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Abstract:  
 
 
The production of soy in Brazil has been linked with serious ecological impacts. In order to curb 
environmental problems, there have been established public-private initiatives such as the “Round Tables”, 
focused on the creation of standards to make value chains of commodities products more sustainable.  The 
present study focuses on identifying the motives and challenges of the adoption of the Roundtable on 
Responsible Soy (RTRS) certification amongst Brazilian soy producers.  
 
The results show the adoption of the RTRS among large producer is mainly driven by potential higher prices 
and access to new markets. Medium and small producer adopt the scheme in order to improve their technical 
capacity and ability to meet social and environmental regulation. On the other hand lack of demand for RTRS 
certified soy seems to be the main challenge for producers to adopt the certification. The gained insights will  
provide practioners and academics a basis for exploring possible solutions to overcome such challenges and at 
the same time, boost the adoption of the RTRS amongst Brazilian producers. 
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Summary: 
 
The production, transportation and consumption of food are some of the areas of the economy that produces 
more significant impacts on the environment. Agriculture, for example, has serious implications in terms of 
water consumption and eutrophication. Food production on a large scale could have a significant ecological 
impact in countries like Brazil, where the food industry is the backbone of the economy. One of the crops that 
produce the greatest impact is soy. The use of soy as biofuels and the consequent increment of global demand 
have boosted the cultivation in areas of special environmental interest. 
 
In order to curb environmental problems, there have been established public-private initiatives such as the 
“Round Tables”, focused on the creation of standards to make value chains of commodities products more 
sustainable. For example, the Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) is a certification scheme that aims to 
promote responsible soy production through the development of five principles: a) Legal compliance and 
good business practice, b) Responsible labour conditions, c) Responsible community relations, d) 
Environmental responsibility, and e) Good agricultural practices. The purpose of the study is to investigate the 
motives and challenges regarding implementation of The Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 
certification scheme amongst Brazilian soy producers. 
 
Despite the threat to biodiversity, environmental protection is not the main motivation of Brazilian producers. 
This study found the adoption of the RTRS among large producer is mainly driven by economic reasons 
(potential higher prices and access to new markets). Medium and small producer, besides the economic 
remuneration, also aim towards improving the technical capacity and their ability to meet social and 
environmental regulation. Although there appears to be evidence of an increase in the demand for RTRS soy, 
the main challenge identified by producers was the lack of a strong market for certified soy.  After the 
economic challenges, the legal and technical adjustment seems to be the main obstacle for the adoption of the 
RTRS, especially among small and medium producers.  
 
One of the possible ways to overcome the present challenges is to increase promotion of the RTRS initiative 
amongst final clients. Similarly, is necessary to create more strategies (such as a more accessible version of 
RTRS and free training) to facilitate adoption of the standard by small-medium producers, which have 
generally fewer technical and economic resources.  
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1. Introduction  
 
The production, transportation and consumption of food are some of the areas of the economy that produces 
significant impacts on the environment (DEFRA, 2006 p.26). According to a  study conducted by the 
University of Manchester (DEFRA, 2006 p.26), food production has serious implications in terms of water 
consumption and eutrophication, hence the ecosystem’s response to artificial or natural substances. In 
addition, the supply chain of food products has a high consumption of energy and produces emissions that 
contribute greatly to the process of global warming (DEFRA, 2006 p.26).  
 
 Food production on a large scale has a significant ecological impact in countries where the food industry is 
the backbone of the economy. For example, Brazil, the largest country in South America, has an area of crops 
of approximately 60 million hectares and is expected to increase another 10 million in the coming years 
(MAPA, 2010 p.64).  A study carried by the Ministry of Agriculture of Brazil states that agribusiness 
represents nearly 33% of the Brazilian Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and about 42% of its exports (Lora, 
2012 p.4).  The special conditions of Brazil gives it the potential to become a leading global provider of food 
in the coming years, especially in crops such as soybeans, corn, wheat, rice and beans, and in meat products 
like beef, pork and chicken (Ruviaro et al, 2012 p.10). The ecological impact of increasing food production in 
the Brazilian ecosystem is not fully understood and the development is hard to predict.  
 
Studies suggest certain crops, like soy for example, could have a significant impact on the Brazilian 
biodiversity. The use of soy as biofuels and the consequent increment of global demand has boosted the 
cultivation in areas of special environmental interest, such as the amazon ecosystem (Fearnside, 2001 p.23).  
In addition to deforestation, soybean production has been associated with an increase in the use of herbicides 
(glyphosate) and other agrochemicals that in the long run could have a direct impact on surface water bodies, 
groundwater and produce changes in soil properties (Tomei & Upham, 2009 p. 3895). The environmental 
impact is not only related to the crop itself, but also, there are a number of environmental and social impacts 
associated with the massive infrastructure (highways, power generation plants, ports) needed to transport and 
commercialize soybean on an industrial level (Fearnside 2001). 
 
On the social aspect, soy production in Brazil has also been linked with the displacement of small farmers by 
capital intensive companies, which have large-scale production that requires great areas of arable land 
(Fearnside, 2001 p.27). Some studies on biodiversity suggest that the use of agrochemicals to combat diseases 
and insects inside the crops have impacted negatively the health of people living in surrounding areas 
(Fearnside, 2001 p.27). Some rural communities living near these fields have reported “incidences of cancer, 
respiratory illness and fetal abnormalities” (Tomei & Upham, 2009 p. 3896).  
 
The problem of rising production of soybeans in Brazil is quite complex if one considers that the expansion is 
inevitably attached with a tangled system of supply-demand at global scale.  Factors, once considered 
isolated, such as the increasing demand of soy from China and the declining production in the United States, 
have now, direct impact on the sustainability of remote Brazilian ecosystems and communities (Fearnside 
2001, p.34). In addition to this, other factors that affect production are government subsidies, national policies 
and local environmental regulations (Fearnside, 2001 p.34). 
 
As an side effect of globalization, control of environmental impacts in the life cycle of food products is 
becoming more complex, due mostly to the diversification of both producers and consumers (Blair et al. 
,2008 p.36). This situation is alarming when one considers that, in many cases, environmental control relies 
on the hands of local authorities that are characterized for being “weak, corrupt or incompetent” (Ibid). This 
has led to the creation of mechanisms to pressure companies to internalize social and environmental costs of 
their activities “in a way that formal regulation at the state level, or formal international law, has so far not 
been able to accomplish’’ (Blair et al., 2008 p. 37). 
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 1.1 Problem background 
 
The increasing trade of biomass and biofuels derived from soybean production and the concerns regarding 
environmental impacts on producing countries has led to the development of initiatives such as the ‘The 
Round Table on Responsible Soy’ (RTRS). The RTRS is a “certification scheme that aims to promote 
responsible soy production through the development of principles and criteria” (Tomei et al., 2010 p. 1). The 
principles of this certification scheme are:  a) legal compliance and good business practice, b) responsible 
labour conditions, c) responsible community relations, d) environmental responsibility, and e) good 
agricultural practices (Tomei et al., 2010 p.5). The RTRS is based on the idea of multi-stakeholder 
collaboration 
 
Other voluntary schemes focused on reducing the negative effects of the production of biodiesel are: the 
Better Sugarcane Initiative (BSI), the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO), the Forest Stewardship 
Council (FSC) and the Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) (Tomei et al., 2010 p. 2). Despite the 
promising objectives of such initiatives, some scholars doubt their effectiveness  (Tomei et al, 2010 p. 19). 
For example, studies conducted on the effects of the certification of soy fields have concluded that “the 
present certification schemes are unlikely to be able to address either the institutional challenges associated 
with their implementation or the detrimental impacts of the additional demand generated by biofuels’’ (Tomei 
et al., 2010 p. 19).  Other researchers such as Blair, Williams and Lin (2008 p. 37) argue that “many of the 
standards are vague, and clear unambiguous performance indicators have not yet been created for satisfying 
those standards […] The assurance industry also lacks its own professional standards and norms, and is often 
viewed as corrupt or corruptible by business people who are pressured to meet the standards’’.  
 
Some of the primary concerns are the difficulties faced by small farmers to adopt this type of certification. 
According to Lee et al. (2011 p.1) “existing certification schemes for sustainable biofuel production are, 
however, biased towards industrial-scale producers that have the financial capital and economies of scale to 
meet sustainability and certification objectives”. Lack of financial resources (which prevent assuming the 
costs of certification) are not the only obstacles that small producers face, but also, they must cope with lack 
of capacity building, absence of financial and social incentives, poor group organization and limited external 
support (Lee et al., 2011 p. 2).  
 
Motives for studying soy production in Brazil are associated with three factors: a) the potential negative 
effects of soy production in Brazil, b) the need for strategies to boost sustainability throughout the value chain 
and c) the criticism given to some of the solutions available. Beyond that, it is urgent to understand the 
challenges and obstacles faced by producers to adopt those environmental certifications, in order to make 
them more effective in their effort to reduce environmental (and social) impacts.  
 

1.2. Aim 
 
The purpose of the study is to investigate the  implementation of The Round Table on Responsible Soy 
(RTRS) scheme amongst soy producers. More specifically, this study aims to: 
 

1. Identify the motives for the adoption of RTRS certification amongst Brazilian soy producers, 
 

2. Identify the challenges and obstacles faced by Brazilian soy producers for the adoption of  RTRS 
certification, 

 
The gained insights may provide practioners and academics a basis for exploring possible solutions to 
overcome such challenges and obstacles and to boost the adoption of the RTRS certification in Brazil for 
improving sustainable development in the value chain of soy.  
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1.3 Approach 
 
This study uses a qualitative approach to identify the motives and challenges of the implementation of RTRS 
certification scheme amongst Brazilian soy producers. The project is based on the collection of primary and 
secondary information. As relates to the secondary information, the study uses information available on 
websites, scientific articles, books and journals.  Primary data is obtained through qualitative interviews and 
questionnaires among selected soy producers and other organizations related with this area.  This project is 
formulated from a business perspective between the contexts of a sustainable development framework. The 
units of analysis are producers, more specifically Brazilian soy farmers. 
 

1.4 Outline 
 
The paper is divided into 8 chapters (Figure 1). Chapter 1 and 2 are focused on the introduction and 
explanation of the methodology. Chapter 3 presents the literature review, which explores issues such as 
environmental impact, biofuels, introduction to RTRS, and previous studies on motives and challenges of the 
implantation of such standards.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure 1 Outline of thesis 
 
 
 
Chapter 4 explains the two theories used for the analysis, namely Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as 
suggested by Carroll (1991) and Sustainable Global Value Chain (GVC). Chapter 5 shows the results of the 
study, which are analyzed in chapter 6. The last two sections are concerned with the discussion and 
conclusions of the study.  
 

1.4 Delimitations 
 
Due to the complexity of this field and to the limited resources available, it was necessary to set some 
boundaries to the study. The research and writing of this document took place from the first week of February 
to the first week of May of 2013. The research was based mainly on the experiences of Brazilian producers 
currently residing in that country. During this time the author remained in Sweden, and therefore the research 
was done at a physical distance from the actual soy producers.  
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The interviews were conducted in Portuguese, which is the third language of the author, so there may be some 
problems of translation and interpretation. The RTRS is a relatively recent certification, so there are not a 
large number of producers that can be interviewed. Similarly, many of the producers were in pre-seeding 
stage, so they did not have that much time available. Some of them were in remote areas with little access to 
telephone or internet.  
 
The inductive-qualitative approach used in this study was chosen because it is an empirically driven research 
project. The impossibility of having extensive interviews (either for lack of time or contact difficulties) did 
not allow to get a more complete picture of the reality. A deeper understanding of the problem may require a 
larger sample of producers, longer time with the interviewees and possibly, a field visit in the future. 
However, it is considered that the people interviewed represent the general views that were to be explored for 
the purpose of this research.  
 
The theories used (CSR and Sustainable Global Value Chain), without being perfect, fulfill its mission to 
provide a framework for the analysis of the empirical study. However, it is necessary to mention that that the 
Sustainable Global Value Chain (SGVC) is a relatively new theory, which in the words of its author, need 
more research and development (Cruz 2008).  
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2. Method 
 
This chapter presents the different methods used for this research. It begins with a description of methodology 
and databases used for the literature review. It is followed by the theoretical framework, the choices regarding 
country, sector and companies and finally it introduces the data collection technique applied for the empirical 
study.  

2.1 Literature review 
 
The literature review provided the starting point for the thesis. It were identified articles in data bases 
specialized in topics of business and social sciences. The main tool used was the unified search engine 
PRIMO, available on the website of the Uppsala University.  Some of the databases consulted were the 
following: 
 

• LIBRIS webbsök 
• Ebrary 
• Emerald E-books collection Business, Management and Economics 
• Google Book Search 
• Emerald Journals 
• JSTOR 
• Google scholar 
• Global Economic Monitor - World Bank 
• ScienceDirect 

 
The compilation methodology of the articles can be divided into several phases:  
 
1st  Phase: The supervisor was asked about relevant articles that could be used for the research.  
 
2nd  Phase: The unified search engine PRIMO was used. The search criteria included keywords like: Soy, 
RTRS, Roundtable initiatives, Brazil, Biofuels, environmental certifications.  
 
3rd  Phase: The searched was refined with the next options a) Limit to articles from peer-reviewed 
publications, b) Items with full text online, c) Items in the library catalog. The author focused on articles 
written over the last 10 years.  
 
4th  Phase: Final items were selected and stored using the software Zotero. This software was also used to 
administer the references. 
 
It should be mentioned that the topic of RTRS is relatively recent, and therefore the field remains unexplored 
with limited previous studies available.  
 
 

2.2 Identification of a theoretical framework 
 
The theoretical framework aimed to complement the empirical study and to serve as a framework of analysis. 
As such, a theoretical framework that addresses directly the research questions could not be found. The 
adoption of certifications (especially the RTRS) is a relatively new topic and this fact made the finding of 
specific literature or theories difficult.  However, two theories were found that provided a fair theoretical 
framework for the analysis. 
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2.2.1 Theory for the motives  

With regards to the motives, the author chose one approach to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), more 
specifically, the concept of Carroll’s pyramid. In his theory, Carroll states that there are four levels of 
business’ responsibilities towards society (Carroll, 1991 p. 4): Economics, legal, ethical and philanthropic.  

 

Figure 2. Carroll’s Pyramid (Carroll, 1991 p. 4). 
 
This study uses the hypothesis that the adoption of certifications, such as RTRS, is motivated by the need to 
fulfill some sort of responsibility or need. The level at which the producers motives can be placed within the 
pyramid may reflect their degree of responsibility towards society. This is critically important, given that the 
serious environmental situation in Brazil is the basis of the problem that prompted this research.  
 
According to Visser (2005, p.33), Carroll’s model has been quite popular among CSR researchers, due “is 
simple, easy to understand and has an intuitively appealing logic”. In addition to its simplicity, the model is 
compatible with other relevant topics (e.g. corporate citizenship, stakeholders) and has been constantly tested 
and supported by diverse findings  (Visser  2005, p.33).  Above all, the main reason why this model was 
chosen for this study is because it gives priority to the economic aspect and this is consistent with the 
empirical findings of the chapter 5.  

2.2.2. Theory for the challenges 

On the other hand, there was not found a theory that describes the challenges of adopting environmental 
certifications. Considering this situation, the author used a recently introduced concept named Sustainable 
Global Value Chain (SGVC).  According to Cruz, the SGVC are those “chains in which the products and the 
production process result from environmental, social and / or economic concerns and practices'' (Cruz ,2008 
p. 3). According to Cruz (2008), SGVC is identified by:  
 

(i) Network governance chain-type (versus the conventional Quasi-hierarchical value chain 
governance) 

(ii) Certification agencies set parameters (versus Global buyers setting parameters in 
conventional chains) 

(iii) Customers familiar with the certifications 
(iv) All chain components contribute to differentiation 
(v) High awareness regarding social and environmental issues. Each chain component is 

responsible for raising this awareness 
 
The aim of RTRS (“soy production that is economically viable, socially equitable and environmentally 
sound”) (www, RTRS, 2 , 2010) is closely related to the description of SGVC. Considering the above, one 
might assume the conditions that identify the SGVC (i, ii, iii, iv, v) as an “ideal setting” for the proliferation 
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of initiatives like the RTRS. In contrast, a scenario where these conditions (i, ii, iii, iv, v) are not met, could 
lead to challenges or obstacles to the implementation of the RTRS initiative.  
 
The comparison between conditions for SGVC and current situation,  serves as a theoretical framework in the 
analysis of the challenges of the implementation of the RTRS among Brazilian producers. 
 

2.3   Choice of country 
 
Brazil, the largest nation in South America, is also considered one of the most bio diverse countries in the 
world (Bolzani et al., 2012 p.3). It has been estimated that Brazil possesses around 20% of the world’s known 
living species, that in numerical terms can amount to approximately 2 million species of plants and animals 
(Bolzani et al., 2012 p.3).  In addition to rich biodiversity, Brazil has the potential to become a leading global 
provider of food in the coming years, (Ruviaro et al., 2012 p.10). The production of food has been associated 
with significant ecological impacts, including loss of diversity  (Tomei & Upham , 2009 p. 3895).   
 
According to some authors “the present rate of extinction of some plant species in Brazil will cause not only 
the loss of valuable therapeutic compounds, but also of genes encoding enzymes with potential for plant 
improvement in the biosynthesis of new natural products” (Bolzani et al., 2012 p.3).  Among the crops that 
have had more impact on the Brazilian biodiversity, is the cultivation of soy (Fearnside, 2001 p.23). 

 

2.4 Choice of sector and crop 
 
Agribusiness represents nearly 33% of the Brazilian Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and about 42% of its 
exports (Lora, 2012 p.4). Brazil has an area of crops of approximately 60 million hectares and is expected to 
increase another 10 million in the coming years (MAPA, 2010 p.64). Besides becoming a global provider of 
food (Ruviaro et al., 2012 p.10), Brazil is also turning biodiesel into a major export product (Fearnside 2001, 
p.23). It is expected that demand for biodiesel will increase in the coming years, especially from European 
countries such as Germany (Bringezu et al., 2009 p.58). Economic growth in the agro-industry, however, may 
be overshadowed by the ecological impact of  biodiesel production.  
 
Certain crops like soy, essential in both the production of food and biodiesel,  have been associated with 
serious environmental problems, especially regarding deforestation (Fearnside 2001, p.23).   soybean 
production has raised the use of agrochemicals, although this has increased the Brazilian GDP, it also has a 
direct  impact on surface water bodies, groundwater and in soil properties (Tomei & Upham, 2009 p. 3895). 
The infrastructure used to ensure the commercialization of Brazilian agricultural products has also been  
linked with serious environmental and social problems, especially in rural areas (Fearnside 2001).  
 

2.5 Choice of organizations 
 
The organizations chosen for this research can be divided into two categories: a) support institutions for the 
adoption of the RTRS and b) soy producers.  

2.5.1 Support institutions 

Among the support institutions, the author contacted the RTRS itself and Aliança da Terra. Regarding RTRS, 
the author interviewed Daniel Meyer, top representative of this institution in Brazil. Meyer works closely with 
the secretariat and is in charge of promoting the certification RTRS in Brazil and coordinates the development 
of other important projects in the country (www, RTRS, 3, 2010). 
 
The Aliança da Terra (AT) (www, Aliança da Terra, 1, 2013) defines itself as a “Civil Society Organization 
of Public Interest (OSCIP), formed by farmers, researchers and entrepreneurs in the agribusiness industry 
committed with the unification of the sector, by creating and strengthening alliances and enabling the concept 
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of “Produzindo Certo” 1 (www, Aliança da Terra, 1, 2013). Among the main services provided by Aliança da 
Terra, there is the adaptation to the RTRS standard. This organization claims to advise a number of producers 
equivalent to 36% of all the RTRS certified soy in the planet (www, Aliança da Terra, 6, 2013). The person 
interviewed in Aliança da Terra was Charton Jahn Locks, who is in charge of the main projects of the 
organization.  
 
These two institutions were chosen for their experience at all stages of the process of  RTRS  adoption. 

2.5.2 Soy Producers 

With respect to soybean producers, the author  included as many different perspectives as possible, in order to 
provide a fairly complete spectrum of the situation of soy production in Brazil. Foregoing, six soybean 
producers were contacted, each of them with a different production size and position regarding RTRS (see 
Table 1):  

Table 1. List of contacted soy producers. 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
The producers are classified into three categories a) No RTRS certified, b) RTRS certified and c) In process 
of certification with RTRS. Luiz Felipe Ricca and Mateus Arantes are not RTRS certified soy producers. The 
reason for including them in the research was to know the motives why they decided not to adopt the 
certification. The only certified producer is also the only one that falls into the category of large producer.  
This producer provides a valuable experience of someone who has achieved the certification and decided not 
to continue with it afterward (he is currently in a withdrawal process). Finally, the farmers that are currently 
in the certification process provide a unique perspective of challenges that medium-small producer has to face 
in order to adopt the RTRS scheme.  
 

2.6 Empirical Study 
 
This study used an inductive-qualitative approach based on interviews and questionnaires with open 
questions. According to Gillham (2010 p.1)“A case study is one which investigates (…) specific research 
questions […] and which seeks a range of different kinds of evidence, evidence which is there in the case 
setting, and which has to be abstracted and collated to get the best possible answers”.  This strategy of case 
study was used in this research. The goal was to get a general picture of the situation, based on the collection 
of information from different sources and support from institutions and producers.  
 
Interviews and questionnaires were designed in a semi-structured way. Unfortunately, most of the targets of 
the study were unable to have a direct interview, mainly because of scheduling problems. Cultural and 
                                                           
1 Produzindo Certo: Producing the best possible way (From a sustainable point of view) 

Name Size Position regarding the 
RTRS 

Luiz Felipe Ricca Medium producer No RTRS certified , 
Organic-certified 

Lucas Johannes Large Producer Certified in 2011 currently 
in process of  withdrawal 

Mateus Arantes Medium Producer 
 
No RTRS certified 
 

Jorge Alberto Hintz Medium-small Producer In process of certification 
with  RTRS 

Alberto Edvino Arnold Medium-small Producer In process of certification 
with  RTRS 

Alvir Pedro Schaffer Medium-small Producer In process of certification 
with  RTRS 



9 
 

technical problems at the time of direct interviews, led the author to use another strategies, such as E-mail 
interviews. This strategy was based on sending questionnaire by e-mail in advance, with the condition of 
asking more questions if any doubts was left.  Only one of the interviewees was interviewed directly through 
Skype. The summary of the methods used is shown in the table 2: 
 

Table 2. Data collection through personal interviews 
 

 
Interviews were done during the months of March and April, of 2013. The producers in process of 
certification,(Jorge Alberto Hintz,  Alberto Edvino Arnold and Alvir Pedro Schaffer)  were interviewed by 
Joao Burin, who is a field consultant. The answers were sent by e-mail to the author. The questions asked can 
be found in the Appendix 1.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Name Position regarding the RTRS Method Date 
received/done 

Support  
Institutions 

Daniel Meyer Representative of RTRS in 
Brazil 

Personal  
communication 
(E-mail)  

27/3/2013 

Charton Jahn Locks Advisor for the adoption of 
RTRS  

Personal  
communication 
(E-mail) 

03/04/2013 

Soy 
Producers 

Luiz Felipe Ricca No RTRS certified , 
Organic-certified producer 

Personal  
communication 
(E-mail) 

08/04/2013 

Lucas Johannes 
Producer certified with RTRS 
in 2011 and currently in process 
of  withdrawal 

Personal  
communication 
(E-mail) 

08/04/2013 

Mateus Arantes 
 
No RTRS certified 
 

Personal  
communication 
 (Skype) 

03/04/2013 

Jorge Alberto Hintz Producer in process of 
certification with  RTRS 

Personal  
communication 
(with Joao Burin)  

24/04/2013 

Alberto Edvino Arnold Producer in process of 
certification with  RTRS 

Personal  
communication 
(with Joao Burin)  

22/04/2013 

Alvir Pedro Schaffer Producer in process of 
certification with  RTRS 

Personal  
communication 
(with Joao Burin) 

22/04/2013 
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3. Literature review 
 
The literature review introduced in this chapter deals with the most important issues related to the research 
questions: motives and challenges of the adoption of the RTRS in Brazil.  The chapter begins with an 
introduction to the environmental problems of Brazil and its relation to the production of soy and biofuels. 
Then, some research on the subject of RTRS is introduced, and at the same time, the study looks at some of 
the criticisms made on this initiative. Finally, the author presents some articles that have addressed the topic 
of  motives and challenges of this type of initiatives.  
 

3.1 Environmental Impact  
 
The Amazon is one of the most valuable ecosystems worldwide, among other reasons, due to its unique 
biodiversity and its capacity of acting as a carbon buffer (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5118).  Lack of 
mechanisms of control and corruption are just some of the many factors that have contributed to a high rate of 
deforestation and to the transformation of the land into farming, cattle and logging areas, and more recently, 
to biofuel production complexes (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5118).  
 
From all the biodiesel production options, soybean cultivation ranks among the largest contributors to the 
deforestation of the Brazilian Amazon. This process of expansion, began around late nineties, driven mainly 
by the rising demand for soy beans, the construction of new roads and the low land prices in the area (Nepstad 
et al., 2006 p. 1598). Business opportunities arising from the production and marketing of soy has led many 
farmers and small-scale cattle producers to abandon their traditional practices to initiate large-scale soybean 
monoculture projects (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5119).  
 
The social and economic changes in the local communities are not the only consequences of increased biofuel 
production derived from soy. The moral and economic dilemma between biomass feedstock production for 
food and biofuels is a major concern today. Events such as the rise of food commodity prices in 2008 and the 
consequent social unrest in several countries, increased concern over these types of issues among world 
leaders (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5119). While the effects of higher prices in food products has many social 
consequences difficult to determine, many studies agree that the most affected will be those with fewer 
resources (Gallagher, 2008 p. 58).  
 
Another area of concern is the use of the highly controversial genetically modified organisms (GMO) in the 
production of biofuels in Latin America. Advantages such as a greater glyphosate resistance and major 
productivity of GMO soy have been some of the reasons for the widespread use of such crops in countries like 
Argentina, where it accounts for about 99% of the production (Yankelevich, 2008 cited in Janssen & Rutz , 
2011 p. 5119).  In Brazil, the use of GMO soy was legalized in 2005, and although there were a decreasing 
trend in its use during the last years, some authors like Janssen & Rutz (2011 p. 5119) claim that GMO crops 
could increase in the future. 
 

3.2 Biofuels 
 
Suitable climate, good soil, low labor costs and available land are just some of the many Latin America’s 
comparative advantages for the production of biofuels (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5117).  For some authors, the 
most important factors affecting the sustainability of biofuels production in Latin America are: "agricultural 
structures and practices, land use competition, labour conditions, environmental aspects including greenhouse 
gas emissions, national policies and strategies on biofuels and the enforcement of existing laws” (Rutz and 
Janssen, 2008a, 2008b, 2008c cited in Janssen & Rutz ,2011 p. 5117) 
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The production of biofuel in Latin America has been influenced for the adoption of new policies in Europe. 
For example, in 2009 the European Commission Directive on the promotion of the use of energy from 
renewable sources (RED) set a new mandatory goal of 10% of renewal fuels in the transport sector for all EU 
member states (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5117).  
 
The escalation in the demand for biofuels in Europe has increased the need for requiring environmental and 
social criteria for the Latin American producers, in order to ensure the public support on other similar 
legislative initiatives related to the change from fossil fuels to biofuels. It is expected that companies using 
biofuels with proof of compliance with sustainability criteria will receive tax exemptions and other benefits 
from European support schemes (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5117).  
 
The introduction of socio-environmental criteria has led some Asian and Latin American producers accuse the 
European Union to introduce trade barriers to their exports. Although it is unclear whether WTO (World 
Trade Organization) will accept these claims (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5117).  
 
Janssen & Rutz  (2011 p.5724) argue that to overcome the current challenges of the certification process the 
following conditions are necessary: a) harmonization of the many certification schemes (in order to avoid 
trade barriers),  b) a single worldwide accepted sustainability program, c) closer cooperation between 
stakeholders and policy makers and d) greater research on biofuel production impacts.  
 

3.3 Standards and RTRS 
 
According to Falkner (2011 p.4), during the last decades, there has been an increase in the number of public-
private initiatives addressing problems in the field of sustainability, a trend that is expected to rise in the 
coming years. A very specific form of initiative is the so called Round Table, which differ from other public-
private initiatives because they focus on the creation of standards to make value chains of commodity 
products more sustainable (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 42).  Bexell & Mörth  (2010 p.13) claim that this type of 
arrangement helps to reduce flaws in International Governance Institutions  and serve as a space to promote 
dialogue, learning processes and diffusion of good practices.  
 
The Roundtable on Responsible Soy (RTRS), started in , 2004 is an initiative based on the  The Roundtable 
on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO), which is considered by some, not only the oldest but also the most mature 
(Schouten et al. ,2012 p. 44).  Janssen & Rutz (,2011 p. 5722) define the RTRS as an “international platform 
in which soy producers, soy merchants, the soy processing industry, banks and societal organizations are 
collaborating in order to establish and implement in practice sustainability criteria for the worldwide 
cultivation of soy”.  
 
Although the USA is the leading producer of soy worldwide (38% of total production), their representation in 
the RTRS is minimal (only 4.7% of members). Brazil and Argentina (26% and 18% of the global production 
respectively) are the main producers of Latin American countries, which in turn account for 37.4% of the 
members of the RTRS (Schouten et al. ,2012 p. 45).  According to the statutes’ minute of the Round Table on 
Responsible Soy association, the objectives of the organization are (RTRS 2007, p.1): “to promote the growth 
and use of responsible soy through cooperation within the soy value chain in an open dialogue with 
stakeholders. Responsible soy is economically viable, socially beneficial, and environmentally appropriate”.  
 
More specifically, RTRS facilitates dialogue on responsible soy through the following activities (RTRS 2007, 
p.1): a) “as a forum for reaching consensus on the key social and environmental impacts of soy”, b) “by 
communicating issues regarding responsible soy production, processing and trading to a wide range of global 
stakeholders”, c) “as a forum for developing and promoting principles, criteria, indicators and verification 
tools for responsible soy production, processing and trading”, d) “by mobilizing participants to the multi-
stakeholder process”, and e) by organizing roundtable conferences and technical workshops.  
 
The main distinguishing features of the RTRS Standard  are (www, RTRS, 1, 2010): a)  “is applicable at a 
global level’’,  b) “is applicable to the production of soy for different purposes: animal feed, human 
consumption, biofuels”, c) “is adequate for producers of all types and sizes”, d) “applies to all types of 
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production: GM, conventional, and organic production”, e) “ meets the global goals of sustainability, thus 
assuring access to high value markets such as the main soy-importing European countries”.  
 
The main steps in the certification process are summarized below:  
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Step1: 
The producer sends an 
application to the 
Certification Body 
(CB) 

Step2: 
 A pre-audit maybe 
carried out (not 
mandatory) 

Step3: 
 Two weeks prior to the audit, 
interested parties are informed 
on audit through public 
consultation 

Step4: 
 Certification audit 

Step5: 
 
Audit report revision 
process and 
certification decision 

Process Result 
 
Issuance of compliance 
certificate, valid for 5 
years  
  

 

 
Figure 3. Certification process of the Round Table on Responsible Soy. (www, RTRS, 1, 2010). The certification 
process consists of five major steps, which has as main axis the audit process. 

3.4 Critics on the RTRS 
 
The multi-stakeholder arrangements, adopted by roundtables has been criticized by some authors due to: a) 
some groups have privileged access, b) there are asymmetries of power that can influence the decisions, and 
c) discussions can focus on very selected topics and disclosures (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 42 ; Bexell & Mörth 
2010) 
 
Schouten (et al. 2012), analyzes RTRS’s deliberative capacity (extent to which a political system possesses 
structures to host deliberation) from three perspectives: a) inclusiveness, b) authenticity and c) 
consequentiality. Dryzek  (2009 p.1382) explains authenticity as “deliberation must induce reflection 
noncoercively, connect claims to more general principles, and exhibit reciprocity”.  Inclusiveness is “the 
range of interests and discourses present in a political setting” and, finally, Consequentiality means 
“deliberative processes must have an impact on collective decisions or social outcomes”.  
 
Regarding the inclusiveness of the RTRS, an analysis of minutes and meetings of different stakeholders made 
by Schouten (et al., 2012 p. 43), identified several discourses with respect to the expansion of the agricultural 
crops, and in general terms, to the perception of sustainable development. On one side, it was found a group 
that was categorized as more "'radical'', with arguments based on fundamental value and behavioral change  
(Robinson , 2004 p.4). On the other side of the spectrum, it was found a group categorized as reformist, 
whose perception of sustainable development is based on the idea of development of technology and 
institutional reform (Robinson, 2004 p.4). According to Schouten (et al., 2012 p. 48): 
 

“Technical knowledge and pragmatic approaches are preferred over local knowledge, and ideological or 
emotional styles of communication and standards resulting from Roundtable processes are a compromise between 
similar reformist discourses that have a specific view on the relationship between people, planet and profit. Radical 
approaches to sustainable development are excluded from the deliberative process. This can be explained by the 
irreconcilability of radical and reformist discourses on sustainable development….. since more radical approaches 
to sustainable development are not included in the two analyzed Roundtables and neither in their standards (output 
consequentiality), the radical potential of these arrangements will also be limited in ecological terms ” 
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Besides differences in discourses, Schouten also found that not all stakeholders are participating in the 
decision-making processes of RTRS (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 45). Although The Roundtable on Responsible 
Soy is based on norms of inclusiveness, some local groups, smallholders and Global Development NGOs are 
struggling to be part of the process (García-López & Arizpe, 2010 p.203).  Furthermore, there was a scarce 
presence of Social NGO's (most NGOs focus on environmental problems) and absence of representatives of 
consumers (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 45).  Schouten concluded that “although the RTRS managed to include a 
diverse range of actors in the Roundtable process, this range of actors does not add up to a representative 
sample of stakes in responsible soy production” (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 46). 
 
Besides inclusion, Roundtables seems to fall short in other criteria of deliberative capacity: consequentiality. 
Although one of the outputs is the creation of the standard itself, according to Schouten, the impact of the 
Roundtable on collective decisions or social outcomes is limited (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 48). This is partly 
explained by the voluntary nature of this initiatives and the lack of transmission from external deliberative 
processes to internal discussions in the Roundtable (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 48).  According to Schouten (et 
al., 2012 p. 48), it is urgent for Roundtables to find new ways to connect with “public forms of governance” 
in order to reduce environmental impacts and transform the markets which they are part of.  
 
Although there is a growing consensus among scientists and politicians in Latin America and Europe that a 
sustainability certification scheme is needed for biofuels, many challenges have yet to be overcome  (Janssen 
& Rutz, 2011 p.5724). For Janssen & Rutz (2011, p. 5724), one of the main dilemmas lies on introducing 
social and environmental certifications without blocking development opportunities in developing countries. 
For this, it is necessary to achieve an acceptable level of costs and reduce the administrative and bureaucratic 
burdens linked to the introduction of this type of certifications. 
 
Some authors question the effectiveness of the RTRS in three major areas: a) use of agrochemicals, b) GHG 
reduction and c) land use (Tomei et al., 2010 p. 388). Regarding the use of agrochemicals, some studies 
suggest that the increase in GMO soybean monocultures have led to an increasing use of pesticides in 
countries like Argentina (Tomei et al., 2010 p. 388). On the other hand, GHG reduction due to use of biofuels 
are still grounds for discussion. According to Tomei’s research (et al., 2010 p. 388) “Current studies that 
examine the life cycle emissions associated with the production of soy could be considered flawed, all too 
often based on baseline data little suited to the vast range of (…) geographies, with their different soil types, 
vegetation and water resources”.  
 
Finally, Grau et al. (2005, p.146) points out that in some regions there is a connection between the price of 
soybeans and the rate of local deforestation, mainly due to the development of global biofuel markets and the 
need for new income of local producers.  With regard to this problem, Tomei (et al., 2010 p. 388) states that 
“The direct and indirect impacts associated with land use change are also a cause for concern and broad 
certification schemes are unlikely to be able to address them (…) Certification schemes alone will not be 
enough to create the appropriate public policies that will protect the health and food security of citizens or to 
provide the cultural and economic incentives to encourage citizens to remain in rural areas dominated by 
soybean production”. 

3.5 Motives and challenges in the implementation of standards 

3.5.1 Motives 

A study conducted by Humphries & Kainer (, 2006 p.30) identified positive aspects such as motives in a 
forest certification project of a community-based enterprise in Brazil (see table 3).  
 
As shown in the table 3, the most positive aspects are grouped into economic and social aspects. Interviews 
conducted by Humphries & Kainer  (, 2006 p.38) with Brazilian communities, showed that market benefits 
(potential price increases and new market access) were the main incentives to adopt this type of certification.  
Among the social aspects greater credibility with governmental organizations was highlighted (Humphries & 
Kainer , 2006 p.39). Other studies also support the idea that economic incentives are the main drivers of the 
adoption of CFE’s certifications (Bass et al. 2001). However, researchers have found that in reality, the 
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economic benefits vary considerably and that the costs of getting certified are considerable high (May , 2006 
p. 354). 
 
Table 3 Perception of a forest certification project of a community-based enterprises in Brazil. Positive aspects/ 
motives. (Humphries & Kainer , 2006 p.34).  

 

 
Positive aspects/ 
motives 
 

Economics 

Local projects are better known  

Certified product is easier to sell 
Better price 
More confidence in contracts 
Access to new markets 
Product differentiation  

Social  

Association members are more motivated 
Improved organization of the Association 
Recognition of the work of the Association 

Greater credibility with state agencies 

The government supports the project because it 
is certified 
Greater use of personal safety equipment 

Technical 
Improved management practices 
Better control of equipment used in forest 
management 

Environmental 
The forest has more value 
More effort to reduce damage to the forest 
Better management of trash 

 
The table 3 shows the results of the study conducted by Humphries & Kainer (2006, p.34), who identified four kinds of 
reasons (economic, social, technical and environmental) for the adoption of environmental standards.  Among those, the 
economic was noted as the most important, according to the communities interviewed.  

3.5.1 Challenges 

In the same study conducted by Humphries & Kainer (2006), the author identified the next types of 
challenges:  a) Economic, b) social,  c) technical and  d) Specific to certification (see Table 4) . 

Cost of certification 

There are several studies identifying the high costs of certification -and the subsequent debt- as the main 
challenges to the adoption of the CFE certification (Humphries & Kainer , 2006 p. 39).  Bass et al. (2001, 
p.69;  Lee et al. ,2011 p. 2513) classifies the costs associated with biofuel certification schemes as follows: a) 
compliance costs (those incurred during the implementation of the sustainability standard), b) transaction 
costs (payments required during the certification process) and c) opportunity costs (incurred from missed 
opportunities by producers). Lee, additionally mentions the costs of compliance, which come from activities 
such as “use of integrated pest management techniques, the replacement of child labor with adult labor, the 
training of small holders, and their participation in training sessions” (Lee et al., 2011 p. 2513).  
  
Financial problems are more severe among small producers. According to Lee et al. (2011 p. 2513) 
“independent’ smallholders have inadequate financial and technical capacity to implement sustainability 
standards. They also have little incentive to proactively pursue sustainable practices, given the (perceived) 
lack of any obvious reward”. Limited access to a) technology and information, b) financial capital c) buyers 
and d) high transaction costs are other kinds of challenges in the implementation of this type of certification 
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schemes (Beuningen and Knorringa, 2009; Huertas et al., 2010; Khor, 2011; cited by  Lee et al., 2011 p. 
2513). 
 

Table 4. Perception of a forest certification project of a community-based enterprises in Brazil. Negative aspects/ 
challenges. (Humphries & Kainer, 2006 p.35).  
 

Negative aspects/ 
challenges 

Economic 

Certification is expensive to obtain and 
maintain 
Certified product is too expensive for many 
buyers 
Certified product is more expensive to produce 
Delays in receiving money from distant buyers 
Sale of certified wood is more complicated 
Market not as good as expected 

Social Creates more dependency on partner 
organizations and financial donors 

Technical 

Registering wood for chain-of-custody takes 
time and is difficult 
Quality of processed wood must be high 
Greater pressure to do good management 
Only wood from the CFE can be sawn in the 
CFE’s sawmill 
Restrictions on where wood can be sawn 

Specific to certification 

Certification is a new and complex process 
Both the certification standards and the auditors 
are hard to understand 
Too many conditions to meet in 1 year 
Conditions will be difficult for community to 
meet 
Auditors lack experience with communities in 
the Amazon 
Certifiers are very distant from the community 
Surprise visits are bad 
Certification could be lost due to the actions of 
others 

 
The table 4 shows the Negative aspects/challenges of the adoption of environmental certifications identified by 
Humphries & Kainer (2006, p.34).  As with the motivations, the economic aspects were identified as the most relevant (in 
this case, the cost of adopting the certification is the greatest concern).  Other aspects (considered of less relevance) were 
also identified, such as social, technical and those specific to the certification.  
 
Other problems 
 
Tomei et al (2010, p. 388) mention the challenges of maintaining control over the supply chain and ensuring 
compliance with environmental legislation. Most certification schemes base its success on well-functioning 
environmental institutions and effective monitoring in chain of custody (Tomei et al., 2010 p. 388). 
Unfortunately, in countries with weak environmental institutions, the chain-of-custody control has proven to 
be so difficult to perform, that  some authors claim that "reliance on certification schemes to ensure the 
sustainable production of biofuels is not a realistic safeguard" (Doornbosch & Steenblik, 2007 p. 8). 
 
 Other challenges are related to group organization, especially among small producers who have to work 
collaboratively with other producers in order to get certified. Lee et al (2011, p. 2514) mentions that 
differences in social classes, level of education and land tenure may result in tensions among partners. 
Besides tensions from teamwork, researchers have found problems in the producers’ adaptation to sustainable 
practices (especially with the acquisition of skills and special techniques different from those which are 
traditionally and culturally used by producers) (Beuningen and Knorringa, 2009 cited in Lee et al , 2011 p. 
2513).  
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Finally, a study conducted in 2011 among more than 43 soybean producers in Brazil and Argentina identified, 
among others, the following challenges for responsible soy production  (ICONE, 2011 p.41): 
 

• Little use of the diversified techniques of good agricultural practices, 
• Lack of compliance with labor, health and safety standards, 
• Failure to comply with certain environmental criteria relating to native vegetation and waste 

management, 
• Lack of technical assistance to producers 
• Lack of information and knowledge regarding certification process and environmental 

criteria’s, 
• Need for refining inclusion mechanisms of rural producers in the process of improvement of 

agricultural practices and environmental and social adjustments. 

3.6 Strategies to overcome constrains 

Some of the proposals made by ICONE (2011, p.42) to overcome the constrains are : a) To implement 
differentiated strategies for each country, region and enterprise scale, b) To reach agreements among 
stakeholders in the production chain, c) To associate producers, d) To increase commitment of producer’s 
leaders in the certification process, e) To communicate properly the certification program’s goals, f) To 
identify and sign global agreements, g) To increase marketing of certificated products and h) To increase 
incentives for soy certification.  
 
According to Humphries & Kainer  (2006 p. 30) there are two strategies that can overcome the main 
constraints “membership in a regional producers group” and “strong political, technical, and financial support 
from the state government’’. From the economic standpoint, higher prices for certified products seem to be 
the only way to achieve financial sustainability in the long term (Humphries & Kainer, 2006 p. 41). 
Furthermore, Lee et al. ( 2011 p. 2514) makes the following recommendations:  
 

a. Incorporate sustainability standards on a step-by-step basis, introducing standards “at a   
pace suitable to the local community context”  

b. To assure adequately rewarded in the short-term (e.g.  Premium pricing) 
c. A continuous improvement system, as opposed to the traditional target-based certification  
d. Government assistance to increase market accessibility  
e. Co-operation between different  institutions and actors inside the industry 
f. Others, such as microfinance, capacity building and reduction of transaction cost of 

certification.  
 
To conclude, it can be said that previous studies have identified economic issues as the main motivators, and 
at the same time, the major obstacles for the adoption of environmental standards. The next chapter will 
introduce the theoretical framework that will be used to analyze the findings of this research. 
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4. Theoretical framework 
 
This chapter presents the theoretical framework chosen for this study. It starts with a CSR theory, more 
specifically, the concept of Carroll’s (1991) pyramid of responsibilities of business. This theoretical 
framework is going to be used to analyze the motives later in this document. This chapter ends with the theory 
of Sustainable Global Value Chain (SGVC), which will serve as the basis for the analysis of Challenges of the 
RTRS implementation in Brazil.  
 

4.1 CSR and Carroll’s (1991) Pyramid 
 
The concept of CSR has evolved over the past years and there are several definitions. One of the most 
transcendental was the model proposed by Carroll (1991 p. 40), in which CSR is seen as a “four-part 
conceptualization” (Figure 4). In his model, Carroll states that there are four levels of business’ 
responsibilities towards society (Carroll, 1991 p. 40): Economics, legal, ethical and philanthropic. This 
position differs from other more traditional paradigms which perceive that the main responsibility of the 
company was “to make as much money as possible while conforming to the basic rules of society" (Friedman 
1970). The four levels of Carroll’s Pyramid are explained in more detail below: 
 

 

Figure 4. Carroll’s Pyramid (Carroll 1991). These models identify four different levels of corporate responsibility, starting 
with the economic liabilities and finishing with the philanthropic responsibilities. 
 
Level 1: Economic Responsibilities  
 
The lowest level of corporate social responsibilities are related to the company's ability to generate returns in 
the medium and long term (Carroll, 1991 p. 2).  There are five types of responsibilities that companies  must  
meet  in this regard (Carroll, 1991 p. 2): 1.a) “to perform manner consistent with maximizing earnings per 
share”, 1.b) “to be committed to being as profitable as possible”, 1.c) “to maintain a strong competitive 
position”, 1.d) “to maintain a high level of operating efficiency”, 1.e) “a successful firm be defined as one that 
is consistently profitable”. 
 
Level 2: Legal Responsibilities  
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The second  level in Carroll’s  pyramid are the legal responsabilities.  According to the author, (Carroll, 1991 
p. 5) “Society has not only sanctioned business to operate according to the profit motive; at the same time 
business is expected to comply with the laws and  regulations promulgated by federal, state, and local 
governments as the ground rules under which business must operate”’. 
 
The five legal responsibilities mentioned by Carroll are (1991 p. 2): a) “to perform in a manner consistent 
with expectations of government and law”, b) “to comply with various federal, state, and local regulations”, 
c) “to be a law-abiding corporate citizen”, d) “a successful firm be defined as one that fulfills its legal 
obligations”, e) “to provide goods and services that at least meet minimal legal requirements”. 
 
 
Level 3: Ethical Responsibilities  
 
The third level of the pyramid is related to all those activities that are expected and demanded by society (in 
terms of  fairness and justice) and are not recognized by law (it goes beyond it) (Carroll, 1991 p.5). In the 
words of Carroll  (1991 p.5): “Ethical Responsibilities embody those standards, norms, or expectations that 
reflect a concern for what consumers, employees, shareholders, and the community regard as fair, just, or in 
keeping with the respect or protection of stakeholders' moral rights”. 
 
The five Ethical responsibilities stated by Carroll are (1991 p. 5): a) “to perform in a manner consistent with 
expectations of societal mores and ethical norms.”, b) “to recognize and respect new or evolving ethical 
moral norms adopted by society.”, c) “to prevent ethical norms from being compromised in order to achieve 
corporate goals.”, d) “good corporate citizenship be defined as doing what is expected morally or ethically”, 
e) “to recognize that corporate integrity and ethical behavior go beyond mere compliance with laws and 
regulations.”. 
 
 
Level 4: Philanthropic Responsibilities  
 
The highest level of corporate social responsibility “encompasses those corporate actions that are in response 
to society’s expectation that businesses be good corporate citizens. This includes actively engaging in acts or 
programs to promote human welfare or goodwill (Carroll, 1991 p.6).  
 
The five philanthropic responsibilities mentioned by Carroll are (1991 p. 5): a) “to perform in a manner 
consistent with the philanthropic and charitable expectations of society..”, b) “It is important to assist the 
fine and performing arts..”,c) “It is important that managers and employees participate in voluntary and 
charitable activities within their local communities”, d) “It is important to provide assistance to private and 
public educational institutions.”, e) “It is important to assist voluntarily those projects that enhance a 
community’s "quality of life.". 
 
The model has received criticism from some authors. For example Crane & Matten (2003 p.46) argue that the 
model could fit the context of Europe and North America, but is hardly applicable to underdeveloped 
countries with different hierarchical needs.  According to Visser (2005 p.46) “Carroll is not consistent in his 
explanation of why CSR is depicted as a hierarchy. Sometimes, he suggests it is the way CSR has developed 
historically, other times he uses it to depict an order of dependence and his empirical evidence implies yet 
another rationale”. Some believe that the model is “simplistic and static” (Visser 2005 p.47) and fails to 
adequately explain the complexity of CSR, as for example, “what should happen when two or more 
responsibilities are in conflict” ( Crane & Matten,  2003 p.46).  
 
 
Finally, Visser (2005 p.48) suggest that “Carroll’s CSR Pyramid may not be the best model for understanding 
CSR in general” and that other models should be used instead, such as holism, chaos theory or spiral 
dynamics (Visser, 2005 p.48). Despite the criticism, the author believes that the model presented by Carroll 
fits the finding of the empirical chapter, especially with regard to the concept of economic as the foundation 
of other types of needs. 
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4.2 Sustainable Global Value Chain (SGVC) 
 
The Global value chain (GVC) can be defined as a “network of labour and production processes whose end 
result is a finished commodity” (Hopkins and Wallerstein, 1994  cited in Kogg & Mont 2012).  The value 
chain has been previously studied mainly from the point of view of governance. Aspects such as production, 
quality, quantity and price were the most important to consider.  
 
According to Humphrey and Schmitz (2002, p. 4) “Governance in global value chains means that, different to 
simple market relationships, ‘some firms in the chain set and/or enforce the parameters under which others in 
the chain operate’”. The author states that there are two kinds of agents that enforce and determine such 
parameters: (i) the lead firm of the overall value chain and (ii) external agents (e.g. NGOs and Government 
agencies) (Humphrey & Schmitz, 2002). 
 
In a previous study, the same authors also identified that there are buyer-driven and producer-driver chains. 
With respect to the buyer-driven chain, they identified several ways of governance, among which can be 
mentioned quasi-hierarchical, hierarchical, network and market governance (Humphrey, J. & Schmitz, H. 
2000). Although these studies lists some aspects related to the environment conservation and CSR, the issue 
of sustainable development in the value chain is not sufficiently developed (Cruz, 2008 P. 1189). Some 
authors have attempted to develop other “more general” frameworks and models to incorporate the three 
pillars of sustainable development into the management practice, so  the theoretical concepts can be applied in 
practice (Cruz 2008). Hand in hand with these models, rankings and certifications have been created to help 
implement sustainability strategies in companies. The effectiveness and practicality of such frameworks and 
certifications can be widely debated.  
 
For example, Barin Cruz and Michael Boehe (2008) established the term Sustainable Global Value Chain 
(SGVC) to describe the strategies and actions related to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the supply 
chain. The authors define SGVC as ''the Global value chains in which the products and the production 
process result from environmental, social and / or economic concerns and practices'' (Cruz, 2008 p. 3). A 
Sustainable Global Value chain is considerably different from the conventional chain. According to Cruz 
(2008 p.1194), SGVC is identified by the next five differentiating characteristics (i) Network governance 
chain-type, (ii) Certification agencies set parameter  (iii) Customers familiar with the certifications, (iv) all 
chain components contribute to differentiation, and finally (v)  High awareness regarding social and 
environmental issues. Each of these features is explained below:  
 

(i) Network governance chain-type (versus the conventional Quasi-hierarchical value chain 
governance): The Network governance chain-type is characterized by (Humphrey, J. & Schmitz, H. 
2000, p.16): a) Co-operation between more or less equals, b) Supplier and buyer jointly define the 
product, and combine complementary competences (e.g. buyer and supplier are innovators, close to 
technology frontiers), c) High and generalized competence favors network and d) Reciprocal inter-
dependence 

 
(ii) Certification agencies set parameters (versus Global buyers setting parameters in 
conventional chains): According to Cruz (2008 p.1190),   the role of certification is to demand “a 
list of criteria to certify whether a product is environmentally and socially correct”. Although 
certification agencies have had historically a marginal role, some authors argue that this trend is 
changing: “certification organizations become a leading element of SGVCs as they both set and 
enforce the parameters according to which firms have to produce and trade” (Cruz, 2008 p.1196). 
 
(iii) Customers familiar with the certifications: In a Sustainable Global Value Chain, all the 
customers need to “be familiar with certification and believe in its integrity” (Cruz, 2008 p.1203) 
 
(iv) All chain components contribute to differentiation: to Cruz, the CSR products are “driven 
towards a differentiation strategy, focusing on specific market segments that are willing to absorb 
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them” (Cruz, 2008 p.1203).  This differentiation implies that diverse segments in the value chain 
need to make greater efforts or "contributions". 
 
(v)High awareness regarding social and environmental issues, Each chain component is 
responsible for raising this awareness: Members of a SGVC tend to create “a common 
consciousness, a shared vision regarding sustainability issues in the entire chain” which eventually 
would lead to increasing international competitiveness (Cruz, 2008 p.1204). 
 

 
Finally, Cruz states that the concept of sustainability in the value chain is a new issue that requires 
considerable research and further theory development. Specifically, he mentions there are three issues that 
need to be urgently explored (Cruz, 2008): 
 
(1) To study the'' Bargaining power'' relationships amongst chain players and certification agencies in an 
effort to successfully achieve sustainability 
(2) How to achieve successfully CSR-based differentiation 
(3) Economic and social mechanism that can be implemented to raise awareness along the value chain. 
 
As explained in the methodology chapter, the author assume the SGVC’s conditions as an “ideal setting” for 
the proliferation of initiatives like the RTRS. With this in mind, this study analyze the challenges of the 
implementation of the RTRS finding the differences between these conditions (ideal setting)  and the reality 
of soy’s value chain described by the producers in the empirical study.  
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5. Empirical study 
 
The section presents the empirical findings. It is divided into two main sections. In the first part, the empirical 
background of the support organizations is presented, along with the results of the interviews with their 
representatives. The second part of this chapter introduces the results of the conversations conducted with the 
soy producers. 
 

5.1 Support Organizations  

5.1.1 The RTRS view and governance structure 

The Mission of RTRS is to (www, RTRS, 2, 2010): “Encourage current and future soybean is produced in a 
responsible manner to reduce social and environmental impacts while maintaining or improving the 
economic status for the producer”. This is possible through two major strategies (www, RTRS, 2, 2010): a) 
“The development, implementation and verification of a global standard” and b) archiving “The commitment 
of the stakeholders involved in the value chain of soybean”   
  
The General Assembly is the highest organ of the RTRS, and is where the most important decisions are taken 
(www, RTRS, 5, 2010). Decisions are made of members from the three constituencies. The operational 
activities are delegated to an Executive Board, which is appointed by the General Assembly (www, RTRS, 5, 
2010). Finally, all activities are organized and coordinated globally through the RTRS Secretariat, 
headquartered in Buenos Aires (Argentina) (www, RTRS, 3, 2010). 
. 
RTRS’s top representative in Brazil is Daniel Meyer, an environmental engineer with a Master in Ecosystem, 
Governance and Globalization, from Stockholm University. Meyer has been a consultant for the SIK - the 
Swedish Institute for Food and Biotechnology, where he worked developing “agricultural responsibility and 
sustainability practices in Brazil”(www,RTRS,3,2010). In his role as representative in Brazil, Meyer works 
closely with the secretariat and “is in charge of promoting the certification RTRS in Brazil and coordinate the 
development of the project entitled -RTRS Broad Scale Maps and HCV Guidance for Soy Expansion-”(www, 
RTRS, 3, 2010).  
 
According to Meyer, “RTRS is a self-organizing system, where the major players comes together to resolve 
collective problems and cross-scale problems which the government cannot resolve” ” (Pers. com., Meyer, 
2013, Q5).  However, the RTRS “is a young organization and it is still hard to measure impacts” (Pers. com., 
Meyer, 2013, Q1).  Meyers recognizes that “is very hard for producers to comply with all criteria directly. 
Thus RTRS created the progressive approach. For the first year of  initial certification assessment, producers 
must be in compliance with the 62% of the RTRS standard (mostly related to jurisdiction)” (Pers. com., 
Meyer, 2013, Q1).  
 
The certification process takes place as follows (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1): 
 

“After one year from the date of the initial certification assessment the producer shall meet in 
addition all the short term compliance indicators. This represents approximately a compliance 
with the 86% of the RTRS standard. After three years from the date of the initial certification 
assessment: the producer shall comply with 100% of the indicators (immediate + mid-term + 
short term compliance indicators). The compliance of all the indicators will be assessed against 
the classification of majors and minors stated in the accreditation and verification system"  

 
Regarding environmental impact, Mayer claims that “RTRS is still too young and small to have an significant 
impact on Brazilian deforestation. RTRS is right now developing maps for the Amazon and Cerrado Biome, 
that will guide future soy expansion, and avoid critical and important biodiversity zones and areas with 
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valuable social heritage's. But these maps have not been approved and are under dissuasion by the different 
stakeholders” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1).  Therefore, the recent fall in Brazilian deforestation “is the 
combining result of the Soy Moratorium, very high land prices, and effective monitoring (satellite) from the 
Government side” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1).  
 
According to Meyer, the main positive impact of the RTRS implementation in Brazil is reflected in two major 
areas. On one hand, RTRS has helped producers to meet the environmental and social requirements demanded 
by the Brazilian government (jurisdiction) (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1). However, the main achievement of 
the RTRS in Brazil over the last two years, seems to be the creation of “a platform for dialogue and 
consensus, and united different stakeholders in Brazil, that before were constantly in a non-constructive 
dialogue (fighting) each other. With RTRS, different working groups have been created, which includes 
different interests, in order to find constructive and realistic agreements for sustainable soy production…. I 
think it is a first step” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1).   
 
Currently, the number of hectares certified with RTRS totals 231.076 (equivalent to 765.383 tons) (Pers. 
com., Meyer, ,2010 Q1).  Although the number of certified producers is growing every year, this amount 
represents only the 1% of total land area and soy production in Brazil (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1).   
 
 
In regard to the collaboration between RTRS and the Brazilian government, Meyer claims “RTRS have 
worked with EMBRAPA (Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária) and the Ministry of Environment 
here in Brazil in the development of its future maps for soy expansion. However, the government has still not 
made any official announcement about how it will support the RTRS. And there is no direct relationship yet 
established. I think however, that RTRS will need to create a channel with the government. But yet, RTRS is 
still to young and small organization and I don’t know exactly how this will be done” (Pers. com., Meyer, 
2013, Q5) 
 
Finally, Meyer recognizes the importance of collaboration at all stages of the supply chain to achieve the 
objectives “RTRS mainly works with all stakeholders in the soy value chain. Retailers defiantly have an 
important role and they need to demand more RTRS soy from traders and in the feed industry. For the 
consumer to help RTRS its more difficult as soy is part of so many food stuff in such a small quantities, and 
trace RTRS soy in specific food will be a very complex issue” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q5).   

 Motives for RTRS certification according to RTRS 

For Meyer, producers in Brazil today mainly certify RTRS due the market opportunities (Pers. com., Meyer, 
2013, Q3): “There is a RTRS premium/credit that becomes available when they get the certification and it 
opens up for commercialization with highly demanding markets (Europe). I think it will take some years 
before we have ethical soy producers that certify due to the motivation of conserving nature. So, as we still 
have a relatively low demand of RTRS soy from Europe, what we have here in Brazil are producers who 
wants to show the market that they are complying with RTRS criteria in the RTRS standard in order to get 
this market preferences and credit” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q3).   

 Challenges for RTRS certification according to RTRS 

The main challenges RTRS certification identified by Meyer are: 
 
- “Still low demand of RTRS soy and commercialization of credits” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q4).   
- “Costly for producers to certify RTRS (small scale producer may fall out). In other words, investments are 
needed” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q4).   
- “Brazilian legislation is complex and bureaucratic and it is hard and costly for many producers to comply 
with all requirements in the Brazilian law”  (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q4).   
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5.1.2 Aliança da Terra 

The Aliança da Terra (AT) (www,Aliança da Terra,1,2013) defines itself as a “Civil Society Organization of 
Public Interest (OSCIP), formed by farmers, researchers and entrepreneurs in the agribusiness industry 
committed with the unification of the sector, by creating and strengthening alliances and enabling the concept 
of “Produzindo Certo”” (www, Aliança da Terra, 1, 2013).  
 
The organization was founded in 2004 and since then supports Brazilian farmers on issues related to: 

• Social-Environmental Responsibility Registry (RSR): This registry “identify, recognize and reward 
responsible producers, separating them from producers not concerned with sustainability” (www, 
Aliança da Terra, 2, 2013). 

• Supporting the implementation of Sustainable Supply chains (www, Aliança da Terra, 3, 2013) 
• Pre-certification: AT assists Brazilian producers in the certification processes for ISCC (International 

Sustainability & Carbon Certification) and RTRS (www, Aliança da Terra, 4, 2013) 
• Supporting scientific research projects (www, Aliança da Terra, 5, 2013)  

 
According to information provided by AT, until 2012 this organization supported over 46 farms with the 
adoption of the RTRS certification. This is equivalent to 211,467.71 tons of certified soy (349.888,46 
hectares), which account for more than 36% of all the RTRS certified soy in the planet (www, Aliança da 
Terra, 6, 2013). This number however contradicts data supplied by RTRS (see 5.1). 
 
The project manager of Aliança da Terra is Charton Jahn Locks. This environmental engineer from the 
Federal University of Mato Grosso do Sul, has been Field Technician, Operations Manager, and 
Environmental analyst  within this organization. Currently he is responsible for the organization and control 
of AT’s main projects. 
 
When asked Charton regarding  the achievements of RTRS in recent years, he states “The certification RTRS 
for being expensive, bureaucratic and not providing fair remuneration (premium) to farmers, has taken place 
in areas already consolidated, that is, large farms that require little investment to fulfill the social and  
environmental requirements” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q1). He also affirms “It is difficult to attribute any 
relationship between deforestation rate and RTRS implementation.  Current certified project are not bordering 
forest reserve’s areas” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q1). 
 
The factors that most influence the success of a certification process are: “Investment Capacity and Property 
Organization: Aliança da Terra supports farmers to implement an environmental management system in their 
properties, mapping its environmental assets and liabilities, supporting the planning of corrective actions and 
providing technical assistance for the implementation of these adaptations this approach turns cheaper the 
certification process, whether RTRS, ISCC, 2BSv. However, is the investment capacity of the producer is 
what determines when the farm is "certifiable". Each farm has a different reality” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, 
Q5). 
 
Finally, The “RTRS success in Brazil and the world depends on just two factors: Actual demand for RTRS 
soy and fair premium for certified producers. It is more a problem of lack of market than a lack of 
environmental responsibility during production” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q5). 

 Motives and challenges of RTRS certification according to Aliança da Terra 

According to Charton “Producers seek international recognition for the good practices implemented, and also, 
a fair economic remuneration for this differentiation” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q3). Regarding the 
Challenges, Charton states “we must separate Brazilian producers between large and small. The large 
producers does not have any difficult, since they possess highly specialized advisory teams, appropriate to 
comply with the certification requirements. Even among them, the interest for the RTRS is low, since it does 
not represent a market differential to justify the high investment on audits, records and the fees currently 
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charged by the RTRS. In fact there is not even a demand for RTRS soy reaching these producers” (Pers. com., 
Locks, 2013, Q5). 
 
On the other hand “small producers have much more difficulty to certify with RTRS, since they have fewer 
resources for immediate adjustments, lack staff  for arranging all necessary records and  have certification 
costs  proportionately much heavier” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q5). 
 

5.2 Soy Producers  
 
Six Brazilians soy producers were interviewed. All of them had different production capacity and positions 
regarding the adoption of RTRS.  Information from these is summarized in the following table: 
 

Table 5. Soy Producers 
 
 
 
 
 
.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The table 5 shows the producers interviewed for the empirical study. They are divided in three categories a) No RTRS 
certified, b) RTRS certified and c) In process of certification with RTRS 
 

5.2.1   The organic producer 

Luiz Felipe Ricca is a soy producer since 1987 and is currently producing organic-certified soy.  Luis claims 
that the main reason why he did not get certified was the lack of knowledge” (Pers. com..  Ricca,  2013, Q2). 
However, Luis states that the lack of RTRS certification has not affected the marketing of his product: “The 
fact that it is a certified organic producer gives me access to other markets” (Pers. com.. Ricca,  2013, Q1).   
According to Altoé et al.( 2001, p.151) “Organic farming requires more hard work than conventional farming. 
Pest and weed control has to be without chemicals, fertilizer has to be organic, and several requirements have 
to be completed to receive the certificate”. 
 
Luiz believes it is possible to produce sustainably and it depends on the producer.  However recognizes that 
the current system does not promote sustainable farming: “This system encourages the use of modern 
technology, mass consumption of pesticides, and neither producers nor pesticide companies take 
responsibility for the externalities” (Pers. com., Ricca, 2013, Q4).  
 
For a producer who has had experience with certification processes, Luiz affirm that: “The issue of 
certification is a fundamental question, but in order to be effective, this certification has to be demanded by 
the market. This is the only way how producers will be pressured to join a certification process” (Pers. com., 
Ricca,  2013, Q4).  According To Ricca, the certification has to offer “A greater product value. Without a 
differential payment,  few producers will voluntarily join the program (moved only by their environmental 
interests)” (Pers. com., Ricca, 2013, Q2) 
 
According to Luiz, the main challenges to produce sustainable soy are (Pers. com., Ricca, 2013, Q4): 

Soy 
Producers 

Luiz Felipe Ricca No RTRS certified , 
Organic-certified producer 

Lucas Johannes 
Producer certified with 
RTRS in ,2011 currently in 
process of  withdrawal 

Mateus Arantes 
 
No RTRS certified 
 

Jorge Alberto Hintz Producer in process of 
certification with  RTRS 

Alberto Edvino Arnold Producer in process of 
certification with  RTRS 

Alvir Pedro Schaffer Producer in process of 
certification with  RTRS 
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a. A market that demands certification,  
b. Lower costs of certification  
c. Financial penalty for externalities caused by conventional soybean production. 

 
Finally, Luiz states “The government can encourage sustainable soy production in Brazil through taxes over 
environmental pollution and impacts on health of individuals.  Companies paying more for selling polluting 
products, and consumers demanding products with lower environmental impact and willingness to pay a 
better price for certified soy (Pers. com., Ricca, 2013, Q5). 
 

5.2.2 Non-Certified producer. 

Mateus Arantes is a non-certified producer from the region of Matto Grosso do Sul in Brazil. Despite not 
being certified Arantes affirms that the lack of commercialization does not affect the commercialization of his 
product: “I can even sell it in advance, but without the premium price” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q1). 
 
To Arantes, the main motivation of the few producers who have been certified is “is to comply with the legal 
and environmental legislation. because with the  current price premium is very difficult to get any benefit at 
all. If you do the math, the requirements for certification are so large and unrealistic that is not viable, socially 
and economically, and sometimes even culturally.” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q1).  
 
The cultural aspect, mentioned by Arantes, is particularly interesting. According to him, some of the 
requirements to obtain certification could affect some traditions in the region “Take for example the case of 
the Pantanal cowboys, who build their houses with surrounding materials (clay and wood) and live a basic 
lifestyle, characteristic of their culture and traditions. Environmental and health agencies do not admit their 
lifestyle and demand houses with bathrooms made with tile and masonry. It is not economically feasible for 
the families and also destroys their traditions” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q5). 
 
For Arantes, is possible to produce sustainable soy without the RTRS certification: “Take for example my 
case: I've always sought to respect environmental and social legislation. I made a lot of progress. Today I get 
to pay more to my staff and use half the amount of insecticide used by other producers in the region” (Pers. 
com., Arantes, 2013, Q5).  However, “’It is necessary to increase the selling price, and at the same time to 
reduce costs of production, in order to motivate producers to grow sustainably” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, 
Q5).  
 
Just like the organic producer, Arantes also expresses its concern with the problems of the current system: 
“Today, the producer depends heavily on prices and technology. The market press financially the producer 
and force it to become more efficient, promoting the introduction of scale economies which are only 
affordable by large producers.  Medium and small producers are relegated” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q6). 
    
Regarding the future of sustainable production in Brazil , Arantes affirm:  “’My experience shows that 
research on new techniques, at local and regional level,  is one of the main ways to increase sustainable 
production. therefore research foundations play a vital role providing regional support to producers and 
ensuring the financial viability of their projects… … I have experience working with small producers and I 
can say there is a lack of leadership for long-term programs. Research organizations can provide advice on 
technical, environmental and social matters” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q7). 
 
Finally, regarding the future of the RTRS in his region, Arantes states: “Retailers can support sustainable soy 
production donating a portion of the money to finance regional research foundations, making these 
professional entities with a greater impact on the producer. … RTRS should work together with producer’s 
Associations, in order to educate, and build trust among producers, laying the fundation for the adoption of 
the certification later” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q8). 
 
 
 



26 
 

5.2.3 Certified, large producer: Fazenda Mandaguari 

Lucas Johannes is the CEO of Fazenda Mandaguari, a large soy producer company in the state of Mina de 
Gerais, Brazil. Fazenda Mandaguari has been certified with the RTRS in 2011 however, according to Mr. 
Johannes the company intends to withdraw from the certification in the near future. When asked about the 
motives of the withdraw, the answer was simply “The last certification bothered me a lot.” (Pers. com., 
Johannes, 2013, Q5). 
 
Mr. Johannes states that the main interest of adopting the certification was economic: “If there is an economic 
compensation, it is logical our interest increased” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q1). Other aspects such as the 
environmental or social had little incidence: “The environmental aspect had little influence, because we have 
a government that already demands quite a lot regarding this aspect. Maybe one organization asks to write 
down one way and the other in another, but beyond that, little has changed on the property after the 
certification” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q1) 
 
For Mr. Johannes the certification is not a prerequisite for the realization of social or philanthropic activities: 
“Regarding the social aspect, Fazenda Mandaguari has had always a concern with the city where the ranch is 
located. The company has made specific actions  like the construction of a computer lab, health centers and 
other actions that have taken place during the last decades” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q1) 
 
Confirming previous research and other interviews, the technical aspect is not a motivation for the adoption of 
RTRS among major producers. According to Mr. Johannes “The technical part of the certification will hardly 
work.” (Pers. com.,  Johannes, 2013, Q1).  The new methodologies introduced with the certification seems to 
have become an annoyance rather than a contribution to the internal processes of the company: “The 
certification was time and resource consuming:  get this and that other document, sort out this way (because 
the certifier company wants it that way), problems everywhere with the different agencies, (certification 
companies) each of them requiring a lot of documents and tasks from us!” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q1) 
 
When asked about the difficulties of adopting the RTRS standard for large producers, Mr. Johannes answered: 
“I see no difficulties….however we have already more than enough bureaucracy” (Pers. com., Johannes, 
2013, Q2). Similarly, Mr. Johannes believes the main factor that will influence the success of future 
certification process will be just more “Simple and objective certifications” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q3). 
Among the few similarities with other producer’s answers, is the fact that Mr. Johannes also highlights the 
importance of consumers to develop the RTRS initiatives. In words of Fazenda Mandaguari’s CEO, the 
Government does not play a big role in the development of the certification: “Perhaps the consumer can 
influence by paying a higher value for the product, and thus influence soy chain” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, 
Q4). 

5.2.4 Producers in process of certification with the RTRS. 

Three medium-small producers, in process of certification, were interviewed. All of them   from the state of 
Rio Grande do Sul, in southern Brazil. They  have between 20 and 40 years of experience with soybean 
cultivation, and claim their productivity has increased over the last years, partly due, their  participation in 
initiatives such as RTRS (Pers. com., Arnold, Schaffe, Hintz 2013, Q1, Q2). For Schaffe, one of the 
producers, “The major factors that motivate the certification are the rationalization of inputs, the 
environmental conservation and the economic gain” (Pers. com., Schaffe, 2013, Q2).  
  
For these farmers, the initiation with the certification process has led to an improvement, mainly in the 
technical area. For Arnold, after starting with the RTRS process, he is “working within the environmental 
standards, doing an inventory control and reducing production costs. Also, he has more empowered 
employees, mainly due the technical courses they participated (the employees) during the 2012” (Pers. com., 
Arnold, 2013 Q2). For Hintz, although there has not been an economic remuneration, the training provided 
for RTRS has been reflected in a greater environmental and technical knowledge, especially in techniques to 
reduce the use of agrochemicals (Pers. com., Hintz, 2013, Q2) 
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Among the major challenges for the adoption of the RTRS, this group of producers mentioned:  a) adaptation 
of the facilities and equipment, b) learning and execution of new technical knowledge and c) understanding 
and application of environmental legislation (Pers. com., Arnold, Schaffe, Hintz 2013, Q3). Among the 
strategies to boost this initiatives, they did a great emphasis on financial stimulus, either through obtaining 
low-interest credits or through collaboration to differentiate the product and thus obtain a better income (Pers. 
com., Arnold, 2013, Q4). Unlike the large producer, this group believe that the goverment plays a big role 
helping the producer, mainly through financial support and with the marketing of their products abroad (Pers. 
com. , Hintz, 2013, Q4). 
 
 
Finally, when asked what were the factors influencing the success or failure of the certification process, the 
producers mentioned that was the will of the producer  the most important (Pers. com., Arnold, Schaffe, Hintz 
2013, Q5).  For Hintz, besides the besides the interest of the producer, other aspects that guarantee the success 
are: “The involvement of several producers in the same region through meetings for the clarification and 
awareness  regarding the certification process. To be honest, investments are not so large, and it is often just 
matter of adapting the property. The training for producers and their families is critical” (Pers. com., Hintz, 
2013, Q5).   
 
The following tables (6 and 7) summarizes the motives and challenges of the RTRS adoption mentioned by 
producers and support organizations.   
 
Table 6 Main motives for the adoption of Round Table of Responsible Soy 

 
 
Table 6 summarizes the main motivations for the adoption of the RTRS mentioned by producers and support 
organizations. Most of these motivations are related with economic aspects.  
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Table 7 Summary of challenges of Round table of responsible soy adoption 
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6. Analysis 
 
This chapter analyses the empirical data presented in Chapter 5 according to the theoretical framework 
presented in Chapter 4 and the literature review introduced in Chapter 3. The analysis starts comparing the 
results with the concept of Carroll’s CSR levels and ends with an analysis of the concept of Sustainable 
Global Value Chain in comparison with the challenges faced in the soybean value chain. 
 

6.1 Motives 
 
In this section the author will analyze the motives of the adoption of the RTRS within the theoretical 
framework of Carroll’s CSR pyramid.  The next table summarizes the motives of RTRS classified by type. 
 

Table 8. Motives of Round table of Responsible soy adoption (classified by type) 

 
The table 8 shows the motives for adopting RTRS are more inclined towards economic rather than ethical or 
philanthropic reasons.  
 
 
Level 1: Economic Responsibilities  
 
The results are in line with previous studies conducted on the subject (Humphries & Kainer , 2006 Bass et al. 
2001).  Most of the interviewees acknowledged that the main motives for the adoption of the RTRS are 
potential higher prices and access to new markets.  
 
According to Carroll’s model, the lowest level of CSR is related to the company's ability to generate returns 
in the medium and long term (Carroll ,1991 p. 2). Historically, this focus on the economic perspective has 
been the main paradigm, until very recently, when other non-economic aspects started to become more 
relevant (Carroll ,1991 p. 4). The author mentioned  five types of responsibilities that  companies  must  met  
in this regard (Carroll ,1991 p. 2): 1.a) “to perform manner consistent with maximizing earnings per share”, 
1.b) “to be committed to being as profitable as possible”, 1.c) “to maintain a strong competitive position”, 
1.d) “to maintain a high level of operating efficiency”, 1.e) “a successful firm be defined as one that is 
consistently profitable”. 
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The findings suggest that the main motives for the adoption of the RTRS are intended to cover financial 
responsibilities. Nonetheless, there is a difference between large and small- medium producers.  For larger 
producers, the RTRS is an opportunity to access new markets and get a higher price per ton sold. This, 
compared with Carroll’s model, would translate into maximize profit and to acquire a stronger competitive 
position (1.a, 1.b, 1.c). 
 
Although medium and small producers would have theoretically the same opportunities to access new market 
and get higher prices, there are several studies that suggest that profitability for them is not guaranteed 
(KPMG ,2012 Tomei et al. ,2010 Lee et al. ,2011 ICONE 2011b ).  The difficulty of being profitable for such 
producers lies, mainly, on the need to cover the costs of adaptation to environmental norms, and also, to the 
lack of economies of scale. Therefore, the adoption of the RTRS standard for medium and small producers 
aims to improve the technical capacity and their ability to meet social and environmental regulation (or in 
Carroll’s words “to maintain a high level of operating efficiency”).  
 
Level 2: Legal Responsibilities  
 
The next level in Carroll’s responsibility pyramid are the legal responsibilities.  According to the author, 
(Carroll ,1991 p. 5) “society has not only sanctioned business to operate according to the profit motive; at the 
same time business is expected to comply with the laws and  regulations promulgated by federal, state, and 
local governments as the ground rules under which business must operate”’. 
 
After the economic motives, the need to comply with social and environmental standards was the aspect 
mentioned more times during the interviews. The opinions among producers varied noticeably. For some 
producers, the main reason for adopting the RTRS is compliance with legal responsibilities, because 
according to them, the economic benefits are hardly obtainable (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q1). 
 
For the representative of RTRS, “Brazilian legislation is complex and bureaucratic and it is hard and costly 
for many producers to comply with all requirements”  (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q4). Both, RTRS in Brazil 
and Aliança da Terra agree that one of the main positive impacts of the RTRS implementation in Brazil has 
been the support provided to producers to meet the environmental and social requirements demanded by the 
Brazilian jurisdiction (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1).  
 
In effect, the small and medium producers who are in the process of certification with the RTRS claimed that 
the advice provided in legal matters has been essential to meet legal requirements (Pers. com., Arnold, 2013, 
Q1). In this regard it is necessary, again, to make a distinction between small and big producers. The latter 
generally have advisory teams that allow them to deal with these issues. Therefore, for these big players, the 
legal advice received during the implementation process of the RTRS is not a motivator for its adoption. 
(Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q5). Finally, it should be mentioned that all the interviewed assured that in one way 
or another, they all meet the legal requirements.  
 
Level 3: Ethical Responsibilities  
 
In his theory, Carroll (1991) recognizes that although the economic and legal levels include ethical aspects 
about fairness and justice, it is necessary to acknowledge all those activities that are expected and demanded 
by society and are not recognized by law (Carroll ,1991 p.5): “Ethical Responsibilities embody those 
standards, norms, or expectations that reflect a concern for what consumers, employees, shareholders, and the 
community regard as fair, just, or in keeping with the respect or protection of stakeholders' moral rights”.  
 
As mentioned in the previous level, one can assume that social and environmental legal norms are met by 
producers (and that compliance with these norms is one of the reasons for the adoption of the RTRS). Taking 
this into account, it can be said that few producers decide to adopt RTRS for purely ethics reasons, or in other 
words, because they expect to meet expectations that goes beyond the legal requirements. A clear example is 
the ethical responsibilities regarding environmental matters.  
 
According to the representative of the RTRS in Brazil, it will take some time before producers begin to adopt 
the RTRS for reasons that go beyond the legal benefit or the regulatory compliance (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, 
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Q3). This opinion is shared by producers like Luiz Felipe Ricca, who quotes: “Without a differential payment, 
few producers will voluntarily join the program, moved only by their environmental interests” (Pers. com., 
Ricca, 2013, Q2). For large producers, once they met legal requirements, issues such as “environmental 
aspect had little influence (…) little has changed on the property after the certification” (Pers. com., Johannes, 
2013, Q1). Others, like Mateus Arantes (Non-Certified Producer), believe it is not necessary the adoption of 
expensive standards in order to perform ethically: “Take for example my case (…) Today I get to pay more to 
my staff -more than legal wage- and I use half the amount of insecticide used by other producers in the region 
-even lower than legal limits-” (Pers. com., Arantes, 2013, Q5).   
 
From all farmers interviewed, only the small and medium producers stated that the environmental aspect was 
one of the motives for the adoption of the RTRS, however it is not clear that their environmental interest go 
beyond mere compliance with environmental laws. None of the interviewees mentioned ethical reasons as a 
main motivation for the adoption of the standard. 
 
 
Level 4: Philanthropic Responsibilities  
 
According to Carroll, the highest level of corporate social responsibility “encompasses those corporate actions 
that are in response to society’s expectation that businesses be good corporate citizens. This includes actively 
engaging in acts or programs to promote human welfare or goodwill (Carroll ,1991 p.6). Additionally “ One 
notable reason for making the distinction between philanthropic and ethical responsibilities is that some firms 
feel they are being socially responsible if they are just good citizens in the community” (Carroll ,1991 p.7).  
 
None of the producers mentioned that the adoption of the RTRS was driven by philanthropic reasons. The 
only company that mentioned such activities was Fazenda Mandaguari (large producer).  According to its 
director, “Fazenda Mandaguari has had always a concern with the city where the ranch is located. The 
company has made specific actions like the construction of a computer lab, health centers and other actions 
that have taken place during the last decades” (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q1).  However, they are emphatic 
in stating that such actions are not the result of the certification process, and that in fact, these were carried 
out quite some time before the certification was implemented.  
 

 
6.2 Challenges 
 
This section will deal with the analysis of the challenges of the RTRS adoption in the context of the 
theoretical framework of Sustainable Global Value Chain (SGVC) formulated by Cruz (2008) . As explained 
in the Method chapter, the analysis will be based on the five characteristics of SGVC. Therefore, this study 
will emphasize in the differences between the ‘ideal’ state explained by Cruz in his theory, and the reality 
faced by soybean producers in Brazil.  
 

(i) Network governance chain-type (versus the conventional Quasi-hierarchical value chain 
governance) 

 
 
The first feature analyzed by Cruz is the presence of governance chain-type network.  Cruz asserts: “Quasi-
hierarchical governance means that the buyer has a high degree of control over the supplier and sets the 
parameters with which suppliers need to comply. Conversely, network governance implies a more balanced, 
interdependent and cooperative relationship between the organizations that are part of the chain” (Cruz ,2008 
P. 1189).  Both, the quasi-hierarchical governance and chain-type Network, are part of a set of four chain 
governance types identified by Humphrey, J. & Schmitz (2000, p.16). This set is explained in the next table 
(see Table 9):  
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Table 9. Determinants of governance in Value chains (Humphrey, J. & Schmitz, H. 2000, p.16) 

Chain Governance 
Determinants 

Arm’s Length market 
relations 

- “Buyer and supplier do not need to collaborate in product definition” 
- Standard product 
-“Risks to buyer are low (requirements easy to meet of supplier capability to meet them)” 
 

Network -Co-operation between more or less equals 
-“Supplier and buyer jointly define the product, and combine complementary competences 
(e.g. buyer and supplier are innovators, close to technology frontiers)” 
-“High and generalized competence favors network”  
-“Reciprocal inter-dependence” 
 

Quasi-hierarchy - “High degree of control of buyer over supplier (buyer define the product)” 
- “The buyer  would incur losses from the suppliers’ performance failures (doubt about 
competence of supplier)” 
- “Buyers invest in specific suppliers and seek to tie them to their chain” 

Hierarchy - “Buyers take direct ownership of developing country operations” 
- “The buyers carries out product definition, which may involve proprietary technology” 
-“The risk of poor performance by independent suppliers increase if the buyer uses quality 
as a brand attribute” 
 

 
 
Although this study does not cover the relationship between producer and retailer, it is possible to make some 
interpretations of the type governance characteristic of the soybean value chain.  According to Humphrey & 
Schmitz ( 2000, p.16), agricultural products such  soy,  are traded through intermediate agents, so there is no 
direct contact between the final user and the producer.  This aspect is a clear difference from the model of 
SGVC suggested by Cruz, where close collaboration between customers and producers is required (chain-type 
network).  
 
The absence of direct communication with the producer, has forced customers to rely on standards (such as 
the RTRS) and other mechanisms to ensure product quality (Humphrey, J. & Schmitz, H. 2000, p.16). The 
government of the producing countries plays a key role, not only to ensure the phytosanitary standards, but 
also to assist producers in the acquisition of technical and marketing knowledge in order to maintain a 
reputation in the market (Humphrey, J. & Schmitz, H. 2000, p.16). This type of situation is more 
characteristic of developing country producers, which have a lower competitive level than buyers countries. 
This difference in the level of competition greatly increases the buyer’s risks (Humphrey, J. & Schmitz, H. 
2000, p.16) 
 
Therefore, the soy value chain in Brazil is more characteristic of quasi-hierarchy Chain Governance than the 
network chain type proposed by Cruz (as a requirement for Sustainable Global Value Chain). According to 
Cruz “While network forms of chain governance are beneficial to knowledge exchange, learning and 
upgrading, suppliers from developing countries are less likely to be integrated in global supply chain with 
network governance” ( Humphrey, J & Schmitz, H. 2002, p. 27 cited by Cruz ,2008 P. 1189).  
 

(ii) Certification agencies set parameters (versus Global buyers setting parameters in 
conventional chains) 

 
According  to Cruz ( ,2008 p.1190)   the role of certification is to demand  “a list of criteria to certify whether 
a product is environmentally and socially correct”. Although certification agencies have had historically a 
marginal role, some authors argue that this trend is changing : “certification organizations become a leading 
element of SGVCs as they both set and enforce the parameters according to which firms have to produce and 
trade” (Cruz ,2008 p.1196).  
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In an ideal scenario of a Sustainable Global Value Chain, the certifier can “successfully modify power 
relationships along the chain… from raw materials suppliers to clients, by at the same time setting and 
enforcing parameters” (Cruz ,2008 p.1196). By doing this, The certifying agencies “tends to create a more 
symmetric, network-type relationship” between distributors, retailers and producers from developing 
countries (Cruz ,2008 p.1204).  
 
Among all the  mechanisms that certification bodies can use to influence the value chain, one of the most 
important is the ability to   increase the demand for sustainable products (which results in an increment of 
bargaining power of final customers) (Cruz ,2008 p.1204). As fewer suppliers will be able to provide these 
sustainable products, the price will rise and the bargaining power of distributors/retailers will decrease. 
Finally, providers will be able to change their traditional position of disadvantage when negotiating (Cruz, 
2008 p.1204) 
 
When analyzing the current situation of the RTRS, It could be said that its influence power over the value 
chain is still low.  In the words of the RTRS representative in Brazil: “RTRS is a young organization and it is 
still hard to measure its impact” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1). The implementation of RTRS standard 1.0 in 
Brazil started in 2011 and although the number of certified producers is growing every year, this amount 
represents only the 1% of total land area and soy production in Brazil (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1). 
 
Even though it has recently started, the research suggests that the RTRS is making great efforts to influence 
the value chain. According to Meyer, “The RTRS mainly works with all stakeholders in the soy value chain. 
Retailers defiantly have an important role and they need to demand more RTRS soy from traders and in the 
feed industry” ” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q5). Yet, they recognize it is very challenging to influence the 
final customers, mainly due problems when differentiating the final product (see  iii- Customers familiar with 
the certifications) 
 
The problem of lack of interaction with final customers has been recognized by other researchers. For 
example, Schouten found that not all stakeholders are participating in the decision-making processes of RTRS 
(Schouten et al. ,2012 p. 45). According to the author, there is a scarce presence of social NGO's (most NGOs 
focus on environmental problems) and the absence of representatives of consumers (Schouten et al. ,2012 p. 
45).  One of the most important findings of Schouten is that “although the RTRS managed to include a 
diverse range of actors in the Roundtable process, this range of actors does not add up to a representative 
sample of stakes in responsible soy production” (Schouten et al. ,2012 p. 46). This lack of influence on the 
final customers, is according to Cruz an impediment to trigger the mechanisms of modification of power 
relations (Cruz ,2008 p.1204).  
 
Another issue of great importance is the adaptation of the standard by the producers. According to Charton, 
“The large producers does not have any difficult, since they possess highly specialized advisory teams, 
appropriate to comply with the certification requirements” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q5). This statement is 
corroborated by the only large producer interviewed, which assured that the standard adaptation represents no 
problem for producers of its size (Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q2). 
 
The problem of adaptation to the RTRS standard was, however, mentioned on several occasions by the small 
producers. According to Locks, “small producers have much more difficulty to certify with RTRS, since they 
have fewer resources for immediate adjustments, lack staff for arranging all necessary records and  have 
certification costs  proportionately much heavier” (Pers. com., Locks, 2013, Q5).  
 
 

(iii) Customers familiar with the certifications  
 
In a Sustainable Global Value Chain, all the customers need to “be familiar with certification and believe in 
its integrity” (Cruz ,2008 p.1203). Unfortunately, this seems not to be the case of the RTRS. Within all 
challenges revealed by the producers, the one that was more times consistently mentioned was the lack of 
demand for RTRS certified soy.  This lack of demand could be the result of a lack of knowledge of the 
standard or simple lack of motivation at the time of purchase.  
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According to RTRS, demand for certified soy has increased in recent years, especially among Scandinavian 
countries (www, RTRS, 4, 2013). However, the same organization acknowledges that the demand is still low. 
In words of Agustin Mascotena, RTRS Executive Director “we still have a long way to reach a global 
mainstream status, but we feel we are on the right track ….we expect to engage with important Asian 
countries so as to work together on the global trade of soy; especially with China, which is responsible for 
more than 50% of the purchasing of soy” (www, RTRS, 4, 2013).  
 
Despite the apparent increase in demand, the perception among the interviewed producers is that there are not 
enough buyers for certified soybean.  According to Locks, “The RTRS success in Brazil and the world 
depends on just two factors: Actual demand for RTRS soy and fair premium for certified producers. It is more 
a problem of lack of market than a lack of environmental responsibility during production” (Pers. com., 
Locks,  2013, Q5). 
 

(iv)  All chain components contribute to differentiation 
 
The social and environmental obligations imposed when implementing standards such as the RTRS has a 
direct impact on the price competitiveness of the final product. According to Cruz, the CSR products are 
“driven towards a differentiation strategy, focusing on specific market segments that are willing to absorb 
them” (Cruz ,2008 p.1203).  This differentiation implies that diverse segments in the value chain need to 
make greater efforts or ‘contributions’.  On the producer side, this means to change the production processes, 
and on the consumer side, to be willing to pay a higher price for the product.  
 
For Reinhardt, there are three requirements than need to fulfill in order to implement successfully a 
differentiation Strategy (Reinhardt, 1998 p. 59-66) : a) Willingness to pay (a higher price), b) Credible 
information and c) imposing barriers to imitators.  The issue of final consumer’s willingness to pay a higher 
price was a concern expressed by most of interviewees.  For a large majority of producers, the main way to 
move forward initiatives such as the RTRS is to convince customers to pay a higher price for certified soy 
(Pers. com., Johannes, 2013, Q4).  
 
The challenge of differentiating commodities products is quite relevant. In addition to the problem of lack of 
communication with final clients and their apparent unwillingness to pay higher prices, one must consider the 
issue of traceability. According to Meyer, “For the consumer to help RTRS its more difficult as soy is part of 
so many food stuff in such a small quantities, and trace RTRS soy in specific food will be a very complex 
issue” (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q5).   
 

(v) High awareness regarding social and environmental issues. Each chain component is 
responsible for raising this awareness 
 

The final characteristic of the Sustainable Global Value Chain (SGVC) is related to the level of environmental 
and social awareness all along the supply chain.  According to Cruz, members of a SGVC tend to create “a 
common consciousness, a shared vision regarding sustainability issues in the entire chain” which eventually 
would lead to increasing international competitiveness (Cruz, 2008 p.1204).  
 
Although all producers recognized to some extent the importance of social and environmental aspects, it is 
clear that the main motives remain to be economic. (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q3).  Several producers 
complain that even if they become sustainable, there is a structural problem with the current system.  In the 
words of one of the farmers: “This system encourages the use of modern technology, mass consumption of 
pesticides, and neither producers nor pesticide companies take responsibility for the externalities” (Pers. com., 
Ricca, 2013, Q4). On the other hand, the low demand for RTRS soy could be an indicator that the level of 
awareness is not very high amongst the buyers yet.  
 
Despite the fact that institutions such as RTRS and Aliança da Terra are constantly working to increase the 
level of environmental and social awareness among all links of the supply chain, it is evident that there is still 
a lot of work to do in this area.  
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7. Discussion 
 
The production of soy in Brazil has been linked with high rates of deforestation (Fearnside 2001, p.23) and 
with an increment in the use of herbicides and other agrochemicals that in the long run could have a direct 
impact on special ecosystems like the Brazilian amazon (Tomei & Upham , 2009 p. 3895). The Amazon is 
one of the most valuable ecosystems worldwide due its unique biodiversity (Janssen & Rutz ,2011 p. 5118).  
It has been estimated that Brazil possesses around 20% of the world’s known living species, that in numerical 
terms can amount to approximately two  million of plants and animal’s species (Bolzani et al, 2012 p.3).   
 
The environmental problems derivated from the soybean production in Brazil are quite complex to solve if 
one considers that the production is attached with a tangled system of supply-demand at global scale.  The 
apparent inability of local governments to deal with this problem has contributed to the emergence of public-
private initiatives like the so called Round Tables which focus on the creation of standards to make value 
chains of commodities products more sustainable (Schouten et al.,2012 p. 42). ` 
 
One of those initiatives is the Roundtable on Responsible Soy (RTRS), which is defined by Janssen & Rutz 
(2011, p. 5722) as a “international platform in which soy producers, soy merchants, the soy processing 
industry, banks and societal organizations are collaborating in order to establish and implement in practice 
sustainability criteria for the worldwide cultivation of soy”. The objective of the RTRS is  (RTRS 2007, p.1) 
“to promote the growth and use of responsible soy through cooperation within the soy value chain in an open 
dialogue with stakeholders. Responsible soy is economically viable, socially beneficial, and environmentally 
appropriate”. This study focused on identifying the motives and challenges of the adoption of the RTRS 
certification amongst Brazilian soy producers 
 

7.1 Money, Money, Money 
 
Despite the threat to biodiversity, environmental protection is not the main motivation of Brazilian producers. 
The results show the adoption of the RTRS among large producer is mainly driven by potential higher prices 
and access to new markets. Medium and small producer, besides the economic remuneration, also aim 
towards improving the technical capacity and their ability to meet social and environmental regulation. 
 
In general terms, the adoption is more difficult for smaller producers. There are some studies that suggest that 
profitability is not guaranteed for this group (KPMG ,2012 Tomei et al. ,2010 Lee et al. ,2011 ICONE 2011b 
). Unlike, large producers, small producers need to carry with the cost of adapting their installations and 
process in order to meet the environmental and social requirements demanded by the RTRS. 
  
After the economic motives, compliance with legal responsibilities, was the aspect that more times was 
mentioned by the producers. While large producers have advisory teams that allow them to deal with such 
issues, small and medium producers need advice and support from external institutions to meet legal 
requirements (Pers. com., Arnold, 2013, Q1).  
 
It can be said that few producers decide to adopt RTRS for purely ethical reasons.  A clear example is the 
ethical responsibilities regarding environmental matters. Both, producers and support organizations, agree that 
it will take some time before reaching a system where the adoption of the RTRS would be motivated by 
reasons other than economic, technical or legal.  The same applies to the philanthropic needs mentioned by 
Carroll (1991). The study suggests that the adoption of a certification is not perceived as a prerequisite for the 
realization of ethical or philanthropic activities. Yet, it is not clear the level at which non-certified, certified 
and companies that are in process of certification perform this ethical and philanthropic activities. 
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The results are consistent with other similar investigations. For example, in the study conducted by 
Humphries & Kainer (, 2006 p.38) regarding adoption of CFE’s certifications by Brazilian communities, it 
was found that potential price increases and new market access were also the main incentives. Other 
researchers like Bass (et al. 2001) and May (2006) also support this assertion. Besides economics, Humphries 
& Kainer (, 2006 p.34) also recognize other drivers: a) Technical (Improved management practices, and 
Better control of equipment used in forest management) b) Social (members more motivated and improved 
organization), and c) Environment (Humphries & Kainer , 2006 p.34).  These studies found that those motives 
are not considered as important as the economic aspect, which is consistent with the findings of this research. 
 

7.2 RTRS is still a young initiative 
 
Economic aspects seem to be the main challenge for producers to get certificated with the RTRS.  Although 
there appears to be evidence of an increase in the demand for RTRS soy (especially amongst Scandinavian 
countries), the main perception among producers is that the market is still very limited. While the study did 
not identify a major reason for the low demand, it is possible to formulate some hypotheses. One of the 
problems identified was the apparent lack of communication between producers and final customers. This 
problem is highlighted by authors like Schouten et al. ( 2012 p. 45), who claims that there was little presence 
of  consumer in the decision-making processes of RTRS,  
 
A second hypothesis that could explain the low demand appears to be the challenge of differentiating 
commodities.  For some of the interviewees, it seems to be a difficult to perform a proper traceability, 
especially in food products associated with soy. The difficulty in distinguishing between certified and not 
certified soy is only part of the problem. A number of farmers expressed their concern about the need to 
convince consumers to pay a higher price for certified soybean.  If these latter are not willing to pay, the 
whole RTRS initiative can stagger. 
 
According to the theoretical framework of Sustainable Global Value Chain (Cruz, 2008), it can be said that 
the characteristics of the soybean value chain in Brazil resemble more to a quasi-hierarchy chain governance 
than to the “ideal”’ Network chain type proposed by Cruz (as a requirement for SGVC) 
 
After the economic challenges, the legal and technical adjustment seems to be the main obstacle for the 
adoption of the RTRS. This is particularly true among small and medium producers, who have fewer 
resources for immediate adjustments, lack staff and have certification costs which are proportionately much 
heavier. The large producers, on the other hand, have more financial and technical resources, besides 
possessing highly specialized advisory teams, appropriate to comply with all the certification requirements.  
 
It should be stressed that the RTRS is still in developing stages. In Brazil, for example, the implementation of 
the standard began in 2011 and this, may explain why the influence of the initiative over all levels of the chain 
seems to be still low. Even though the number of certified producers is growing every year, this amount 
represents only the 1% of total land area and soy production in Brazil (Pers. com., Meyer, 2013, Q1).  
Although organizations such as RTRS and Aliança da Terra are working to increase the level of awareness 
throughout the chain, it is clear that even greater efforts are needed to change the unsustainable Brazilian 
production model.  
 
With respect to the challenges, previous studies also identified economic issues as the main impediments for 
the adoption of certifications. While the present study recognized the lack of demand of RTRS like the main 
obstacle, producers from CFE projects were more concern with the high costs of certification (Humphries & 
Kainer , 2006 p. 39). The investment required for the adoption of the RTRS was identified as an obstacle only 
by small and medium producers. Another aspect that was also consistent with previous studies is the fact that 
adoption of standards is more difficult amongst small producers. Just as pointed out by Lee et al. (2011 p. 
2513) “independent’ smallholders have inadequate financial and technical capacity to implement 
sustainability standards. They also have little incentive to proactively pursue sustainable practices, given the 
(perceived) lack of any obvious reward”.  
 



37 
 

A second group of challenges acknowledged in both, the present study as well as in the literature review, are 
those related with the adoption of new technical procedures. As noted the soy producers, the process of 
adaptation of new cultivation techniques is quite complex, what appears to be confirmed by Humphries & 
Kainer (2006 p.35) and their study of a CFE’s certifications adoption in Brazilian communities.  
 
To solve the problem of lack of demand is necessary to increase marketing of the RTRS initiative. This 
promotion must be made not only amongst producers, retailers, NGOs and governments, but mainly with final 
clients (food producers, biodiesel warehouses and refineries) (KPMG, 2012).  Influence the market effectively 
is a very complex task, and that is why some authors recognize that “strong political, technical, and financial 
support from the state government’’ is needed (Humphries & Kainer, 2006 p. 30) 
 
Regarding the problems faced by the small producers, some authors  (KPMG, 2012 p.24) suggest to provide  
“free training” and “Collectively negotiated audit fees for smaller producers”. Since producer’s conditions 
and sizes are different, it would be interesting to consider a  segmented approach, like for example, to have a 
more accessible version of RTRS for medium and small producers (KPMG, 2012 p.25).  

7.3 Limitations and suggestions for further research  
 
As mentioned in the methodology, the financial and time constraints prevented a more complete picture of the 
reality.  Contact with soybean producers was particularly difficult due they were in preparation stage for the 
growing season, and also, they had limited internet access in the regions where they were located.  Even 
though the Portuguese is not the mother tongue of the author, this did not have a significant influence on the 
results. 
 
Perhaps, the most influential factor was the fact that the RTRS is a relatively recent scheme, therefore there is 
not a large number of certified producers or in process of certification that can be interviewed. Similarly, the 
impact of the RTRS on the value chain has not been very large, which can be explained by the short time of 
the initiative and the difficulty of such as task. It is necessary to make further studies when the initiative gain 
more experience.  
 
Despite the difficulties encountered, the author considers that the inductive-qualitative approach used in this 
study fulfilled the expectations. This can be evidenced in the fact that, despite the limited resources, the 
results were similar to other studies done on the topic (Humphries & Kainer, 2006; ICONE, 2011). However, 
it is necessary to recognize that   the problems to contact the producers (and the fact that in some cases it was 
not possible to have feedback) could have limited the study findings. 
 
The author believes that the Carroll’s CSR pyramid and Sustainable Global Value Chain provided a decent 
framework for the analysis of the empirical study. It should be noted, however, that the theory of Sustainable 
Global Value Chain (SGVC) needs to be used with caution. According to his author (Cruz 2008), the SGVC 
is  a relatively new theory, which needs more research and development. 
 
The issue of sustainability in the supply chain is vast and requires further research. Cruz (2008 p.1206) states 
that among the issues that need further theory development are: a) study of Bargaining power, b) how to 
accomplish CSR-based differentiation and c) mechanism to raise awareness in the supply chain. Specifically 
on the issue of the supply chain of soy, is of vital importance to study mechanisms to increase the demand for 
RTRS certified products.   
 
The challenges of differentiating commodities products and the consumer wiliness to pay higher prices for 
sustainable products also needs further study. Besides the need to increase consumer’s awareness, it is critical 
to broaden the understanding of mechanisms that ensure that motives for adopting sustainability strategies 
cease to be purely economic.  
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8. Conclusion 
 
 
The Amazon is one of the most valuable ecosystems worldwide due its unique biodiversity (Janssen & Rutz, 
2011 p. 5118). The production of soy in Brazil has been linked with serious ecological impacts (Fearnside, 
2001 p.23) that may affect biodiversity in sensitive ecosystems such as the Brazilian Amazon (Tomei & 
Upham, 2009 p. 3895).  
 
In order to curb environmental problems, there have been established public-private initiatives such as the 
“Round Tables”, focused on the creation of standards to make value chains of commodities products more 
sustainable (Schouten et al., 2012 p. 42). One of the most important is the Roundtable on Responsible Soy 
(RTRS), which is defined as a “international platform in which soy producers, soy merchants, the soy 
processing industry, banks and societal organizations are collaborating in order to establish and implement in 
practice sustainability criteria for the worldwide cultivation of soy” (Janssen & Rutz, 2011 p. 5722). This 
present study focused on identifying the motives and challenges of the adoption of the RTRS certification 
amongst Brazilian soy producers. 
 
The results show the adoption of the RTRS among large producer is mainly driven by potential higher prices 
and access to new markets. Medium and small producer adopt the scheme in order to improve their technical 
capacity and ability to meet social and environmental regulation. While large producers have advisory teams 
that allow them to deal with these issues, small and medium producers need advice and support from external 
institutions to meet legal requirements (Pers. com., Arnold, 2013, Q1). It will take some time before the 
adoption of the RTRS would be motivated by purely philanthropic or ethical reasons. 
 
On the other hand, lack of demand for RTRS certified soy seems to be the main challenge for producers to get 
certificated. Some of the hypotheses that could explain this situation are: a) lack of communication between 
producers and final customers and b) problems for appropriate differentiation of certified products. After the 
economic challenges, the legal and technical adjustment seems to be the main obstacle for the adoption of the 
RTRS. This is particularly true among small and medium producers, who have fewer resources for immediate 
adjustments, lack staff and have certification costs which are proportionately much heavier 
 
One of the strategies to overcome the challenge of lack of market is to increase promotion of the RTRS 
initiative among final clients (food producers, biodiesel warehouses and refineries). In regard to the problems 
of adoption faced by smaller producers, some authors propose a) a more accessible version of RTRS, b) free 
training and c) Collectively negotiated audit fees for medium and small producers (KPMG ,2012 p.24).  
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Appendix 1: Interview questions 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Study: Motives & Challenges of sustainable soy production in Brazil: A qualitative 
case study from a producer’s perspective. 

 
 
Questionary #1. Support institutions, (Portuguese-English)  
 
 
1. Em sua experiencia, qual  considera  tem sido o principal impacto (social, ambiental e económico), 
que teve la implementação do RTRS no Brasil? (Tal como redução ou não na área desmatada, melhor 
ou pior qualidade de vida dos agricultores, etc.)?  
From your experience, what has been the main impact (social, environmental or economic) of the RTRS 
implementation in Brazil? (deforested area , quality of life, etc.).? 
 
2. Do total Dos produtores de soja no Brasil, que  porcentagem está certificado com o RTRS?  Qual é a 
tendência no número de produtores que esta sendo certificado (Está aumentando ou diminuindo)? 
From the total of soybean producers in Brazil, what percentage is certified with the RTRS? What is the trend 
(Is it increasing or decreasing)? 
 
3. A partir da sua experiência, o que você considera são as principais motivações /expectativas dos 
produtores de soja no Brasil para certificar-se com o RTRS (econômica, social, ambiental, técnica etc)? 
From your experience, what do you consider are the main motives / expectations of soybean producers for the 
adoption of  RTRS (economic, social, environmental, technical, etc.)? 
 
4. Considera que os produtores que foram certificados han cumprido seus expectativas? 
Do you consider that certified producers have met their expectations? 
 
5. A partir da sua experiência, o que você considera são as principais desafios que enfrentam os 
produtores de soja no Brasil para certificar-se com o RTRS (econômico, social, ambiental, jurídico, 
técnicos etc) 
From your experience, what do you think are the main challenges faced by soybean producers  who decided 
to adopt the RTRS (economic, social, environmental, legal, technical, etc.) 
 
6. Como o governo pode apoiar e incentivar o processo de certificação? Como pode os retailers? Como 
pode o consumidor? 
How can the government support and encourage the certification process? How can the retailer? How can the 
consumer? 
 
7. Quais são os fatores que influenciam o sucesso ou não de um processo de certificação (Por exemplo, o 
tamanho do produtor, técnica, capacidade de investimento, etc) 
What are the factors that influence the success or failure of a certification process (for example, size of the 
producer, technical or investment capacity, etc.) 
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Study: Motives & Challenges of sustainable soy production in Brazil: A qualitative 
case study from a producer’s perspective. 

 
 
Questionary #2.  Produtor certificado-Certified producer, (Portuguese-English) 
 
 
1. Conte-me um pouco de experiência com a soja? há quanto tempo está produzindo? Quanta 
quantidade  produz mensalmente? 
Tell me about your experience with soy? How long have you been producing? How much do you produce 
monthly? 
 
2. A partir da sua experiência, o que você considera são as principais motivações /expectativas dos 
produtores de soja no Brasil para certificar-se com o RTRS (econômica, social, ambiental, técnica etc)? 
você cumpriu  seus expectativas? 
From your experience, what do you consider are the main motives / expectations of soybean producers for the 
adoption of  RTRS (economic, social, environmental, technical, etc.)? 
 
3. O que você considera são as principais desafios que enfrentam os produtores de soja no Brasil para 
certificar-se com o RTRS (econômico, social, ambiental, jurídico, técnicos etc) 
From your experience, what do you think are the main challenges faced by soybean producers  who decided 
to adopt the RTRS (economic, social, environmental, legal, technical, etc.) 
 
4. Como o governo pode apoiar e incentivar o processo de certificação? Como pode os retailers? Como 
pode o consumidor? 
How can the government support and encourage the certification process? How can the retailer? How can the 
consumer? 
 
5. Quais são os fatores que influenciam o sucesso ou não de um processo de certificação (Por exemplo, o 
tamanho do produtor, técnica, capacidade de investimento, etc) 
What are the factors that influence the success or failure of a certification process (for example, size of the 
producer, technical or investment capacity, etc.) 
 
6. Em sua experiencia, qual  considera  tem sido o principal impacto (social, ambiental e económico), 
que teve la implementação do RTRS no Brasil? (Tal como redução ou não na área desmatada, melhor 
ou pior qualidade de vida dos agricultores, etc.)? 
From your experience, what has been the main impact (social, environmental or economic) of the RTRS 
implementation in Brazil? (deforested area , quality of life, etc.).? 
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Questionary #3.  Produtor não certificado- No RTRS certified, (Portuguese-English) 
 
 
1. Conte-me um pouco de experiência com a soja? há quanto tempo está produzindo? Quanta 
quantidade  produz mensalmente? 
Tell me about your experience with soy? How long have you been producing? How much do you produce 
monthly? 
 
2. Quais  som as razões porque você não esta certificado com o RTRS?  
Which are the reasons why you are not certified with RTRS? 
 
3. O fato de que você não está certificado  afeta a comercialização de soja que você produz? 
The fact that you are not certified affects the commercialization of your product? 
 
4. Acredita que é possível produzir de forma sustentável soja sem certificação? 
Do you believe that is possible to produce soy sustainably without certification? 
 
5. Quais são os principais desafios para produzer soja de forma sustentável? 
What are the main challenges to produce soy sustainably? 
 
6. A partir da sua experiência, o que você considera são as principais motivações /expectativas dos 
produtores de soja no Brasil para certificar-se com o RTRS (econômica, social, ambiental, técnica etc)? 
From your experience, what do you consider are the main motives / expectations of soybean producers for the 
adoption of  RTRS (economic, social, environmental, technical, etc.)? 
 
7. Como o governo pode apoiar e incentivar produção sustentável de soja no Brasil? Como pode os 
retailers? Como pode o consumidor? 
How can the government support and encourage a sustainable soy production? How can the retailer? How can 
the consumer? 
 
 

 
 
 
 


	1. Introduction
	1.1 Problem background
	1.2. Aim
	1.3 Approach
	1.4 Outline
	Figure 1 Outline of thesis

	1.4 Delimitations

	2. Method
	2.1 Literature review
	2.2 Identification of a theoretical framework
	2.2.1 Theory for the motives
	Figure 2. Carroll’s Pyramid (Carroll, 1991 p. 4).

	2.2.2. Theory for the challenges

	2.3   Choice of country
	2.4 Choice of sector and crop
	2.5 Choice of organizations
	2.5.1 Support institutions
	2.5.2 Soy Producers
	Table 1. List of contacted soy producers.


	2.6 Empirical Study
	Table 2. Data collection through personal interviews


	3. Literature review
	3.1 Environmental Impact
	3.2 Biofuels
	3.3 Standards and RTRS
	3.4 Critics on the RTRS
	3.5 Motives and challenges in the implementation of standards
	3.5.1 Motives
	3.5.1 Challenges
	Cost of certification
	Table 4. Perception of a forest certification project of a community-based enterprises in Brazil. Negative aspects/ challenges. (Humphries & Kainer, 2006 p.35).

	3.6 Strategies to overcome constrains


	4. Theoretical framework
	4.1 CSR and Carroll’s (1991) Pyramid
	Figure 4. Carroll’s Pyramid (Carroll 1991). These models identify four different levels of corporate responsibility, starting with the economic liabilities and finishing with the philanthropic responsibilities.

	4.2 Sustainable Global Value Chain (SGVC)

	5. Empirical study
	5.1 Support Organizations
	5.1.1 The RTRS view and governance structure
	Motives for RTRS certification according to RTRS
	Challenges for RTRS certification according to RTRS
	5.1.2 Aliança da Terra
	Motives and challenges of RTRS certification according to Aliança da Terra

	5.2 Soy Producers
	Table 5. Soy Producers
	5.2.1   The organic producer
	5.2.2 Non-Certified producer.
	5.2.3 Certified, large producer: Fazenda Mandaguari
	5.2.4 Producers in process of certification with the RTRS.


	6. Analysis
	6.1 Motives

	7. Discussion
	7.1 Money, Money, Money
	The results are consistent with other similar investigations. For example, in the study conducted by Humphries & Kainer (, 2006 p.38) regarding adoption of CFE’s certifications by Brazilian communities, it was found that potential price increases and ...

	7.2 RTRS is still a young initiative
	7.3 Limitations and suggestions for further research

	8. Conclusion
	References
	Appendix 1: Interview questions



