taps (ibid.) as well reuse water. The most resource efficient 

processing method is Natural/Sun dry, common in water scarce areas (Johan & Nystrom, 2016). 

Inefficient irrigation                         

Water is lost due to inefficient irrigation methods (Kirby et al., 2003). It can be prevented by timing 

water application, implementing sprinkler systems (Postel, 2001) and reuse the water (Wallace & 

Gregory, 2002). Drip irrigation is an efficient method which allows precise quantities to be applied 

(Carr, 2001). Decrease the pressure on freshwater resources by increase the use and efficiency of 

rain fed agriculture (Wallace, 2000).  

Soil evaporation and crop transpiration                       

Water get lost due to soil evaporation and crop transpiration which occur at high temperatures, 

direct sunlight and poor infiltration capacity in the soil (Wallace, 2000). It can be prevented by 

applying soil management methods consisting of minimum tillage and use compost as fertilizers 

(ibid.). The presence of shade trees (ibid.) is a common method as it keeps down the temperature, 

give less exposure of radiation and create higher humidity which increase the moisture in the soil 

(Gutierrez, Meinzer & Grantz, 1994). The disadvantage is that it can create fungal growth (Bote & 

Struik, 2010). 

Soil erosion                                                      

A common driver for soil erosion at coffee production sites is deforestation, which take place when 

creating space for the coffee plantation (Calo & Wise, 2005). Soil erosion reduce the ability for water 

to inflow into the groundwater due to the absent of roots who transports the water into the 

groundwater (Naturskyddsforeningen, 2012). Instead the water floats away (bidi). It can be 

prevented by performing minimum tillage, use compost as fertilizers (Wallace, 2000) and maintaining 

the carbon storage in the soil (Tilman et al., 2009). Shade tree increase the soils fertility (Sentis, 

1997), improved soil structure and decrease the risk of runoff (Siles, Vaast, Dreyer & Harmand, 

2010).  
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Water runoff                         

Water runoff is when water flows from the soil into the nearest watershed (Wallace, 2000). Water 

runoff can cause environmental degradation whereby the ecosystems suffer if the water is 

contaminated by substances from the soil e.g. if pesticides or fertilizers has been applied on the 

agriculture land (ibid). It can be prevented by building walls and terraces as well by increase the 

infiltration capacity through different soil management methods (ibid.) described above. 

Use of pesticides and fertilizers                            

Use of pesticides and fertilizers to control diseases, pests and weeds have huge impact on water 

quality as it contaminates its surrounding water due to runoff (Gregory & Ingram, 2000). This can be 

prevented by matching the use of pesticides and fertilizers to the needs of coffee trees (ibid.). By 

increase the moistness in the soil less fertilizers requires (Wallace & Gregory, 2002) which can be 

realized by different soil management methods described above. 

Solid Waste                    

Dumping of waste, especially electronic waste, cause huge impacts on its surrounding as substances 

in the waste leachate into the water (Vasanthi, Kaliappan & Srinivasaraghavan, 2008). The most 

efficient way is to prohibit dumping of waste or implementing treatment facilities and waste 

management systems including minimization, waste prevention, reuse and waste recycling (ibid.).   

Contaminated water and wastewater                                               

Waste water is a by-product from coffee processing and it is often discharged untreated into its 

surrounding (Kirby et al., 2003) which cause water contamination (Herpin et al., 2007). It is 

commonly used for washing or irrigation purposes especially in developing nations (Kirby et al., 

2003), where the majority of the coffee producing nations are located (Table 1). Waste water is often 

polluted due to the application of pesticides and fertilizers during the cultivation process (ibid). 

Polluted waste water can be prevented by reduce or stop applying pesticides and fertilizers (ibid). 

Rural areas often lack treatment plants which needs to be improved or treat the waste water before 

discharge it into surface water or land (ibid). Springs and wells could also be protection from 

drainage and flooding (ibid). The most resource efficient processing method is Natural/Sun dry, 

common in water scarce areas (Johan & Nystrom, 2016). 

Destroyed ecosystems                                 

A healthy ecosystem is crucial for the coffee production. It can be achieved by planting trees and 

vegetation, so called agroforestry-technology (Garrity 2004 ; Nair, Kumar & Nair, 2009) which 

increase the soil fertility and its capacity in regulate water storage. The water storage is crucial for 
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the terrestrial life, trees and plants (ibid). It prevents soil erosion and carbon dioxide can be stored 

(ibid.). 

5 Research design and methodology  

5.1 Research design 

This study is a comparative case study (Bryman, 2012) where four ecolabels is studied; EU-Organic, 

KRAV, Rainforest Alliance and UTZ. All four ecolabels certify coffee and are available at the Swedish 

market. I selected to study third-party ecolabels and not private eco-brand since private eco-

branding is linked to certain food companies (e.g. retailers and supermarkets) while products 

certified with third-party ecolabels are sold in all food companies. The results from studying third-

part ecolabels will thereby affect a larger mass in comparison when studying private eco-brands. 

Each ecolabel is presented in detail in chapter 6 together with the empirical results.  

To facilitate the comparison among the four ecolabels; identical methods (Bryman, 2012) with a 

systematic approach was used for collecting data (King, Keohane & Verba, 1994). The empirical data 

was collected by applying a mixed-method approach (Bowen, 2009), consisting of qualitative 

interviews and a quantitative document analysis. Bryman (2012) argues that the key value of a 

comparative study is “[…] its ability to allow the distinguishing characteristics of two or more cases to 

act as a springboard for theoretical reflections about contracting findings” (p.61). In this study will 

Gulbrandsen’s theoretical framework enable these theoretical reflections. The value of studying case 

studies is that generalizations can be made (Flyvbjerg, 2003) and my research question will be 

answered based on these generalizations.  

 

5.2 Methodology 

5.2.1 Interviews 

Qualitative semi-structured interviews were conducted which enabled to answer SRQ 1: “How are 

stakeholders invited to participate in the standard-setting process of third-party ecolabels for 

coffee?”. I interviewed one staff member from each ecolabel who possessed a certain kind of 

knowledge of the standard-setting process (Esaiasson et al., 2012). These kinds of ‘expert interviews’ 

is defined as “a person is considered an expert if she or he possess an institutionalized authority to 

construct reality” (Bogner, Littig & Menz, 2009, p.19) and they are valuable when studying decision-
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making processes (Burnham, 2004). Random selection was therefore not an option (Bryman, 2012). 

Important to mention: retrieved information is almost always subjective and in favor of the 

respondent’s position (Burnham, 2004). This can affect the validity of the research since my research 

answer is based on the interview answers (Esaiasson et al., 2012). The experts where selected based 

on the method snowball selections, where's the ecolabels themselves found the right expert to 

interview (Bryman, 2012). To conceptualize, I contacted each ecolabels and asked to interview a 

person within their organization who possessed knowledge of the standard-setting process.  

I based the majority of the interview questions (Appendix) on Gulbrandsen’s theoretical framework 

since I later used his work as a lens for theoretical reflections (Bryman, 2012). The selection of semi-

structured interviews was valuable since it allowed open-ended questions and thereby made room 

for follow-up questions (ibid), which increased my understanding as well the quality of my results. As 

the organizations behind the ecolabels and their experts were located in Stockholm, Amsterdam, 

Brussel and Guatemala City, it was more practical and economic effective to perform the interviews 

via Skype and telephone. All experts received the same questions in beforehand which hopefully 

increased the answers fruitfulness and exhaustiveness. The interviews were recorded and 

transcribed, a common method in qualitative research as it reduces the risk of missing important 

details as well to ensure that the answers are captured in the respondents own terms (Bryman, 

2012). I could also be alert on the answers and follow-up interesting points which would be harder 

without recording and concentrating on getting down notes (Ibid). The transcript of the interviews 

became based for comparison whereby Gulbrandsen’s theoretical framework was used as a 

springboard for theoretical reflections (Ibid). 

 

5.2.2 Document analysis 

The criterion within each ecolabels standard has been reviewed through a quantitative document 

analysis. The document analysis enabled to answer SRQ: “How do third-party ecolabels take water 

into consideration in their standards for coffee?”. Document analysis uses various documents as its 

source of empirical data where its advantages is the accessibility of empirical data (Bowen, 2009), as 

the documents in this study were available for free on internet. Still, the information from the 

documents have the same value as information retrieved from observations or interviews (Merriam, 

1994). The data was collected systematically by reviewing and evaluating a variety of documents 

(Bowen, 2009) and has been steered and carried out through predetermined criterion (Figure 2). The 

criterion concerns what type of data to collect and where to collect it.         
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Figure 2. Predetermined criterion for collecting data through quantitative document analysis. 

 

Collected data got placed in four individually data matrix’s (Appendix) which created an overview 

over the empirical data and a base for comparison which facilitated the analysis (Bergström & 

Boréus, 2005). In order to compare, the data needed to be collected based on the same variables 

across the units (King, Keohane & Verba, 1994). The matrix included different assessment criterion 

(Table 2) which were elected based on variables which was comparable in the four standards when 

conducting the document-analysis. 

Table 2. Assessment criterion when analyzing the results from the document analysis. 
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6 Empirical results 

This chapter consist of the empirical results from the semi-structured interviews and the document-

analysis, and is the source for answering my research questions.  

 

6.1 EU-Organic 

The EU-Organic standard is based on the EU regulation (EC) 834/2007 i.e. the constitution for organic 

production and labelling (Varvara Bektasiadou, Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). The Directorate-

General (DG) for Agriculture and Rural Development are the departments at the European 

Commission who has the mandate to reviewing and updating the regulation (ibid). All organic 

products, produced or sold within the EU, needs to fulfill EU-Organic standard and get recognized by 

EU-Organics logo (European Commission, 2015) (Figure 3). The regulation (EC) No. 834/2007 has 

been the source for the document analysis. There are no commodity specific criterion for the 

production of organic coffee, coffee producers need to fulfill all general rules (Varvara Bektasiadou, 

Email, 2016-03-31). 

        
Figure 3. EU-Organic´s logo. Source: (European Commission, 2015). 

 

6.1.1 Stakeholder participation in the standard-setting process  

A telephone interview with Varvara Bektasiadou, Policy Officer Assistant at the European 

Commission´s DG for Agriculture and Rural Development, in Brussel 2016-04-06 enabled to explore 

EU-Organics standard-setting process (Figure 4). Worth to mention before presenting the standard-

setting process is that the political structure requires that The European Parliament and the Council 

have the overall responsibility for The Council Regulation (EC) No. 834/2007, while the European 

Commission´s DG for Agriculture and Rural Development has the mandate to reviewing and updating 

the regulation in cooperation with and assisted by the Regulatory Committee (Varvara Bektasiadou, 

Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). The European Commission consist of 28 members, one from each 

member nation, and together they serve the EU and do not represent their home nations (ibid). The 

European Commission have several administrative departments, so called Directorate-General (DG), 
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within different policy areas where DG for Agriculture and Rural Development is one of those 

departments (ibid). Each department is led by a Commissioner and has approximately 1000 

employees (ibid). The Regulatory Committee on organic production consist of a representative from 

all EU nations (ibid).  

EU-Organics standard-setting process consist of three steps: (1) inputs and comments; (2) a proposal, 

and; (3) decision-making (Varvara Bektasiadou, Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). The first step 

consists of four different platforms where inputs and comments on policy changes can be received 

(ibid). The Inter-service Steering Group (ISSG) is responsible for conducting an impact assessment 

which review the standards all possible economic, social and environmental impacts (ibid). The ISSG 

is chaired by the DG for Agriculture and Rural Development and consist of one representative from 

all concerned Commissions e.g. Health and Consumers, Environment, Enterprise and Industry, 

Development and Cooperation, Trade, EUROSTAT, Joint Research Centre, European Commission´s 

Legal Service and the Secretariat General (ibid). Civil dialogue groups are another forum where 

concerned stakeholders are invited to give opinions on all issues related to the standard (ibid). The 

civil dialogue groups consist of all types of stakeholders and represents all actors in the organic 

sector as e.g. Young farmers, small-scale farmers, large-scale producers, industry, consumers, WWF, 

IFOAM, European Community of Consumer Cooperatives (ibid). All stakeholders in the civil dialogue 

groups have been equally involved during several meetings (ibid). There are also three expert 

hearings concerning the issues ‘The EU organic market – Internal market and standards’, ‘EU:s 

organic production – Control and enforcement’ and ‘International trade in organic products and 

global issues’ (ibid). Experts, academics, representatives of consumers and producers, retailers, 

operators, processors, certifiers, control bodies, organizations, traders, third countries, associations 

representing third countries etc. are invited to these hearings (ibid). The last platform is the public 

consultation which take place through an on-line questionnaire, which has a large amount of 

participants, approximately 40 000 replies, 96% of those was from European citizens (ibid).  

The different stakeholders in the Civil dialogue groups and the Expert hearings is invited by the DG 

for Agriculture and Rural Development who decides upon who to invite (Varvara Bektasiadou, 

Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). The commission try to set-up a good mix and balance among the 

representatives with spread among the member states and from different stakeholders (ibid). 

According to Varvara Bektasiadou, IFOAM has been the most active stakeholder and has therefore 

had large influence in the standards developing process (Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). IFOAM 

(International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movement) is an international organization and 

platform for stakeholders within ecological agriculture (IFAOM, 2015). IFOAM’s goal is to support the 
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development of the ecological market and spread knowledge (ibid). Additional IFOAM has developed 

an internationally applicable standard for organic production and processing, IFOAM Norms (IFAOM, 

2014).  

The next step after Input and Comments is that the DG for Agriculture and Rural Development 

together with the Regulatory Committee create a proposal on changes based from the results from 

the Impact assessment, inputs and comments from the Civil dialogue groups, Expert hearings and 

public consultation (Varvara Bektasiadou, Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). The European 

Commission decide up-on the proposal (ibid). The decision-making is based on votes where each 

nation has different amount of votes, depending on the population size (ibid). Nations with larger 

populations thereby have more influence which means that nations like Poland and Greece has low 

influence in comparison to United Kingdom and France (ibid).  

 

Figure 4. EU-Organic’s standard-setting process. Source: (Varvara Bektasiadou, Telephone interview, 2016-04-06). 

 

6.1.2 The role of water in the standard  

In the Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 Article 12 Plant production rules, Article 3 Soil 

management and fertilisation and Article 5 Pest, disease and weed management in Commission 

Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 concerned production of green coffee. Overall these three articles 

include 20 criterion whereby 11 of them concerns water. A summary of the 11 criterion, divided into 

the assessment criterion can be found in Table 3, see Appendix for the full consolidated data-matrix. 
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All criterion in EU-Organics standard are mandatory and seven of those are formulated in abstract 

way which give free interpretation during compliance and it is hard to measure the success. The 

majority of the criterion concern water quality while two concern water quantity. For 10 of the 

criterion water is not the driver or reason for why the criterion exists, which also give a hint on 

waters prioritization. The criterion covers five of nine issues, where the majority of all criterions, six, 

relates to the issue of use of pesticides and fertilizers. 

 

Table 3.  Summary of the results from the document analysis of EU-Organic standard. 

 

6.2 KRAV 

KRAV is a Swedish ecolabel only operating in Sweden and where 97 percent of the Swedish 

consumers are familiar with the label (KRAV, 2015a). KRAV is an economic association owned by 

different organization and companies, represented both from the consumer and production (KRAV, 

2016c). The KRAV Standard has been the source for the document analysis. The standard is based on 

national legislation, the Regulation (EC) 834/2007 and the IFOAMS Norms (ibid). KRAV does not have 

any commodity specific criterion for coffee production, only overall criterion for all food production 

(Lars Hällbom, Email, 2016-03-28). Producers certified towards the KRAV standard get recognized by 

the KRAV logo (KRAV, 2015b) (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. KRAVs logo. Source: (KRAV, 2015b). 

    

6.2.1 Stakeholder participation in the standard-setting process  

A telephone interview with Lars Hällbom, Project manager at KRAV, located in Stockholm, 2016-04-

08, enabled me to exploring KRAVs standard-setting process (Figure 6). According to Lars Hällbom 

KRAV has internal rules of procedure of the standard-setting process but their membership in ISEAL 

Alliance make them also to follow the Codes of Good Practice (Telephone interview, 2016-04-08).  

ISEAL Alliance is a NGO who assist organizations in their standard-setting with the goal to increase 

standards efficiency, impact and credibility (ISEAL Alliance, 2006). ISEALs Code of Good Practice are 

used as a global reference for develop credible standards where it demands an open, transparent 

and participatory process (ibid). However, the first step in the process and as well the driver for 

changing the standard is retrieved comments and inputs from Swedish consumers via the website, 

Swedish followers on Facebook, if there is new research in the field or if the certified Swedish 

producers have any feedback and the Regulatory committee (Lars Hällbom, Telephone interview 

2016-04-08). The Regulatory Committee consist of several members representing different interest 

as e.g. the academia, producers, NGOs (ibid). The KRAV board elect the Regulatory Committee and all 

members have a great interest for KRAV and have knowledge of value for KRAV (ibid). The Regulatory 

Committee is responsible for the standard-setting process (ibid). Based on the retrieved comments 

and inputs the employees at KRAV together with the Regulatory Committee create a first proposal 

which is sent for consultation (ibid). Certain concerned stakeholders are invited to participate in the 

consultation like e.g. farmers, consumers, governmental agencies, producers (ibid).  

Worth to mention is that no producers located outside Sweden is invited to participate in KRAV´s 

standard-setting process while half of the KRAV-certified products are imported. In the case of coffee 

production does this mean that all coffee producers are excluded from the standard-setting process 

since all coffee is produced outside Sweden (Table). All producers located outside Sweden who is 

certified towards KRAV needs to fulfill IFOAM Norms (Lars Hällbom, Telephone interview 2016-04-

08), which is IFOAMS standard, a minimum standard, for organic production and processing (IFOAM, 

2014).  So, importers need to ensure to use that the product has fulfilled both the IFOAM Norms and 

the KRAV Standard (Lars Hällbom, Telephone interview 2016-04-08). Lars Hällbom argued that “We 
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trust IFOAM who communicate with producers in other nations, we do not need any farmers located 

in other nations to participate in our standard-setting process” (Telephone interview 2016-04-08).  

Representatives from Swedish producers and the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (NGO) has 

the largest influence during the whole Development-process since they are both members of the 

Regulatory Committee and take every opportunity to make comments and inputs during the 

consultations (Lars Hällbom, Telephone interview 2016-04-08). However, based on inputs from the 

consultation the employees and the Regulatory Committee create a second proposal which is shared 

with the board who take the final decision of making the change or not (ibid). The Board consist of 

“wise people” which the KRAVs members elect into the board which means that they do not 

represent different interests (ibid). The people in the board possess a great interest of agriculture, 

are not critical to KRAV and are passionate about the organization (ibid). The board is responsible for 

taking the final decision based on the ground on “… trying to take everything into consideration 

which is possible to make a criterion off” (ibid). The board take decisions based “we discuss until 

everyone is pleased, but there are never disagreements” (ibid).  

 

                         
Figure 6. KRAVs standard-setting process. Source: (Lars Hällbom, Telephone interview 2016-04-08). 

 

6.2.2 The role of water in the standard 

Three chapters in the KRAV standard concerned production of green coffee, namely Chapter 3 

General Standards for all KRAV Licensees, chapter 4 Crop Production and chapter 16 Import and 

Bringing In Products or Raw Materials. Together these chapters include 336 criterion whereof 33 
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concern water, approximately 10 %. A summary of the 33 criterion, divided into the assessment 

criterion, can be found in Table 4, see Appendix for the full consolidated data-matrix. All criterion in 

the KRAV standard are mandatory whereby 22 are formulated in a clear way. Tree relates to water 

quantity, and for two out of 33 criterion water is the reason for why the criterion exist. The criterion 

touch on six of nine Issues, where 26 criterion relates to the issue of use of pesticides and fertilizers. 

 

Table 4. Summary of the results from the document analysis of KRAVs standard. 

 

6.3 Rainforest Alliance 

Rainforest Alliance is an international non-profit organization (Rainforest Alliance, n.d.c) which certify 

producers who meet the Sustainable Agriculture Standard, set by Sustainable Agriculture Network 

(SAN) (Conrado Guinea Díaz, Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). SAN is a coalition of organization which 

Rainforest Alliance is a member of and owns jointly together with many other environmental and 

social NGOs (ibid). The SAN Standard is the source for the document analysis and it consist of one 

document Sustainable Agriculture Standard, the latest updated version was published in July 2010. 

The standard is not commodity specific, it applies to all agriculture production (ibid). There are 

instead local indicators or interpretation guidelines that help us apply the general sustainable 

agriculture standard to particular crops and nations (Conrado Guinea Díaz, Email, 2016-03-23). 

Farmers certified by SAN get recognized by the Rainforest Alliance Certified seal (Rainforest Alliance, 

n.d.a). (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. Rainforest Alliance’s logo. Source: (Rainforest Alliance, n.d.b). 

 

6.3.1 Stakeholder participation in the standard-setting process 

A Skype interview with Conrado Guinea Díaz, Policy Coordinator at Sustainable Agriculture Network 

(SAN), located in Guatemala City, 2016-04-12, enabled to explore Rainforest Alliance standard-

setting process (Figure 8). SAN is a member of ISEAL Alliance which means that SANs standard-setting 

process follows the Codes of Good Practice (Conrado Guinea Díaz, Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). The 

SAN secretariat, consisting of employees, create a first proposal in cooperation with the International 

Standards Committee (ISC) who has the overall responsibility of the standard-development process 

(ibid). ISC is elected by the Board of Directors based on received recommendations (ibid). ISC consist 

of experts recognized in the field representing different important areas (social issues, working 

issues, environmental issues etc.) (ibid). The first proposal is based on inputs that the Secretariat 

receive from a variety of stakeholders (e.g NGOs, Universities, producers) where “All received issues 

pass through the process”, integrated with ISC expertise (ibid). The next step is Public consultation 

where different stakeholders have the possibility to give feedback on the proposal (ibid).  

The public consultation consists of two parts; open-consultation on internet where everyone can 

participate and personal meetings (Conrado Guinea Díaz, Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). SAN has 

producers spread over 42 nations and the goal with the personal meetings is to get feedback from 

several producers from each nation (ibid). Overall, the people SAN meet needs to represent a 

balance in order to represent different interests like e.g. small producers, large producers, 

governments, universities, civil society, experts in certification (ibid). According to Conrado Guinea 

Díaz has small-scale and large-scale producers, NGOs and the Universities the largest influence in the 

developing-process (Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). He said that “The academia has the strength of 

objectively and of telling the truth in comparison to private stakeholders or governments, this is 

valuable for us” (Skype Interview, 2016-04-12).  

Once all feedback is collected the International Standards Committee analyze all the inputs and 

create a final proposal which is submitted to the Board of Directors which take the final decision 

(Conrado Guinea Díaz, Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). The Board of Directors consist of the directors 

of each NGOs that is a member of SAN, mostly NGOs located in South America (ibid). The Board 
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determines to implement changes “if they contribute and help us to achieving our mission and goals, 

meaning all the impacts we want to achieve” (ibid). The board base their decision on votes where the 

majority of the votes win (ibid). The SAN Secretariat implements decision of the Board of directors 

(ibid).  

                      
Figure 8. SAN’s standard-setting process. Source: (Conrado Guinea Díaz, Skype interview, 2016-04-12). 

 

6.3.2 The role of water in the standard 

In the SAN Standard, there was five chapters, or so-called principles which SAN calls it, that 

concerned production of green coffee; Principle 2 Ecosystem conservation, Principle 4 Water 

conservation, Principle 8 Integrated crop management, Principle 9 Soil management and 

conservation and Principle 10 Integrated waste management. Together they include 38 criterion, 

whereby 28 criterion where related to water (74%). A summary of the 28 criterion, divided into the 

assessment criterion, can be found in Table 5, see Appendix for the full consolidated data-matrix. 

In the SAN-Standard 22 of the criterion are additional while 6 are mandatories. 19 are formulated in 

a clear way and the criterion relate to a more widespread range of issues where seven out of nine are 

covered. Destroyed ecosystems are in the top with 7 criterion and contaminated water and waste 

water with 6 criterion. 22 of the criterion are related to water quality, while 12 relates to water 

quantity. Water as a driver, or reason, for the criterion existents was the case for 12 out of 28.  
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Table 5. Summary of the results from the document analysis of SAN’s standard. 

 

6.4 UTZ 

UTZ is a non-profit organization and a non-state actor (Giuseppe Cipriani, Skype interview, 2016-03-

21). An UTZ certified product is grown in accordance to their Standard which operates through 

several official documents where The Code of Conduct and the commodity specific Coffee Module 

has been used as source for the document analysis (ibid). When a product is certified in accordance 

to the UTZ standard the product gets recognized by the UTZ logo (ibid) (Figure 9). The standard is 

directed both for individual certificate holder and group certificate holder (ibid). The Code of Conduct 

is divided into Individual and Group certification; both has been used as source in the document 

analysis (ibid). There is only one Coffee Module, but still divided into Individual and Group 

certification (ibid). The Individual Code applies when individual certificate holder is responsible for 

the whole farm and the certification, while the Group Code applies when a group is the certificate 

holder, through a cooperative or where several farmers working for one certificate (ibid).  

                                                     
Figure 9. UTZ´s logo. Source: (UTZ, 2016a) 
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6.4.1 Stakeholder participation in the standard-setting process 

A Skype interview with Giuseppe Cipriani, CB-Trainings coordinator, Standards and Certification 

Officer Coffee at UTZ, located in Amsterdam 2016-03-21 enabled to explore UTZ standard-setting 

process (Figure 10). First of all, worth to mention is what Giuseppe Cipriani said “The review process 

needs to be open for public consultation and needs to be substantially potential to including 

consultation from all different potential stakeholders that might be interested” (Skype interview, 

2016-03-21). However, the first step in their standard-setting process consists of receiving inputs 

from different types of stakeholders through four different platforms (Giuseppe Cipriani, Skype 

interview, 2016-03-21). Giuseppe Cipriani said that “We need to be receptive to any comments” and 

that “Farmers who are members of UTZ are personally contacted directly notified regarding the 

standard-setting process in order for them to know that they can bring comments (Skype interview, 

2016-03-21).  

Open-consultation is one platform which bring inputs and comments from all types of stakeholders, 

mainly from consumers, via all types of means like Facebook, emails and input during a meeting 

(Giuseppe Cipriani, Skype interview, 2016-03-21). Another platform is that UTZ invite to consultation 

(ibid). UTZ invite stakeholders which they have been working with before and want to have specific 

input from (ibid).  It could be any types of stakeholders but dependent on where the workshop take 

place the type of stakeholders differs; Workshops in Brazil for example is dominated by producers 

and Brazil Coffee association while workshops in Netherlands consist more of foreign office and 

NGOs (ibid).  

Another platform is the online-survey which is open and available for anyone, available in 12 

languages (Giuseppe Cipriani, Skype interview, 2016-03-21). The fourth platform is workshops face-

to-face (ibid). They are organized by UTZ region representatives, who is spread throughout the world 

(ibid). The UTZ region representatives possess knowledge of the local context (ibid). The workshops 

facilitate participation of a sample of producers that might not be capable to join the online survey, 

as well local NGOs, governmental representatives and all sorts of stakeholders (ibid).  

The comments from the two consultations, the online-survey and the workshops is brought together 

and end up, anonymous, in a big pot where all comments have equally value (Giuseppe Cipriani, 

Skype interview, 2016-03-21). This means that no stakeholder has more or less influence, this is the 

same during the whole Developing-process (ibid). The Standard department consisting of employees 

at UTZ develop a first proposal and thereafter a second input-round starts (ibid). A second open-

consultation round is taken place open for everyone to participate (via internet) as well workshops 
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where some specific stakeholders are invited (ibid). Similar to the first input-round, all collected 

comments get anonymous and has an equal value (ibid). Thus, for both the first and second input-

round the most inputs comes from farmers and technical implementers from Costa Rica and Brazil, 

as well NGO’s with more structural concerns like issues and social justice (ibid).  

A second proposal is developed by the Standard Department which is sent to the Standard 

Committee who formally reviews the Code of Conduct (UTZ Standard) and are responsible for the 

content of the Code of Conduct (Giuseppe Cipriani, Skype interview, 2016-03-21). The Standard 

Committee consist of representatives from all concerned stakeholders and represents a balance 

between interest’s industry, producers, certification bodies, geography (ibid). The Supervisory Board 

are the formal approval in the end and are the decision-makers (ibid). The Supervisory Board is a 

multi-stakeholder body which composition reflect a balance of all concern stakeholder where all 

members are experts within their interest (ibid). The Supervisory Board do not focus on the content 

of the proposal, rather than the standard-setting process are in line with ISEAL Alliance Codes of 

Good Practice (ibid). The Supervisory Board take decision based on democratic voting (ibid).   

                            
Figure 10. UTZ’s standard-setting process. Source: (Giuseppe Cipriani, Skype interview 2016-03-21). 

 

6.4.2 The role of water in the standard 

The Code of Conduct (both for Individual and Group certificate holder) and the Coffee Module has 

been the source for the document analysis. These documents are divided into four blocks, whereby 

Block A Management, Block B Farming practice and Block D Environment concerns production of 

green coffee. The three blocks include a total amount of 112 criterion, whereby 40 of them relates to 
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water, 36%. A summary of the 40 criterion, divided into the assessment criterion, can be found in 

Table 6, see Appendix for the full consolidated data-matrix. 

In the UTZ Standard 34 of the criterion are mandatory and 26 are formulated in a clear way. All Issues 

is covered while approximately half of all criterion concerns use of pesticides and fertilizers (47%) 

and the other half is spread among the eight others. 32 criterion relate to water quality and 18 to 

water quantity. For 16 of the criterion, water was the driver and reason for the criterion existent.  

 

Table 6. Summary of the results from the document analysis of UTZ’s standard. 
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7 Concluding results 

The research results and hence, the answers to my research questions is presented in the following 

chapter. The research results are based on the empirical results presented in chapter 6. Gulbrandsen 

(2010) writes in his research about level of participation, level of inclusiveness and level of 

stringency. I have made a similar classification, where the ecolabels are classified into higher/lower 

or more/less in relation to each other. This assist the comparison between the four case studies and 

provide a generalization, which is a crucial base for answering my research question and thereby my 

research results. 

7.1 Participation and inclusiveness in the standard-setting process 

The answer to SRQ1 “How are stakeholders invited to participate in the standard-setting process of 

third-party ecolabels for coffee?” is: stakeholders are invited to participate in the standard-setting 

process of third-party ecolabels for coffee, but mainly with inputs and comments which make their 

authority over impacting the content of the standard low. SRQ1 asks for participation, while 

Gulbrandsen writes about both participation and inclusiveness; where inclusiveness measures to 

which extent the participating stakeholders have the authority to impact the standards content 

(Fung, 2006).  

 

Table 7. Summary of stakeholder participation in the four ecolabels standard-setting process.  
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Common for all ecolabels standard-setting processes is that all concerned stakeholders are invited to 

participate in one or several steps (KRAV is an exception which I will come back to below). The 

number of steps in which stakeholders participate in varies among the ecolabels, as well how they 

participate (Table 7). Another common denominator is that NGO’s and producers were the most 

active ones among all stakeholders in all ecolabels standard-setting processes.  

Regarding how stakeholders participate, a common feature is that all stakeholders are invited to give 

inputs and comments. In EU-Organic and Rainforest Alliance standard-setting process, stakeholders 

were invited to contribute with inputs, comments, feedback and opinions. While UTZ invited all 

stakeholders to contribute with inputs and comments, and all stakeholders have representatives in 

the Standard Committee, which are responsible for reviewing the standards content. The final 

decisions are also taken by stakeholder representatives in the Supervisory Board. UTZ is thereby the 

only ecolabel and multi-stakeholder standard with shared decision-making (Pattberg’s, 2010). This 

give UTZ the highest level of participation and inclusiveness in relation to the others. None of the 

other standards included stakeholders in the decision-making,  

In KRAVs standard-setting process stakeholders participated in five out of six steps and they were 

invited to contribute with inputs and comments. Stakeholder representatives were also responsible 

in the creation of the first and second proposal through the Regulatory Committee. Still KRAV has a 

lower level of participation and inclusiveness than UTZ. The reason is that stakeholders involved in 

UTZ standard-setting process have authority to influence the standards content (Fung, 2006), which 

is not the case for stakeholders involved in KRAVs standard-setting process. Another reason 

concerning participation is that KRAV excludes all coffee producers in the standard-setting process. 

According to Gulbrandsen can this cause a risk for issues being excluded that are of particular 

interest to coffee producers special environmental condition (ibid). Large amounts of water are 

required for producing coffee and if no producers are invited to share their thoughts or influence 

there is a great risk of context-related issues being excluded and neglected.  

The answer to SRQ1 confirms Fransen & Kolk’s (2007) argument that stakeholder’s involvement and 

inclusiveness in the standard-setting process differ among the ecolabels. It also confirms Auld & 

Gulbrandsen (2010) claim that giving stakeholders have a voice does not necessarily mean provide 

influence in the content, which was the case for three out of the four standards. Fransen & Kolk’s 

(2007) make a distinction of inclusiveness between: truly involvement during the whole standard-

setting process and (only) stakeholder consultation. Fransen & Kolk would therefore suggest that UTZ 

truly involves stakeholders in the standard-setting process while EU-Organic and Rainforest Alliance 

don’t, and KRAV are in-between.   
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7.2 The role of water in the standard 

The answer to SRQ 2 “How do third-party ecolabels take water into consideration in their standards 

for coffee?” is: third-party ecolabels for coffee indeed do take water into consideration in their 

standards, but only to a certain extent.   

In the four standards: among all criterion concerning the production of green coffee - only 22 percent 

of those concerns water (Table 8). An interesting finding is that 96 percent of the criterion concern 

water quality while 35 percent of the criterion concerns water quantity. Water quality has thereby 

hence a larger focus than water quantity in the standards. Another finding is that half of all criterion 

concerns the issue of Use of pesticides and fertilizers, namely 56 criterion, of which only three 

mentioned water as a reason for why the criterion exists. 72 percent of the criterion did not mention 

water as a driver or a reason for why the criterion exist, while it was mentioned among 28 percent of 

the criterion. This is an indicator that water is not generally mentioned in standards. In contrast to 

criterions concerning Use of pesticides and fertilizers, 1 percent of the criterion concerned the Issue 

Soil evaporation and Crop transpiration and 4 percent of the criterion concerned Inefficient water 

use, these two Issues have consequently the least focus in the standards. Certified coffee fulfils the 

majority of the criterion in has standards, since 74 percent of the criterion in the standards are 

mandatory. The majority of the criterion in the standards are formulated in a clear way which would 

be an indicator that there is less risk of free interpretation and hence easier to measure its 

compliance and success. Based on my findings, there are no consistency among the ecolabels which 

criterion (divided into Issue) are mandatory or additional, if it is formulated in a clear or abstract way, 

or whether water is the driver for its existence.  

UTZ is consider to take water the most into consideration among the four ecolabels (stringency).  

This conclusion is based on that UTZ is the only standard in which criterion is cover all nine Issues. 

Almost half of UTZ criterion concern water quantity which is the highest percentage among them all 

ecolabels. 65 percent of the criterion have a clear formulation of which 85 percent are mandatory. 

When conducting the interviews, UTZ expressed clearest among them which crucial role water has 

within their standard and Giuseppe Cipriane specifically said: “water has a large focus in the standard 

as well in the organisation, especially when it comes to coffee as it is very water consuming” (Skype 

interview, 2016-03-21). Giuseppe Cipriani also expressed that the UTZ standard is important in the 

context of sustainable water use at the production sites and that farmers have changed to more 

sustainable way of managing water (Skype interview, 2016-03-21).  
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The Rainforest Alliance standard (SAN) ended up in a second place among the four. Of all criterion in 

the standard (regarding production of green coffee) 74 percent concern water which is the highest 

percentage among them all. Water seems to be of value in the standard since it was the reason for 

43 percent of the criterion existence. This is also the highest percentage among all ecolabels, 

especially in comparison to KRAV (6 percent). When interviewing Conrado Guinea Díaz (employee at 

SAN) he said: when “We are talking about a sustainable operation, of course water and soil are key 

elements for this” (Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). He added that “SAN standard is important in the 

context of sustainable water use at the production sites since the water consumption has reduced in 

huge amounts, especially where the demand for water is huge. The main reason is that several farms 

have started reuse the water while still keeping the quality” (Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). Although, 

79 percent of SANs criterion are additional where there is no requirement that they need to be 

fulfilled in order to be certified, which is partly why UTZ are in the first place.  

The strongest advantage with EU-Organic and KRAV is that all criterion is mandatory. In EU-Organic’s 

standard do half of all criterion (regarding the production of green coffee) concern water, which is a 

high percentage. On the other hand, when interviewing Varvara Bektasiadou (employee at European 

Commission) she stated that water is not prioritized in the standard and “water has not been a 

reason for adding a new or chaining the standard” (Telephone Interview, 2016-04-06). A similar 

answer was given by Lars Hällbom (employee at KRAV) “The issue of water is prioritized in the 

context of Swedish production. But the issue of water is not prioritized when it concerns production 

outside Sweden, which we know have the largest problem of water scarcity. The reason is that the 

issues of water is really complicated as different countries have different conditions and water 

situations, it is therefore hard to set-up general criteria’s” (Telephone interview 2016-04-08). 

According to Varvara Bektasiadou does EU-Organic address water issues in an indirect way as a large 

focus is on agronomic practices e.g. crop rotation, soil improvement, pest control etc. (Telephone 

Interview, 2016-04-06). My conclusion is therefore that KRAV take water more into consideration in 

their standard than EU-Organic. The reason is that KRAVs criterion concern more Issues than EU-

Organic and KRAVs criterion were to a larger extent formulated in a clear way. EU-Organic were the 

only standard lack criterion Issues concerning Solid waste and Destroyed ecosystems. 
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Table 8. Summary of the results from the document analysis from all four ecolabels. 

 

 

7.3  Relationship between stringency and participation 

The answer to my main research question “How does the relationship between stringency and 

participation take part in shaping the role of water within standards of third-party ecolabels for 

coffee?” is: based on the comparative case study the level of participation and inclusiveness may 

increase the level of stringency of which water is taken into consideration in standards. The answer is 

based on the answers from SRQ1 and SRQ2, both presented earlier in this chapter. 

UTZ has the highest level of inclusiveness among the four ecolabels. Fransen & Kolk (2007) would 

therefore suggest that UTZ has truly stakeholder’s participation. UTZ does also take water the most 

into consideration in their standard. For this reason, UTZ is a good example when high level of 

inclusiveness results in a standard with higher stringency (Gulbrandsen, 2010 ; Cashore et al., 2004). 

According to Gulbrandsen (2010) stringency is crucial for the standards efficiency and capacity in 

managing natural resources. This means that UTZ has large potential to change the producer practice 

and hence reduce the coffee productions impact on water resources. Due to UTZ inclusiveness it 
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compels producers to get certified, which is important as a critical mass of producers needs to be 

certified towards the standard before actually recognize a widespread change (Gulbrandsen, 2010). 

In contrast, EU-Organic (together with Rainforest Alliance) has the lowest level of inclusiveness 

among the studies ecolabels, since stakeholders are only invited to participate in one out of three 

steps, moreover only for contribute with inputs, comments and opinions. Fransen & Kolk (2007) 

would therefore suggest that EU-Organic’s stakeholder participation does only take place in terms of 

consultation. Franck (1990) argues that the level of inclusiveness impact what a standard actually 

produces which makes EU-Organic a good example since water has a low priority and play a minor 

role in the standard.  

Both UTZ and EU-Organic are good examples of where ecolabels level of participation and 

inclusiveness reflects the standards content, in this case to which extent water is taken into 

consideration. KRAV and Rainforest Alliance do not apply to this relationship, which is the reason for 

the answer to the MRQ that the level of participation and inclusiveness may increase the level of 

stringency whereby water is taken into consideration in standards. 

 

8 Concluding discussion 

8.1 Research results 

Based on my findings, the level of participation and inclusiveness may increase the level of stringency 

whereby water is taken into consideration in standards. UTZ and EU-Organic are good examples 

when this applies. UTZ emerges as having the highest level of participation and inclusiveness which 

has increase the standards stringency. In contrast, EU-Organic have the lowest level of participation 

and inclusiveness and water has minor focus in the standard. It is however important to keep in mind 

that there could be additional relationships that may factor into these findings which go beyond the 

scope of this particular study. However, within the scope of this study, the content of each standard 

is interpreted to represent reality on the ground which means that UTZ certified producers can 

change producer practices and thereby reduce the pressure on water resources when producing 

green coffee.  
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Tabel 9. Summary - Ecolabels level of participation and in which they take water into consideration. 

 

As reveals in my findings does the linkage not always apply, which is the scenario for KRAV and 

Rainforest Alliance. KRAV is on the third place regarding level of participation and inclusiveness and 

on a second place regarding waters role in the standard (Table 9). A possible explanation to why this 

appears is due to the absent of coffee producers participating in the standard-setting process. The 

current setting gives Swedish producers monopoly over coffee producers voice in the standard-

setting process, which get unrepresentative in many ways. Issues of interest for coffee producers e.g. 

are not heard and thereby neglected. My assumption is, by including coffee producers and producers 

located outside Sweden water would get increase focus within their standard. An additional reason 

for KRAV to include producers outside Sweden and coffee producers into the standard-setting is: by 

exclude producers outside Sweden KRAVs chances of changing producer’s practices will be reduced. 

The reason is that the standard become less attractive for producers since they have neither a voice, 

influence (Auld & Gulbrandsen, 2010) or authority over the impacting the standards content (Fung, 

2006). In this line of argument, it would not be possible to change producer practices to the extent 

that the coffee production’s impact on water resources reduces without attaining a critical mass of 

producers in the standard-setting process (Gulbrandsen, 2010). An additional reason is that ISEAL 

Alliance Codes of Good Practice requires that “even the most marginalized stakeholders should have 

a voice in standard-setting process” (ISEAL Alliance, 2006 p.1). Concerning ISEAL Alliance, both KRAV, 

UTZ and Rainforest Alliance are members of ISEAL Alliace which probably is one of the reason why 

their standard-setting process reminds of each other, in contrast to EU-Organic. Based on the 

findings I can draw the conclusion that seems to be no apparent relationship between being a ISEAL 

Alliance member and high level of participation and inclusiveness.  

In contrast to KRAV, Rainforest Alliance are on a third place regarding level of participation and 

inclusiveness, and on a second place concerning waters role in the standard. I found it difficult to find 

a plausible explanation as to why Rainforest Alliance stringency does match their level of 

participation and inclusiveness. A possible explanation however is, the participation patterns in the 

Rainforest Alliance standard-settings process (Franck, 1990), namely - who has the most influence. 

When interviewing Conrado Guinea Díaz he stated that producers, NGO’s and universities have the 
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largest influence in the standard-setting process (Skype Interview, 2016-04-12) while Gulbrandsen 

(2010) claims that the domination of NGO’s in the standard-setting process lead to higher stringency. 

The influence of NGO’s may have ‘driven-up’ the stringency. Similar with the involvement of 

producers from developing countries where particular issues to their social- and environmental 

conditions are being heard (Gulbrandsen, 2010). This probably increase waters role in the standard 

since water in general is a more pressing concern in developing countries. The third stakeholder who 

had great influence in the process are universities. Conrado Guinea Díaz claimed that “The academia 

has the strength of objectively of telling the truth in comparison to private stakeholders or 

governments, which is valuable for us” (Skype Interview, 2016-04-12). Unfortunately, there is limited 

academic literature regarding the benefits of participation of the academia in standard-setting 

processes. In my view, influence of the academic is a possible driver for a standards stringency, but 

further research is needed to confirm this claim. Overall, a common denominator among the 

ecolabels is that NGO’s and producers has the “largest influence” in the standard-setting processes. 

But, only one out of four, namely UTZ has a stringent standard (Boström, 2006 ; Pattberg, 2007). This 

is an additional indicator that inclusiveness seems to play a large role.  

According to my research ecolabels place more focus on water quality than water quantity. Where 

96 percent of the criterion concerns water quality while 35 percent concerns water quantity. On the 

other hand, among the identified coffee producing nations qualitative risk seems to be a more 

pressing concern that water stress (Table 1). I would still argue the current unbalance is to large. 

Water stress (as well qualitative stress) can become a more pressing concern in the future, along 

with the effects of climate change (Gleick, 2003). Ecolabels moreover tend to have large focus on use 

of pesticides and fertilizers and out of 56 criterion only three criterion mention water as the reason 

for why the criterion exist, a rather clear relationship. I have no possible explanation to this appear, 

more research is needed. Overall, 31 percent of the criterion in the standards mention water as a 

driver or a reason for its existents. This may serve as an indicator that water has limited focus in the 

standard, which it is since only 22 percent of all criterion (regarding the production of green coffee) 

concern water. Notably, as the agriculture sector itself stands for 70 percent of the total global water 

withdrawal, the limited focus on water in standards is further problematic since the relation makes 

the sector vulnerable when freshwater of high quality will become scare (Craswel et al., 2007). 

UTZ was the only ecolabel with a commodity specific standard for coffee production: The Coffee 

Module. While interviewing Giuseppe Cipriani he expressed that “The Coffee Module has the most 

criterion on water as the production of coffee is very water consuming” (Skype interview, 2016-03-

21). The Coffee Module exists in addition to the general standard which applies to all their 
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agriculture products. In my view the Coffee Module has a positive impact on UTZ stringency in the 

case of water and commodity specific standard could be valuable for all ecolabels in the context of 

stringency. Thus, it is probably more feasible for UTZ to a commodity specific standards since they 

only certify four productions (coffee, cocoa, tea and hazelnuts) while KRAV and EU-Organic certify 

several different agriculture products. 

EU-Organic is the only ecolabel among the four of which the organisation is a governmental 

institution while UTZ and Rainforest Alliance belongs to a non-profit and non-state organisations and 

KRAV to an economic association. A potential explanation why EU-Organic has low level of 

participation and inclusiveness and where water play a minor role in the standards is: EU-Organic is 

based on regulation and apply to all organic products produced or sold within EU. This mean that 

they operate on a widespread level, where more stakeholders are concerned and hence more 

interests to be taken into consideration. These interests consist of: Political interests need to be 

taken into consideration, member-states interests, producers, NGO’s, European citizens, consumers, 

third-country representatives etc. Gulbrandsen (2010) claims that when a large amount of interest 

needs to be taken into consideration agreement are hard to reach. A trade-off between inclusiveness 

and decision-making efficiency is therefore sometimes necessary (Gulbrandsen, 2010). EU-Organic 

may have prioritized decision-making efficiency before inclusiveness.  

KRAV is the only ecolabel where stakeholders are involved in creation of proposals in the standard-

setting process. In my view, stakeholders who are involved in the creation of proposals have the 

possibility to influence and indirectly steer the standards content. An interesting topic for further 

research is therefore to investigate how stakeholder involvement in the creation of proposals impact 

the standards stringency. Another topic, disconnected from the discussion above. At different times 

are stakeholders involved in the standard-setting process through stakeholders’ representatives 

(Expert hearings, Regulatory Committee, Standard Committee and the Supervisory Board). My view 

is, there is risk when a representative shall represent a stakeholder group since those can act on self-

interest rather on behave of the stakeholder groups interest. Another aspect linked to this topic, 

which I did not investigate, is how the stakeholder representatives were appointed from their 

organization: whether they were democratically elected or if they got directly appointed due to 

belonging in the stakeholder groups elite.  

This study cannot confirm that coffee production systems certified with UTZ have less impact on 

water resources than, for example, KRAV, even though my findings conclude that UTZ takes water 

more into consideration than KRAV. Thus, within the scope of this study, the content of each 

standard is interpreted to represent reality on the ground (i.e. agricultural practices of certified 
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producers). For future research and inquiry of the potential of ecolabels, I would suggest looking into 

how the standards are transformed into practice, their compliance level, auditing processes, as well 

visiting producers. Another similar aspect, it is important to be aware that producers certified 

towards ecolabels (e.g. UTZ) is not an assurance for using practices with less impact on water 

resources than producers who is not certified. 

 

8.2 Theoretical limitations 

Concerning stringency, the weaknesses with stringent standards is according to Gulbrandsen (2010) 

that producers can have reduced capacity to comply. Based on my findings, this will not appear as 

long the participation and inclusiveness is high. I perceive this claim contradictory to his own 

research in which he argues that standards stringency and content is determined by level of 

participation and inclusiveness (Gulbrandsen, 2010). And, why would the producers accept a 

standard they do not have the capacity to comply?  

An expected benefit from multi-stakeholder standards is according to Fransen & Kolk (2007) that the 

standards are formulated very specifically. Based on my document analysis, only 63 percent of the 

criterion in the standards were formulated in a clear way, whereby all ecolabels are so called multi-

stakeholder standards. In UTZ standards were 65 percent formulated in a clear way. Whether a 

standard is specific or not in its formulation is of great importance in terms of its expectations of 

compliance and measurability. 

Answers to the research questions were dependent on the result from the comparative case study. 

In the case of participation, in order to compare I needed to classify the four differently. I lacked 

examples on ideal standards with high level of participation, which would have facilitated the 

comparison. Thus, Fransen & Kolk (2007) made some sort of distinction between different types of 

inclusiveness which was helpful but I could be even clearer.  

 

8.3 Research method 

The method of using interviews as a way of collecting data entail some potential risks that impact the 

overall research result. I conducted expert interviews where people who possess certain kind of 

knowledge of the standard-setting process were interviewed (Esaiasson et al., 2012). By using the 

method snowball selection each ecolabel, themselves selected a person for me to interview (Bryman, 
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2012). My involvement in that process was limited. The risk is that ecolabels interpret the term 

experts differently and “The term expert might end up being used inflationary and finally anybody 

might be seen as an expert” (Bogner, Littig & Menz, 2009, p.18). I realised during my interviews that 

the expert’s level of knowledge and experience about the standard-setting process would determine 

my research results. When interviewing EU-Organic’s Varvara Bektasiadou there were several 

questions she could not answer. In the end it did not impact my research results since she came back 

to me when the answer after asking her colleagues. Another potential risk is that I used the interview 

answers rather trusting, made generalizations and draw conclusions, which I later based my research 

answers on. The result is therefore based on the assumption that the interviews answers correspond 

with reality and are true. The expert shall act deputy for the whole organization (Bogner, Littig & 

Menz, 2009) but they are still subjective in favour of the respondent’s position (Burnham, 2004) 

namely as employed at the organization behind the ecolabel. The research results would probably 

differ if I interviewed all concerned stakeholders in the standard-setting processes. The research 

result would also be more comprehensive. Another, general- and overall risk with interviews is that 

the interviewed know its part in the research and can therefore “polish the truth” by not answering 

100 percent correct, conscious or unconscious (Webb et al., 1966 as cited in Bryman, 2012). All the 

above aspects and risk with interviews and specifically expert interviews can impact the research 

validity. Validity is determined through to which extent the result is secure and that “we measure 

what we claim to measure” (Esaiasson et al., 2012).  

It was slightly problematic to answer SRQ2 “How do third-party ecolabels take water into 

consideration in their standards for coffee” since the standards are found to be quite different. For 

example, the number of criterion vary, EU-Organic has 11 and UTZ 40. Obviously, it is easier for UTZ 

to cover all nine identified Issues. Another example is, 74 percent of all criterion (28 out of 38) in the 

UTZ standard in the cultivation process concerned water. The same number for KRAV was 11 percent 

(31 out of 296). This means, in the end KRAV has more criterion than UTZ concerning water while 

UTZ has a greater percentage than KRAV. A further example is, all of EU-Organics 11 criterion are 

mandatory while only 85 percent of UTZ criterion is mandatory. But 85 percent of UTZ criterion is 34, 

which means, in the end UTZ has more criterion that are mandatory than KRAV. 

 

8.4 What to expect from ecolabels considering the issue of water?  

Based on my findings, I conclude that we may in general have low expectations as regards to the 

inclusion of water issues in ecolabels. Similar points have been made, for example, van Amstel et al. 
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(2008) argued that ecolabels “[…] is an inadequate means to tackle complex environmental 

problems” (p.2) and where ecolabels, at a marginal level, reduce the impact on water resources 

(Gulbrandsen’s, 2010). The current coexistence between governmental regulations and ecolabels as 

instruments for reducing the environmental impact from the global food system is therefore 

valuable. While, the expectations to include put on sustainability standards in society may be high, 

this study showed that even for commodities particularly associated with adverse impacts on water 

quantity and quality, these standard-setting processes did not produce standards that sufficiently 

prioritizes these issues. With this conclusion in mind it is hard to not bring up the questions whether 

it is reasonable that some of the ecolabels are called sustainability standards, especially for EU-

Organic and KRAV. However, ecolabels can still possess a certain value in the context of water, thus 

highly limited. Its value is also specific depending where some ecolabels are more valuable than 

other in the context of water. Ecolabels also have value regarding other issues, that is not 

investigated in this research, like biodiversity or social issues like labour force, health issues, human 

rights etc. An added value is that ecolabels indirect develop awareness rising (van Amstel et al., 

2008).  

8.5 Can the results be generalized?  

I conducted a comparative case study where I drew generalizations based on the four ecolabels. The 

research result from SRQ1 “stakeholders are invited to participate in the standard-setting process of 

third-party ecolabels for coffee, but mainly with inputs and comments which make their authority 

over impacting the standard content low” can possibly be generalized to other third-party ecolabels 

and in which certify other agriculture products than coffee. The reason is that this answer applies to 

EU-Organic, KRAV and Rainforest Alliance while UTZ is an exception. 

Similar with the research result from SRQ2 “third-party ecolabels for coffee indeed do take water 

into consideration in their standards, but only to a certain extent”. This can be generalized to all 

agriculture products that the four ecolabels certify since UTZ was the only ecolabel with a commodity 

specific standard for coffee in addition to the general standard.  

The answer from the MRQ is also considered as generalizable to other agriculture products the four 

ecolabels certify as well to other third-party ecolabels, since the level of stringency to a large extent 

only is a consequent from participation, and thereby not commodity specific. The conclusion that we 

may have low expectations on ecolabels in the context of water issues could maybe be applied to all 

ecolabels and their environmental-related issues e.g. biodiversity, deforestation, soil.  
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9 Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how third-party ecolabels take water into consideration 

within their standards, and relate these findings to their associated standard-setting process, through 

which the content of the standard is determined. Based on my findings, the level of participation and 

inclusiveness may increase the level of stringency whereby water is taken into consideration in 

standards. UTZ and EU-Organic is good examples when the relationship applies. UTZ has the highest 

level of participation consisting of shared authority over impacting the standards content, and take 

water into consideration in the standard. Within the scope of this study, the content of each 

standard is interpreted to represent reality on the ground which means that UTZ certified producers 

can change producer practices and thereby reduce the pressure on water resources when producing 

green coffee. 

 

Fransen & Kolk (2007) claims that “[…] it is not always clear that multi-stakeholder standards are 

truly multi-stakeholder in their operations” (p.678). I confirm this claim. All four ecolabels are multi-

stakeholder standards whereas only UTZ invited stakeholders for participating in the decision-

making. A common pattern for the three other ecolabels is that stakeholders are invited to 

participate, but mainly with inputs and comments which make their actual authority over impacting 

the standards content is low. Another finding is that third-party ecolabels for coffee indeed do take 

water into consideration in their standards, but only to a limited extent. For example, only 22 

percent of the criterion in the standards (regarding the production of green coffee) concerns water 

and among the criterion concerning water 31 percent mention water as a driver or a reason for its 

existents. This may serve as an indicator that water has limited focus in the standard. Standards focus 

mostly on criterion relating to water quality and the use of pesticides and fertilizers.  

 

Based on the research results I make the conclusion that we may have generally quite low 

expectations on ecolabels and sustainability standards in the issue of water. The current coexistence 

between governmental regulations and ecolabels as instruments for reducing the environmental 

impact from the global food system is therefore valuable. I make the conclusion that truly 

involvement of stakeholders in the standard-setting process has the potential to improve waters role 

in ecolabels. However, on order to know ecolabels capacity of problem-solving in the case of water, 

further research and inquiry of the potential of ecolabels, I would suggest looking into how the 

standards are transformed into practice, their compliance level, auditing processes, as well visiting 

producers would be needed.  
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Interview questions and guide                                                        
when interviewing organizations behind different ecolabels 

 

Name of the organization: 

Location:  

Name of the person being interviewed: 

What position the person being interviewed has:  

 

Starting questions:   
x When a new criterion adds into the standard, please describe in broad terms the steps included in that 

process?  
o Are there rules of procedure for this process? 

Birth of a new criterion: 
x What trigger the idea of a new criterion? 

o What is the reason behind / based on what? 
o Have the issues of water use been a reason for adding a new, or changing a criterion? 
o Which stakeholder are “behind” the idea of a new criteria? 

Development and formation of a new criterion: 
x Who is invited to participate in the development and formation of a new criterion? 
x Can anyone, who wishes, participate? 
x Which type of stakeholder participate? Companies, municipalities, producers (farmers), NGOs, 

environmental NGOs, consumers etc.?  
x Which stakeholder have shown to be particularly influential in the development of new criterion? 

 

Decision-making: 
x How is it determined which criteria to include in the standard?  
x Who is involved in that process?  
x Which type of stakeholder participate? Companies, retailers, municipalities, producers (farmers), 

NGOs, environmental NGOs, consumers, etc.? 
x Which stakeholder have shown to be particularly influential in the decision of including a new criterion 

into the standard?  
x Who decide if the criteria implementation level is mandatory or additional? 

Final questions:  
x Is the issue of water prioritized in the standard? 
x Do you consider your standard an important tool for improving water management patterns at 

production sites (i.e. for more sustainable water consumption?  
x Are there any plans to expand the focus on water? If so:  

o Why and in what way? 

 


