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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: The new EU Organic Regulation 848/2018 allows group certification to be applied to EU organic smallholders.
Theory of change Group certification is endorsed by IFOAM-Organics International and is the dominant approach to certify small
Smallholders

organic farmers in many non-EU countries. This study provides a cross-case study evaluation of the future
implementation of group certification among organic smallholders in Italy. A Theory of Change logic model is
used as the analytical framework to evaluate the outcomes and impacts of such implementation. By using
multiple sources of evidence, and triangulating them, the study establishes four profiles of potential adopters.
Groups of small fruit and vegetable farms producing one main product and implementing formal coordination
mechanism among the members, such as delivery contracts and internal standard for quality controls, seems to
be more likely to adopt Group Certification. Groups that may be unlikely to adopt are those composed by farmers
producing various products and using several market channels. The paper also uncovers the critical points of the
new Organic Regulation concerning group certification and provides insights into policy interventions and other
mechanisms that may help or hinder transition towards more inclusive, transparent and accountable organic

Organic farming
Internal control system
Case study research

food systems.

1. Introduction

The potential contribution of organic farming to the provision of
public goods has been the subject of intensive debate among scholars of
many disciplines (see among others Eyhorn et al., 2019; Gabriel et al.,
2013; Reganold and Wachter, 2016; Seufert and Ramankutty, 2017;
Smith et al., 2019). As part of the new European Green Deal, the Eu-
ropean Farm to Fork strategy establishes organic agriculture as a key
instrument for the provision of ecosystem services to society (EC, 2020).
To stimulate the supply of organic products in EU member states, an
ambitious goal to increase the share of EU organic farmland to 25% by
2030 was set. Over the past ten years, the EU organic sector has already
experienced significant growth opportunities, mainly owing to policy
support and growing market demand. In line with this development,
many EU farmers have converted to organic farming each year,
contributing to reach an organic share of total farmland of 7.7% in, 2018
(FIBL and AMI, 2020). However, to meet the objective set by the EC
strategy in a way that reflects the different farm structure in different EU
countries, policy makers need to be aware of the potential role that
smallholder farmers can play in the development of the organic sector in
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Europe. In Italy, as in many other EU countries, many small farms are
located in marginal areas (Guiomar et al., 2018; Salvioni et al., 2014)
where they already adopt ecological production systems and provide
important ecosystem services to the rural community (Guiomar et al.,
2018; Zanoli et al., 2010). In 2016, there were almost 1.2 million farms
in Italy. Of these, 62% had less than 5 ha utilized agricultural area
(UAA), which together represent about 12% of the total UAA in Italy
(EUROSTAT, 2020). Nevertheless, in Italy, in recent years, the growth in
terms of organic farmers has been lower that the growth in terms of
organic land, confirming the ongoing challenges facing small to
medium-sized farms in the sector. According to the latest official data,
since 2010 the number of organic operators has grown by 69%, while
UAA have increased by 79% (SINAB, 2020a; SINAB, 2020b); currently,
the average UAA of Italian organic farms is more than 30% higher
compared with the average UAA of all farms in Italy (EUROSTAT, 2020).

The farmers’ motivations for adopting and maintaining organic
standards have been explored through various qualitative and quanti-
tative studies in Europe (see among others Dabbert et al., 2014; Lapple,
2010; Lapple and Kelley, 2013; Sahm et al., 2013; Serebrennikov et al.,
2020). Most of these empirical works demonstrated that, beside
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ideological and ethical motivations, factors influencing farm economic
viability are likely to play a major role in a farmer’s decision regarding
the adoption or maintenance of organic standards, especially for
smallholders (Serebrennikov et al., 2020; Zanoli et al., 2010). Relevant
factors include: the level of subsidies paid to farmers, access to profitable
and value-added markets, compliance with organic standards as well as
costs regarding organic certification and control (Bouttes et al., 2019;
Darnhofer et al., 2005; Sahm et al., 2013; Zanoli et al., 2010). The
organic certification system is at the heart of the current EU Regulation
(EC, 2007) and entails diverse types of transaction costs that must be at
least partly borne by the organic farmers. A more efficient and cost-
effective certification system would contribute to a significant reduc-
tion of costs in the organic supply chain, generating opportunities in
terms of adoption of organic farming practices by the EU smallholder
farmers (Dabbert et al., 2014; Zanoli et al., 2014).

The new EU organic Regulation 848/2018 (EU, 2018), coming into
force in January 2022 introduces several changes to the existing control
and certification system. The main novelty is the extension of group
certification (GC), previously accepted only for imports from developing
third countries in the equivalence regime, to EU small organic farmers.
After the implementation of the new regulation, a group of small organic
farmers can get organised and be certified as a single entity. GC requires
the implementation of an internal control system and that the compli-
ance of each member of the group is verified by internal controllers
under internal control system. Afterwards, an external control body
controls the internal control system and performs spot-check re-controls
on a predetermined number of randomly-designated individual mem-
bers of the group (See Appendix A for the structure of the EU organic
certification process). The Regulation defines certain rules for the
groups to be certified under GC. Accordingly, members should have
maximum 5 ha (0.5 ha for greenhouse or 15 ha for grassland) or
maximum EUR 25,000 annual turnover (or total output from organic
EUR 15,000 or certification costs are 2% higher than turnover). Besides,
members should be in geographical proximity to each other and mar-
keting of the organic products should be managed through a joint
marketing system (See Appendix B for a summary of the GC re-
quirements under the Regulation).

The main rationale of GC is to reduce bureaucratic overkill and
certification costs for smallholders (Herrmann and Steidle, 2013; Stolze
et al., 2012). Outside the EU, the concept of GC has been applied in
organic agriculture over the past twenty years. The International
Federation of Organic Agricultural Movements (IFOAM) included GC in
its accreditation criteria and guidelines back in 1994. In 2003, IFOAM
submitted its position paper on GC to the European Commission (EC).
The EC adopted the GC approach for the first time in 2003 for imported
organic products (EC, 2003) and in 2008, published the ‘Guidelines on
Imports of Organic Products into the European Union’ to allow the
organic GC outside of the EU (EC, 2008). To the best of our knowledge,
there are no official statistics available on GC. According to recent es-
timations (Meinshausen et al., 2019), more than 2.6 million (80%)
organic producers in the world, mainly in Africa, Asia and Latin Amer-
ica, can reach the global organic market through internal control system
based certification. Coffee and cocoa are the primary organic products
provided by GC together with some other commodities (e.g. sugar,
cotton, bananas). Besides, the GC approach is applied in other various
voluntary sustainability certification schemes; Fairtrade International,
The Rainforest Alliance and UTZ certification programs certify around
3.5 million farmers globally (Meinshausen et al., 2019). The Global
Partnership for Good Agricultural Practice (GLOBALG.A.P.) certifies
fruits and vegetables, aquaculture and livestock products under GC.
Elements similar to GC, such as the organisation of farmers in groups,
can be found in a Participatory Guarantee System (PGS). However, a
PGS is a self-regulated system (Sacchi et al., 2015) and more local-
market oriented, remaining still marginal on the global scale (Fouil-
leux and Loconto, 2017).

The impact of organic and other sustainability certification standards
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on smallholders’ farmers has been the subject of previous research,
mainly in developing countries. Several studies have shown the positive
economic impact of certification on farmer income in terms of price
premiums, reduced vulnerability against market fluctuations, higher
yield and product quality as well as fewer production risks (Arnould
et al., 2009; Bolwig et al., 2009; Karki et al., 2016; Ruben et al., 2009;
Valkila and Nygren, 2010). Few studies found no impact of certification
on smallholders income due to lower land or labour productivity (Akoyi
and Maertens, 2018), absent/insignificant price premiums (Akyoo and
Lazaro, 2008) or poor organizational structure of the farmer co-
operatives (Jena et al., 2012). Improved capacity building, enhanced
organizational capabilities, better education and sanitation were
mentioned as social benefits of certification (Lima et al., 2009; Raynolds
et al., 2004; Ruben and Zuniga, 2011). In the case of GC, organisations
are expected to monitor and train the members. Consequently, the
impact assessment of GC would be affected by both certification and
characteristics of the organisation that influences members (Ssebunya
et al., 2019).

The main objective of this study was to evaluate the feasibility of GC
that will come into force with the new EU organic Regulation and to
assess the potential impact of the adoption of GC on smallholders in an
exemplary context. The choice of Italy as a case-study country was not
just based on convenience. Italy has been a pioneer country for organic
farming in Europe and also has one of the most complex certification and
inspection system (Zezza et al., 2020). ACCREDIA, the Italian accredi-
tation agency for certification bodies, has among the most complex
systems to classify non-compliance, which is very demanding for certi-
fiers and farmers (Gambelli et al., 2014b; Gambelli et al., 2014a; Zanoli
et al., 2014). Among the European countries, Italy is the one which has
the highest number of small farms. According to (ISTAT, 2016), about
63% of the total Italian agricultural holdings have less than 5 ha.
Therefore, the adoption of GC potentially significant, given it could
introduce simplifications for low-risk, small family farmers and poten-
tial cost reductions. In absolute term, Italy had the third largest organic
area in 2019, with almost two million hectares, representing about 14%
of EU agricultural area cultivated organically; and the highest number of
organic producers which, at over 70,000, represent more than 20% of
the EU total (Willer et al., 2021). Proportionally, Italy is among the
European countries with the highest organic share of the total agricul-
tural land (15.2%) and the highest organic share of the total farms
(6,2%) (SINAB, 2020a; Willer et al., 2021). However, the latest data also
show that while in the last two years the development of the whole
sector remained relatively stable in terms of both number of organic
producers and agricultural land, in several Italian regions the number of
organic farmers has reduced ranging from a minimum of 1 to a
maximum of 8% (SINAB, 2020b). There are many possible explanations
for this development pattern. Among these, difficulties with certification
(e.g., the bureaucratic overkill of inspection procedures and impact of
certification costs of family farm budgets) might explain reversion to
conventional agriculture, as previously discussed in literature (Sahm
et al., 2013; Zanoli et al., 2010). Group certification is advocated as a
mean to achieve more cost-effective inspection procedures for small-
holders (Auer, 2012).

A secondary objective was to draw some policy recommendations for
the implementation of the Regulation and its future amendments.

The research was designed as a multiple-case embedded case study.
Multiple cases were selected for theoretical relevance, based on a priori
theoretical assumptions on their readiness to adopt GC. Each case
embedded different units of analysis, as different perspectives were
collected within the same case from various sources and informants.

2. Material and methods
2.1. Theoretical framework and conceptual approach

In this study, a theory-of-change (ToC) logic model was developed to
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evaluate the potential outcomes and impacts of introducing GC in the EU
organic sector. The ToC has been applied to assess the social and eco-
nomic impact of specific projects (Vogel, 2012). Recently, it has been
used to evaluate the impact of various certification schemes (e.g., ISEAL
Alliance, 2017; Romero and Putz, 2018). ToC explains a chain of oc-
currences or events over a long period (Vogel, 2012). In impact studies,
ToC is used to explain the change process by defining the causal linkages
of a project or an initiative. The identified changes are mapped, showing
how an action is taken to lead to the end-results. According to Gertler
et al. (2016), the ToC can be represented by a diagram considering four
main components: Input, Output, Outcome, and Impact. In this study,
the focus was on three main types of actors involved in the organic
certification system, namely farmers, group leaders, and control bodies.

Fig. 1 illustrates the ToC applied to the case study by showing the
expected changes/impacts deriving from the adoption of GC in organic
farming. The Inputs are represented by the three main components of GC
defined by the EU Reg. 848/18 Article 36: the set-up and functioning of
the internal control system, the set-up of a joint marketing system and
the external controls by control bodies.

The Output is the direct effect of the implementation of the GC legal
requirements (Input). The governance mechanisms of the GC will lead to
an improvement of the inter-firm relationships and interdependency.
The governance used by the group of farmers to define the functioning of
internal control system and Joint marketing can be divided into formal
and informal coordination mechanisms (Nassimbeni, 2004). Written
agreements, bureaucratic control, and production planning define the
formal mechanisms between the parties and are considered essential
instruments to coordinate the GC activities. Many authors (see, among
others, Kreutzer et al., 2016; Nassimbeni, 2004; Poppo and Zenger,
2002) have observed that inter-firm relationships involve more than just
formal mechanisms. There are unwritten, informal behavioural rules
that emerge from the inter-firm relationship itself, such as shared values
and goals, trust, etc. Kreutzer et al. (2016) confirm that formal and
informal controls complement each other in their influence on perfor-
mance outcomes, with a high level of informal mechanisms enhancing
the positive effect of formal arrangements, and vice versa. In Fig. 1, the
intermediate effect (Outcome) is represented by the improvement of the
economic and managerial performance of supply chains, such as better
product quality, reduced non-compliances, reduced cost of certification,
reduced opportunity costs of bureaucratic overkill, and increased mar-
keting effectiveness (Naspetti et al., 2011; Simatupang and Sridharan,
2004). These four concepts were used to build the research protocol and
to assess potential advantages /challenges of GC. We assume that these
intermediate effects can make a significant contribution to the uptake
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and the continuation of organic farming practices by smallholders
(Impact) (Bouttes et al., 2019; Darnhofer et al., 2005; Sahm et al., 2013;
Zanoli et al., 2010).

A cross-case synthesis was performed to assess the potential adap-
tation of Italian organic farmer groups to GC. According to Yin (2018),
the case-study approach allows investigating a contemporary phenom-
enon with its real-life context using multiple sources of evidence to
answer ‘how’ and the ‘why’ questions especially if the boundaries be-
tween phenomenon and context are not clear yet. In a case-based
approach to cross-case synthesis, the aim is to retain the holistic fea-
tures of each case while being able to compare or synthesise any within-
case patterns across the individual cases (Sinkovics, 2018; Yin, 2018).

The diffusion model of innovation, first developed by Rogers (1983)
was used to analyse case study evidence and evaluate the effect of the
adoption of GC existing among Italian organic groups. Accordingly, each
of the nine cases analysed in this research (see Section 2.2 for more
details) was classified based on two main dimensions:

The first dimension concerns the expected effort made by the group
to implement GC. We assume that the higher the level of inter-firm
relationship in the supply chain, the lower the effort needed to acti-
vate the elements of GC (e.g. implementation of internal control system,
joint marketing initiatives). To establish whether or not the group of
farmers has a high-level of inter-firm relationship with their members —
thus, it is potentially ‘ready’ to activate GC -, the following factors were
selected based on relevant literature (De Toni et al., 1995; Naspetti et al.,
2011; Simatupang and Sridharan, 2004):

- Contracts and production planning;

- Mandatory sale of products by the farmers through the group;

- Adoption of an internal standard for quality controls (e.g. existing
GlobalG.A.P);

- Provision of field advisory services;

- Provision of agricultural inputs such as seeds and fertilisers;

- Financial support to cover certification costs.

An index of ‘Readiness’ (R) was defined as

IF;
Ri=—
IFtot;

where IF; is the total number of inter-firm relationship factors observed
in the i-th group of farmers, and IFtot; is the maximum number of inter-
relationship factors found in the same group. When no inter-relationship
factors were identified at the group (i), this resulted in IF; = 0. R;
theoretically ranges between R; = O (i.e. at the time of the interview, the

Grou, Cerlilr]::::gns:(;nm onents e e QUICOME:
STOUR, P Direct Effects Intermediate Effects
Establishment of ICS /
Performance of internal Farmers: A
ICS managed by the | controls
group leader [T} Reduced certification cost
Bureaucratic management | Retention | Reduced cost of bureaucracy
Training / Technical assistance | Collective 1 Reduced risk of NC
Investments on staff and structure | sanction | Market stability
I | o>
|  Creationand : Farmer groups organization
Joint management of | maintenance of |
supply and sales | ’"“‘:]:';';:':i“:q | Increased certification cost
Collective marketing [~ > [EREretons ok 1] Investment for human resources
Contract management T Increased product quality
Common production plan — Reduced risk of NC
Joint marketing Supply stability
Increased market opportunity
CBs
Third party controlon |
sampling base Qualification'of i

Adaptation of procedures

Fig. 1. Theory of change logic model (source: own elaboration).
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group of farmers shows a low level of inter-firm relationship, meaning
that a substantial change in the managerial organisation is needed to set
up the GC system) and R; = 1 (i.e. at the time of the interview, the group
of farmers shows a high level of inter-firm relationship, meaning that the
GC system can be implemented without any specific changes in the
managerial asset).

The second dimension concerns the expected level of impact of the
GC in terms of the characteristics of small farmers adopting or main-
taining organic farming practices. We assume that, for each group of
farmers, the higher is the number of factors facilitating the adoption of
GC, the higher is the impact of the GC in the group of farmers. The
following facilitating factors mentioned below were selected from the
relevant literature (Meinshausen et al., 2019; EU, 2018; EC, 2008):

- Members’ characteristics (more than 50% consist of small farmers
according to the EU Reg. 848/18 Article 36);

- Similar production systems of members;

- Members are in geographical proximity to each other;

- Members are specialised in one type of production (e.g. production of
vegetables only);

- Certified products are usually sold to only one buyer;

- Members have high certification costs (for more than 50% of the
farms, the individual certification cost represents more than 2% of
their agricultural turnover);

An index of ‘Expected Impact’ (I;) was defined as:

,_ _FF
'~ FFror;

where FF; is the total number of facilitating factors observed in the i-th
group of farmers, and FFtot; is the maximum number of facilitating
factors found in the same group. When no facilitating factors were
identified for i, this resulted in FF; = 0. I; theoretically ranges between I;
= 0 (i.e. the adoption of GC is expected to have a low impact in terms of
the number of farmers potentially involved) and I; = 1 (i.e. the adoption
of GC is expected to have a high impact in terms of the number of
farmers potentially involved).

2.2. Selection of cases and data collection

Cases are not samples, and case study research differs from both
surveys and experiments. Case studies are the best at answering ques-
tions on the ‘how’ and the ‘why’ of social phenomena. In multiple-case
studies like this one, a replication logic is used to select cases: 1. literal
replication, to duplicate similar conditions than other cases, predicting
similar results; 2. theoretical replication, to predict contrasting results for
anticipated changes in the conditions, bearing some theoretical interest
(Yin, 2018). Overall, seven cases from the existing organic farmer
groups and two cases chosen among organic districts were selected in
order to assess their potential adoption of GC in Italy. An organic district
or bio-district is “a geographical area where farmers, citizens, tourist
operators, associations and public authorities enter into an agreement
for the sustainable management of local resources, based on organic
principles and practices, aiming at the fulfilment of the economic and
sociocultural potential of the territory” (Basile, 2017, p.1). The first
organic district was established in Italy in 2009 and has become a point
of reference for other similar initiatives across all Europe. In ten years,
the growth of these initiatives has been massive, placing Italy among the
leading countries in the EU in terms of organic districts. So far, 32 dis-
tricts have been officially established in 11 Italian regions from north to
south (Facchini, 2020). Organic Districts, according to the new Euro-
pean action plan for the development of organic production, should
have the aim to (EC, 2021) foster networking among local and small-
scale organic operators.

Different levels of a priori compliance with the criteria of the recently
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adopted EU organic Regulation (EU, 2018), regional differences, diverse
crops groups (cereals, vegetables, fruits, olive and livestock) and organic
certification by different certification bodies were considered in the
selection process (See Table 1 for the short description of the cases).
Besides, four control bodies and one organic farmers’ association were
involved into the study for data triangulation with expert views on GC in
Italy.

Following the choice of cases, in-depth interview guidelines for each
case and interviewee type (farmer group, farmer, Organic Districts,
control bodies, and farmers’ association) were developed based on the
case study protocol. Open-ended questions allowing probing were for-
malised within two blocks. The first block addressed the description of
the structure and the functioning of the relevant supply chain. The
second block concerned the adoption of GC and the potential advantages
as well as challenges in terms of costs, product quality, certification
effectiveness, and market opportunities. At the end of each interview,
interviewees were asked to express their opinion on any other potential
challenges or success factors that could be relevant for GC. Interviewees
were chosen based on their current role in the cases and general back-
ground/experience in the organic sector. In total, twenty-eight (either
in-person or online) interview were performed in Italy between
November and December 2019. In detail, nine leaders/managers of the

Table 1
List of selected cases.
Case Region Description
acronym
ReB North A cooperative of 32 small- to medium-sized organic

East farmers, producing and marketing organic vegetables
through local shops and supermarkets. About 20% of the
farmers are eligible for GC being small in size. Farms are
distributed over a large area.
A cooperative of 400 organic farmers, producing cereals
for organic pasta production. The cooperative has
facilities for organic pasta production and works for
domestic and foreign markets. About 10% of the farmers
are eligible for GC being small in size. Farms are
distributed over Italy.
VaG North A cooperative of 110 small organic and conventional
East farmers, producing mainly vegetables that are sold to
local supermarkets and shops. About 50% of the farmers
are organic, and about 95% eligible for GC being small in
size. Farms are distributed over a small area.
LaB North A cooperative of about 400 conventional and organic
East livestock farmers (about 10% organic), collecting milk
from the members to produce cheese, milk, and yoghurt.
Products are sold to local and national markets. About
10 to 15% of farmers are eligible for GC being small in
size. Farms are distributed over a tiny highland region.
MeL North A consortium of 3400 members producing conventional
East and organic apples. About 137 farmers are organic.
Almost all members are eligible for GC as small farmers.
Farms are distributed over a small area.
A consortium of 70 organic farmers producing cereals
and pulses mainly. Products are sold in bulk to
processors, while vegetables and fruits are sold to local
markets. About 15% of the farmers are eligible for GC
being small in size. Farms are distributed at the regional
level.
A cooperative of 400 conventional and organic farmers
(20% organic) producing and processing olive. Olive oil
is sold to local and national markets. Almost all members
are eligible for GC as small farmers.
vdav?® North An organic district with high potential of small farms
West that can meet the GC criteria. The main activities consist
of fruit and livestock production. Few livestock
producers may have grassland higher than 15 ha
(remaining annual turnover less than EUR 25,000).
An organic district with high potential of small farms
that can meet the GC criteria. There are only a few
medium-large sized farmers. The main crop is olive
grown by small farmers.

MoB Centre

CoB South

NuC South

CiL* South

 Organic Districts.
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cases, fourteen farmers from farmer groups (two for each) and five ex-
perts who are general directors of control bodies and organic farmers’
association were interviewed. Farmers were chosen considering their
potential eligibility for GC according to New Regulation (i.e., maximum
5 ha or annual turnover of less than EUR 25,000). Interviewees were
made aware of the objectives of the study and signed informed consent
and privacy forms. Interviews on average lasted 35 min.

Based on the theoretical framework developed in Section 2.1, the
impact of GC was analysed by identifying and coding the perceived
changes according to four analytical constructs: (i) impact on costs; (ii)
impact on the market; (iii) impact on product quality; (iv) impact on
non-compliance (NC).

The findings of the coding process were grouped into the different
profiles of the supply chain, identified based on the index developed in
the theoretical framework. By triangulating multiple sources of infor-
mation (interviews, desk research) and the views of different in-
vestigators in data analysis and interpretation, the convergence of
evidence may be achieved.

3. Results and discussion

The results of the study are presented and discussed following two
main themes. The first concerns the potential adoption of GC in Italy,
focusing on the impacts of GC for both smallholder producers and group
leaders. The second theme refers to policy and regulatory issues stem-
ming out from the case study results, discussing recommendations for
the implementation of the Regulation and its future amendments.

3.1. Adoption of GC in Italy

Based on the results of the analysis of Readiness and Expected Impact
indexes, the cases were classified under four profiles (Fig. 2): (i) Groups
‘ready to adopt’ GC; (ii) Groups having ‘competitive advantage’ in the
transition to GC; (iii) Groups of ‘unlikely adopters’, and (iv) Groups of
potentially ‘late adopters’. The findings are organised and discussed
around these four profiles. A table setting out the scores of each case
study for the 12 factors included in the two indexes can be found in
Appendix C, while Table 2 provides a summary of potential impacts of
GC for farmers and group leaders considering each profile.

3.1.1. Groups ‘ready to adopt’
Three cases (MeL, NuC, and VaG) out of nine are classified under this
profile. One of the distinguishing features of this profile is the existence
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of high levels of inter-firm relationships. Besides, the number of farmers
included in each group, which could benefit from GC, is relatively high.
The groups included in this profile are characterised by farms specialised
in horticultural products, with an average size of about 2 ha. However,
some of these farmers have an annual turnover which exceeds EUR
20,000, mainly in fruit supply chains in northern Italy (MeL).

Some of these groups have adopted other certification programs,
such as GLOBALG.A.P. option two or ISO 22000. These voluntary pro-
grams have a similar GC approach that is based on internal control
system (Meinshausen et al., 2019). The internal control system required
by the organic GC could be easily adopted by using the existing struc-
tural and managerial resources of these programs, leading to significant
opportunities for the group leaders in terms of cost-effective improve-
ment of the current control and certification activities. These results are
consistent with those found in Gambelli et al. (2014b) and Fouilleux and
Loconto (2017), who confirm the positive impact of farmer’s partici-
pation in other certification schemes besides the organic regulation on
both costs and compliance with organic standards.

Both group leaders and farmers agreed that GC could be cheaper for
producers than individual certification. This is particularly true for the
fruit and vegetable farmers where the annual certification fee is the
major relevant expenditure respect to the total cost of organic certifi-
cation (Stolze et al., 2012). In general, the results of this study are
consistent with those of Pinto et al. (2014), though in a different
geographical and regulatory context. On the other hand, the case study
findings show that the introduction of GC would not lead to any sig-
nificant change in the cost of the bureaucratic handling of the certifi-
cation for the farmers, as the groups included in this profile already
support producers for all the activities connected to the certification
process.

Based on interview results, GC would not contribute to further
increasing either the level of product quality or the effectiveness of the
quality assurance system as these supply chains have already invested a
lot of resources in the management of quality and safety issues. The
internal control system set-up under the GlobalG.A.P. and the ISO 22000
standards are already considered as a useful tool for achieving quality
control and improvement (Santacoloma, 2013). The impact on the risks
of non-compliance, for the same reasons, is null.

Joint marketing of certified products through the cooperative/con-
sortium is not perceived as a limitation for the farmers as they are highly
specialised in horticulture or fruit production and, mostly, they are
characterised by a minimal number of products and marketing channels.
The group already represents the only possible market channel. Farmers

Readiness
R;
Max. Min.
Max.
MeL NuC
VaG vdv
— CiL
Expected . .
impact Ready to adopt “Late adopters”
I. ' LaB
i
CoB
MoB
; — ReB
Min. “"Competitive advantage” “Unlikely adopters”

Fig. 2. Profile matrix.
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Table 2

Summary of member characteristics and key impacts of GC by profiles.

Ecological Economics 187 (2021) 107107

Ready to adopt

Competitive advantage

Unlikely adopters’

Late adopters’

Members Mainly specialised in fruits/vegetables, = Mainly specialised in cereal/legume
the average farms size is around 2 ha farming or livestock production.
and they are in geographical proximity. ~ Several farms are medium-large sized
(>5 ha). Groups of arable farmers
usually scattered over a vast area.

Impact on Technical assistance for farming and Although technical assistance for
costs bureaucratic support for certificationis  farming is provided, investment is

already provided to farmers. Internal needed for the establishment of
control system already exist for the internal control system and
management of other internal standard  qualification of internal controllers.
for quality control. No additional

investment is needed for the

implementation of the internal control

system.

Impact on No impact is expected as joint Cooperatives specialised on cereals/
the marketing of certified products through ~ legumes need to organize marketing of
market the cooperative already represents the other crops coming from members who

only possible market channel. have mixed farming systems. This may
cause additional responsibilities and
costs.

Impact on No significant impact is expected on No significant impact is expected on
product product quality; group leaders already product quality; group leaders already
quality provide farmers with technical provide farmers with technical

assistance on quality and safety issues. assistance on quality and safety issues.

Impact on No significant impact is expected in No significant impact is expected in
NC term of reduction of NCs, as the group term of reduction of NCs, as the group

already implement a well organised
internal quality management system.

already implement a well organised
internal quality management system.

Group composed by farmers
producing various products and using
several market channels. The majority
of farms are medium-large size (>5
ha) and scattered in a vast area.

The number of farmers entering into
GC criteria is limited but considerable
investments are needed for technical
and managerial resources such as
logistics, technical assistance and
internal control system which is not
established yet.

Common marketing may limit the
farmers independence, especially for
farmers producing large amount of
products.

internal control system is expected to
improve both the product quality and
the inter-firm relationship.

Reduction of NCs is expected as
internal control system can improve
the effectiveness of the control
activities.

Mainly specialised in fruits/
vegetables or livestock production.
The majority of farms are small-
medium size (<5 ha) and distributed
in a very small geographical area.
organic districts can help farmers to
set up an organised supply chain and
to implement internal control
system. By this way, certification cost
for small farmers may decrease
significantly.

Range and amount of products
marketed as organic can increase
through GC with the entrance of new
farmers to the organic certification
system.

internal control system is expected to
improve both the product quality and
the inter-firm relationships

Reduction of NCs is expected as
internal control system can improve
the effectiveness of the control
activities.

enjoy the exclusive contractual partnership with the group, as it brings a
relatively secured demand in the medium and long term. Together with
other studies conducted to analyse organic supply chain performance in
Europe (Kottila and Ronni, 2008; Orsini et al., 2019), this case study
suggests that farmers do not perceive exclusive contractual partnership
as a significant limitation in case of either long-term or cooperative
supply agreements.

3.1.2. Groups with ‘competitive advantage’

The cases included in this profile (MoB and LaB) have many similar
elements with the previous one, as they currently adopt many formal
and informal mechanisms for the planning of their activities. Their well-
organised structure can facilitate the transition to GC. For these groups,
motives for adoption appear to be the same as those found for the groups
‘ready to adopt’: reduced cost of certification, and similar quality
assurance, safety, and risk of non-compliance. However, potential bar-
riers to the adoption of GC may be found in the structure and size of the
farmers belonging to this group. For example, the mixed farming sys-
tems adopted by MoB producers could limit the implementation of GC.
The cooperative makes contracts with farmers for cereal and legumes
and is not interested in other products such as olives and grapes.
Including other products in GC would require the group leader to take on
additional responsibilities for the planning and inspection of the addi-
tional crop or livestock activities such as the establishment of agree-
ments with buyers for the commercialisation of the relative products or
the setting up of new quality management systems. Our findings are in
line with those of (Darnhofer et al., 2009), who emphasised the rising
difficulties encountered by the organic supply chain to provide effective
and efficient strategies to promote smallholder farmers diversifications.

Geographical proximity is another important aspect that may hinder
the development of GC in the cereal supply chain. Those working in the
cereal sector are composed of farms that are usually scattered over a vast
area, making it more difficult and costly for the internal control system
to monitor. The case study results confirm that the macro-environment
of the farm embeds several barriers for the development of the organic
supply chain, as had been suggested in other studies (Kaltoft and Ris-
gaard, 2006; Sahm et al., 2013).

MoB and LaB have several large and medium farms members that are
bigger than the threshold set by the EU regulation. According to the
interviews, the exclusion of them from the GC may have negative con-
sequences for the creation of a favourable environment for the adoption
of GC. These results are consistent with those of Bechini et al. (2020)
who indicated that the endorsement from other farmers is a strong
determinant to farmer’s decision to adopt an innovation.

3.1.3. Groups of ‘unlikely adopters’

Two cases (ReB and CoB) are classified as ‘unlikely adopters’, as the
high efforts that they could potentially make to increase their collabo-
rative planning may not be followed by a significant impact in terms of
the number of farms involved in the group. They are characterised by a
loose interdependence among operators, and the adoption of the GC
system would require considerable investments in technological and
managerial resources (i.e. logistics, technical assistance, set-up of an
internal control system). Moreover, they operate in an environment
where the expected impact could be relatively low compared to the
others. Structural and socio-economic characteristics of the members (e.
g., high occurrence of medium/large farms in the group; the presence of
non-organic farms; farmers scattered over a vast area) hinder the po-
tential benefits of GC for this profile. Also, many interviewed experts
identified some concerns regarding the presence in the groups of farms
with mixed farming systems. These farms may find difficult to comply
with the criteria of joint marketing, as they currently produce a diverse
products that they sell to different market channels.

The most important benefit perceived by the farmers of these groups
is the reduction of the inspection fee to be paid to the control bodies,
which is felt as one of the most relevant differential costs for organic
operators. Besides, the interviewed operators perceived GC as a way to
significantly reduce the time spent in bureaucratic handling of
certification.

In these groups, where internal control system is not yet imple-
mented, the setting up and the running of such system is perceived by
both farmers and group leaders as an expensive activity. Nevertheless,
similarly to other studies (Preifiel and Reckling, 2010; Taufik, 2019), the
internal control system concept is perceived by both farmers and group
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leaders as a viable tool that may guarantee a durable effect in estab-
lishing quality assurance mechanisms as well as a high impact on the
prevention of severe non-compliances and frauds.

The group leaders of the two cooperatives have a clear perception of
the benefit they can gain from the implementation of GC in terms of
value chain improvements. For example, in CoB, the joint effort to in-
crease product quality and a more efficient internal control system are
seen as critical to develop a shared understanding of the customer re-
quirements and to develop the market further. The case study findings
do not contradict those of Lindh and Olsson (2010), who highlight the
value of close formal relations between the actors of the organic supply
chain when addressing consumer concerns about product
characteristics.

Likewise, GC may have the potential to strengthen the group’s
management capacity and help the establishment of an informal
mechanism of governance, such as trust, collective sanctions, and
reputation. From this perspective, GC can play an inclusive role, helping
small farmers better position themselves in the group and the commu-
nity. GC could help other small farmers in the area in joining the group,
as it can help farmers work together and strengthen their managerial
and technical skills. According to the interviewees, collective marketing
could encourage farmers to increase the level of compliance with the
standards, as the joined ownership of the quality of the product may
affect both trust and reputation. These findings are consistent with those
of Ton (2008) and Romero Granja and Wollni (2019), who analyse the
role of trust and reputation in the prevention of opportunistic behaviour
in groups of smallholder farmers.

The results of this case study indicate that groups of farmers classi-
fied as ‘unlikely adopters’ are those who may benefit more from GC.
However, it is unclear if, currently, these benefits are worth the effort.

3.1.4. Groups of potentially ‘late adopters’

According to the representatives of two organic districts, GC offers
the possibility of creating conditions for smart and competitive supply
chains within organic districts. Organic districts have the advantage of
being a delimited geographical area where farmers and citizens, repre-
sented by associations and public authorities, already set up an agree-
ment for the sustainable management of local resources. Besides, in the
two organic district cases, as in most of the organic districts in Italy, the
share of both the number of organic farms and organic land area is
higher compared to the respective regional average (Pugliese et al.,
2015). Here, internal control system is easier to implement, as the local
communities can help in checking the compliance of the supply chains
with the EU organic regulations. Also, farmers are more motivated since
they are aware of playing an important role in the local community.
Literature has already provided strong evidence concerning the poten-
tial of local communities to self-organize the promotion sustainable
territorial development (Ostrom, 2014; Sturla et al., 2019).

However, to activate GC, a propulsive role of processors and retailers
is needed. In accordance with studies conducted to analyse the potential
of ‘food hub’ for local economies in EU rural areas (Berti and Mulligan,
2016), this case study results indicate that organic districts can facilitate
this transition by helping small farmers set up an organised supply chain
and to implement internal control system for food quality certification.
As a good deal of diversification of agricultural products usually char-
acterises organic districts, a various range of products can be included in
organic certification thanks to GC. organic districts may promote the
setting up of territorial guarantee schemes as an alternative to the single
internal control system linked to the buyer or processor. According to
the representatives of two organic districts, these systems would prevent
farmers in the organic districts from joining more than one internal
control system group, with a significant reduction of direct costs and
bureaucracy.

However, there are two main aspects which could hinder the crea-
tion of a common internal control system specifically dedicated to
organic districts: (i) the absence of national regulations defining the
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roles of organic districts may limit their activities as manager of internal
control system; (ii) so far, there is no clear guidance nor established rules
about the setting up of joint marketing systems for the products pro-
duced by the group. It is not clear, for instance, if an association of co-
operatives or groups may be an acceptable legal entity for GC under the
new Organic Regulation.

3.2. Critical regulatory aspects

The research provided several successful examples for GC imple-
mentation along with cases where further work needs to be done by the
group leader in terms of collaborative planning before a GC system can
be set up. In such a context, a stable and more transparent policy
framework reducing the uncertainty about requirements for group cer-
tification at the EU and national level might be fundamental for the
future development of GC. According to the expert interviews conducted
in this research, the following aspects can be considered for possible
future amendments of the GC requirements given in the new regulation.

3.2.1. Group structure and farm size

The new EU Organic Regulation, coming into force in 2022, clearly
defines criteria for the inclusion of small farms in the concept of GC (EU,
2018). The results of this case study showed that some existing farmer
groups, especially those working with fruits and vegetables, are
currently meeting the requirements set up by the EU regulation, as
specialised farms with a land size lower than 5 ha characterise almost all
of their members. However, the annual turnover of these farms usually
exceeds EUR 20,000. The cereal cases showed an opposite scenario, as
the farms under these groups are generally larger in hectares, but with a
very low annual turnover. For the organic farmers, the average inspec-
tion fee in all studied cases represents more than 2% of the yearly farm
turnover. However, this percentage varies a lot among sectors. Lower
fees can be found in the arable sector, whereas in the fruit and vegetable
sectors the fees represent on average about 8% of the annual turnover.
These results are consistent with the findings of Stolze et al. (2012).
They show the difficulty which may be encountered by the competent
authorities to verify if farms can be included in or excluded from the
group. As the supply chains are composed not only of members who
meet the restrictions, it is important to consider the possibility to include
even medium and large farms in the group, providing that they should
be controlled annually. Exclusion of medium and large farms from the
group may be a limiting factor for the development of GC in EU coun-
tries for many reasons: (i) without the medium and large farms, some
groups would probably be very small (e.g., MoB has 40 small farms out
of 400, while CoB only 10 out of 70). Small group size would make the
internal control system less efficient, thus reducing the benefit for the
farmers in terms of costs saved for certification; (ii) in some marginal
areas, where the only way to sell products for farmers, regardless of
whether they are large or small, is to be part of a farmer group, the
exclusion of medium and large farms from GC may have substantial
implications in terms of information sharing and decision synchronisa-
tion. According to Simatupang and Sridharan (2004), these are two
important enablers of long-term collaboration which can bring to a
better overall performance of the group. In general, long-term collabo-
ration— as shown by Parvathi and Waibel (2016) and Ssebunya et al.
(2019) —is the factor explaining most of the benefits of GC. Land size and
annual turnover, according to the EU Regulation 2018/848, Article 36, 1
(b), form the bases for making farms eligible to GC (EU, 2018). However,
as stated by Guiomar et al. (2018), there is no generally accepted
measure of farm size in the economic literature and therefore there can
be no strict definition of smallholder farm. Alternative ways of defining
smallholder farmers should be explored in future amendments, consid-
ering also the role of small-scale agriculture in local economy (Khalil
et al., 2017).
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3.2.2. Joint marketing and farm dependence

Joint or collective marketing of the certified crops by the group is one
of the fundamental requirements in GC. The certification is provided for
the group, and the farmers cannot sell their product as organic indi-
vidually. In the case of monoculture (e.g. dairy livestock) or highly
specialised supply chain (e.g. apple, olive), farmers usually produce only
one or few products, which are all sold through the group. In these cases,
farmers do not seek alternative selling channels or, due to the nature of
the product or region, alternative channels even do not exist. In these
supply chains, both the group leader (usually a cooperative) and the
farmers benefit from the high level of inter-dependency generated by
joint marketing, as it can help to reduce supply chain risk and trans-
action costs (Niu et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2014). However, there are
several other groups in Italy where small- and medium-sized farmers
have a relatively large variety of products that they usually sell through
as many market channels. In these specific cases, joint marketing can
bind the farmers to a situation of non-mutual dependence, where the less
dependent partner (the group leader) tends to exert greater control over
the decision. The more dependent partner (the farmers) is the most
vulnerable to potential threats and coercion (Van Lange and Rusbult,
2012). Likewise, in the case where the group leader is not interested in
or capable to buy all crops, farmers may be forced to sell their products
as conventional, thus losing the relative organic premium price. In the
long term, this situation may hinder the development of diversified
farming systems, with several consequences in both economic and
environmental terms (Lin, 2011). Management of transactions among
the operators remains a complicated issue given that the organic cer-
tificate is issued to the group and not to the individual farmer. Policy-
makers must consider the possibility to redefine the concept of joint
marketing, at least for the groups composed by farmers producing a
large variety of products.

3.2.3. Geographic proximity

The geographic proximity of group members is one of the GC re-
quirements included in the new EU organic regulation. The similarity in
production systems and geographic proximity of the members can also
be found in the IFOAM norms (IFOAM, 2014). However, no specific
details are provided so far by these regulations for geographical prox-
imity. The results of the present study showed that in the majority of
cases, organic farms are distributed over a very small region and close to
each other. However, there are some groups with members scattered
over the whole national territory. As detailed rules on geographical
proximity would be hard to define, the definition of prescriptive rules on
geographic proximity and homogeneity of production may have the
unintended effect to hinder the implementation of GC further. This
hindrance would be worst in the cases where the number of organic
farmers in the group is low and scattered in more than one region.

3.2.4. Setting up and functioning of internal control system
Non-compliance (NC) at the group/internal control system level
causes the withdrawal of the certification for all members of the group.
In the case of an individual farmer’s non-compliance, the consequences
can be the exclusion of the farmer from organic certification. Besides,
individual non-compliance may also have impact on the organic integ-
rity of group products; consequently, the certificate of the group can be
withdrawn as a whole. According to the interviews conducted with
control bodies and group leaders, two main issues have emerged as
crucial in this respect. First, more precise and harmonised guidelines for
dealing with NCs and sanctions in GC are needed. Second, continuous
training of the farmers about organic production rules is of great
importance for the sound functioning of the system. Additional stan-
dards for the set-up and operation of internal control system, including
regular risk assessments, should ensure efficient application of internal
controls. Another critical aspect that is under evaluation by the Com-
mission is the maximum number of farmers allowed in a group and the
minimum number of the farmers to be inspected by the external control

Ecological Economics 187 (2021) 107107

body. According to control bodies interviewed in this research, groups
need to be large enough to run a viable internal control system, while the
minimum number of farmers to be controlled by control bodies should
be affordable but large enough to guarantee consumer trust for both
small and large groups. In line with studies conducted to analyse the
feasibility of risk-based inspection in organic farming (Gambelli et al.,
2014a; Zanoli et al., 2014), this paper suggest that additional standards
for the set-up and operation of internal control system, including regular
risk assessments, should be implemented to ensure efficient application
of internal controls. As described by Zorn et al. (2013) the integration of
method developed for quantitative risk analysis would assist both in-
ternal control system inspectors and control bodies, allowing them to
plan better targeted inspections, and hence contribute to a more cost-
effective system.

4. Conclusion

Small organic farms contribute to the maintenance of the European
rural landscape, with its associated cultural and ethical values (Lefebvre
et al., 2012). The recognition of their potential contribution to agricul-
tural policy objectives in the EU is the cornerstone to develop policies
aiming at reducing the certification burden for small organic farmers.

This case study results suggest that GC, initially developed for small
farmers in developing countries, might be a viable solution also for small
farmers in the EU. Especially smallholders involved in highly specialised
supply chains, such as fruit and vegetable growers, could benefit from
GC. Furthermore, GC is promising for farmer groups with a strong
collaborative approach, which are interested in investing resources in
establishing an internal control system.

The study highlights several aspects connected to the implementa-
tion of GC that may influence smallholders to convert to or maintain
organic production methods. These are mainly related to the reduction
of the cost of certification through coordinated internal control system
and to the implementation and maintenance of quality assurance sys-
tems. A well-functioning internal control system, with continuous
training of the actors involved, can improve organic production system
quality and reduce the risk of non-compliances. At the same time,
farmers can benefit from the reduction of both the cost for the control
visit and the opportunity costs connected to bureaucratic efforts needed
for the organic certification. Several aspects should be considered in the
secondary legislation, which is currently being prepared by the EU
Commission and the member states, to fully exploit the potential of GC
in EU countries. One of the areas where more explicit guidelines are
required is related to the joint marketing of group products. The EU
regulation does not clearly define if individual member farmers are
allowed to sell part of their production as organics to other buyers.
However, this issue is controversial, as a strict interpretation of the joint
marketing criterion may bring farmers into a strong dependency rela-
tionship with buyers and, in some cases, undermine the diversification
of the farm crops.

Another concern is related to the definition of specific rules related to
the structure and composition of a group of operators. Although the EU
regulation clearly defines criteria for the inclusion of farms in the
concept of GC, no specific indications were provided regarding the
possibility to include medium and large size farms in the GC. Results of
our study indicate that the exclusion of medium and large farms from the
GC could be an obstacle to the creation of new organic groups, as it may
seriously affect its governance and operations. A mechanism should be
found to ensure that medium and large size farms could be part of the
group even if not benefiting from GC.

The results of the case study suggest that, regardless of whether a
supply chain is composed of small or large producers, GC may help in
differentiating between minimum requirements and improvement of all
production systems. As the intention of the EU organic regulation is not
only to verify that operators follow minimal rules, but that they
continuously improve the effectiveness of their systems, GC can be
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considered as a viable tool to integrate a more developmental perspec-
tive in the current EU organic sector.

To encourage the development of groups of organic farmers in Italy,
a wide range of supportive measures should be introduced at both EU
and member states level. These include not only financial incentives for
the establishment and maintenance of groups of farmers but also in-
formation activities (i.e. communication by organic districts) which may
help small farmers, processors and retailers to set up an organised supply
chain. By creating a more inclusive and efficient organic agricultural
system, the post-2020 CAP might be a decisive tool to trigger this pro-
cess. With the ‘new delivery model’ framework, EU member states have
the possibility to design the CAP to match their specific context. The
creation of Eco-Schemes under pillar 1 of the CAP allows member states
supporting a wide range of environmental actions, some of which may
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be specifically addressed to group of small organic farmers implement-
ing the GC. Furthermore, the reinforcement of the Agricultural Knowl-
edge and Innovation Systems (AKIS) under the pillar 2 of the CAP may
stimulate collaborative and learning networks among smallholders,
where, besides the technological innovation, social and organizational
innovations for internal control system setting up and functioning could
be experimented.
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Appendix A. Structure of the organic certification process according to EU (No 2018/848)

[ EU Regulation No 2018/848 }

Defines organic productionrules, group certification parameters

for I certification task: Certifies conformity of the operaiors or group of
operators o the EU Regulation according to the contrl results

Certification Body (CB) ‘

CB controls ICS of the group
and a minimum number of
small operators annually

Production rules

Group of Operators
Establishes ICS, conirols eachmember to verify their

compliance with the EU Regulation, sells products with joirt
marketing system after certification by CB

A S Y B
sl EE]

{ Small ][ Small ]{ Small ] -
Operator | | Operator | | Operator

Consumer

} Buys organic certified products |

CB controls single
operator annually

Production rules

Single Operator
ble for ensuring that the requirements of EU
Regulation are met and sell products as organic afier

certification by CB

According to the EU Organic Regulation No 2018/848 (EU, 2018) there are two certification options that may be applied:

(i) Certification of single operator’ which is similar to what was endorsed under the previous regulation. In this case, the certification of the
farmer”s compliance with the organic standards is done by an authorized public or private control body at least once a year, including an on-

the-spot inspection. The certificate is issued for the single operator.

(i) Certification of ‘group of operators’, which is composed of farmers” or operators establish a documented internal control system that should
enact all control procedures and activities. The compliance of each member of the group is verified by an identified person or body, as defined
by the internal control system. The control body conducts on-the-spot inspections on an annual basis, including the verification of the func-
tioning of the group internal control system and annual controls of a minimum number of members. Finally, the organic certificate is issued to

the whole group, with an annex including the list of group members.

Appendix B. Summary of rules for operator groups according to EU (No 2018/848)

Reference Theme Requirements

Art.361(a) Type of members

placing on the market of food or feed (p. 41).

Group members could be farmers or operators that produce algae or aquaculture animals; they may be engaged in processing, preparation or

(continued on next page)

! Operator means the natural or legal persons responsible for ensuring that the requirements of the organic regulation are met at every stage of production,
preparation and distribution that are under their control (EC, 2007. P.4; EU, 2018, p.18)
2 Farmer means a natural or legal person, or a group of natural or legal persons, regardless of the legal status of that group and its members under national law, who

exercises an agricultural activity (EU, 2018, p.18)
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(continued)
Reference Theme Requirements
Art. 36 1 Eligible members Members should have an annual turnover of less than EUR 25,000 (or total output from organic of less than EUR 15,000 or certification costs
(b) that are more than 2% of turnover) OR; Members should have maximum 5 ha (0,5 ha in the case of greenhouses or 15 ha exclusively in the
case of permanent grassland) (p. 41, 42).
Art. 36 1 Legal status Group of operators should have legal personality (p. 42).
@
Art.361(e)  Geographical The group should be composed of members whose production activities take place in geographical proximity to each other (p. 42).
proximity
Art. 36 1 (f)  Joint marketing The group shall set up a joint marketing system for the products produced by the group (p.42).
Art.361(g) internal control Establish a system for internal controls comprising a documented set of control activities and procedures (p.42).
system
Art. 36 2 Collective sanction Authorized control bodies shall withdraw the organic certificate for the whole group where deficiencies of the internal control system or non-

compliance by individual members affect the integrity of organic products (p.42).

Appendix C. Readiness and expected impact scores by cases

Indexes Factors Scores by cases (1 = yes, 0 = no)
ReB MoB VaG LaB MeL CoB NuC vdav CiL
Readiness Existing contracts/production planning 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
Mandatory sale of through the group 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
Adoption of an internal control system 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
Provision of field advisory services 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
Provision of agricultural inputs 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
Financial support for certification 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Total 2 4 4 5 6 2 4 1 1
Expected Impact >50% of members are small farmers 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1
Similar production systems of members 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
Members are in geographical proximity 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
Specialised members in one type production 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
Products are usually sold to only one buyer 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
>50% of members have high certification costs 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Total 1 0 6 4 5 0 6 3 5
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